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�lariƱcations and �omparatiŽe notes from �@� Ќ(ngagement 
�ummarƅ’ ϼproŽided ͐͗th VuneϽϡ 

On 18 June TGC provided a document titled “Engagement Summary”, sections of which contain 
further clarifications of the TGC Proposal.  Appendix C sets out those parts of the “Engagement 
Summary”, together with comparative notes where relevant.

�@� clariƱcations in response to F®>� reŗuests for clariƱcation 

TGC provided notes in response to requests for clarification by HWFR (numbered 1 to 10 below)
set out in the agenda for the meeting between HWFR and TGC on 18 June. Where the TGC 
comments have been superseded in the final HWFR proposal (which was being developed in 
parallel to the TGC option) this is noted in red text. 

(black = TGC commentary, red = HWFR clarifications)

The most recent requests made of TGC are as follows (taken from the agenda for this meeting of 
18 Vune), to which responses are made to each following: 

1. Are you proposing any Wastewater pipe bridges to connect the storage cellsϦ 

a. Our design will follow HWFRs as a common design feature, so is irrelevant for the purposes of 
concept selection. TGC has been of the opinion that HWFR has been unclear on the design 
assumption in relation to the build over requirements as different comments have been made 
by the HW team. Assume to be the same as HW. 

2. Are you proposing any new stormwater pipes or culverts, or retaining any of the existing 
pipesϦ 

a. Our design will follow HWFRs as a common design feature, so is irrelevant for the purposes of 
concept selection. 

3. Can you clarify how a minimum of ͘ holes will remain open at all times, given that Stage 1 
contains only 4 complete holes and 2 partial holes, noting the requirement for laydown areas 
and fill. Providing the construction methodology youЍve referred to will help clarify this. 

a. It is our understanding that golf is not being considered as part of the HW feasibility 
evaluation process as per your email dated 13 Vune 2025 and the following statement: Њand we 
can not include assessment of golf (or other recreation) benefits as these are yet to be 
confirmed, we do not anticipate the BCR being material to the decision regarding project 
feasibility” Note this understanding is incorrect. The technical feasibility of golf operations is 
critical to the feasibility assessment of TGCЍs proposal. The statement above refers to the 
assessment of golf beneƱts in relation to the Benefit Cost Ratio. This distinction was clarified to 
TGC in the workshop on the 18th of Vune. 

b. The TGC construction programme allows for operational continuity throughout the works over 
two construction seasons. 

c. Our staging programme will overlap, and through smart and efficient planning, TGC would 
apply a flexible management approach to retaining a playable golf course throughout the 
project. TGC to date has developed an earthworks staging approach that enables nine holes to 
remain playable throughout construction following feedback from our experienced earthworks
contractor. Further detail on potential earthworks staging can be found in the attached 

Takapuna Golf Course "esign - Construction Methodology and Wetland Area, by CivilPlan dated 
18 Vune 2025. 

d. As noted at the 18 Vune meeting, this is shorter than the construction programme identified in 
HWЍs Strategic Business Case, which shows the main works occurring over a three-year period 
(´ear 3: $14.6MϢ ´ear 4: $16.2MϢ ´ear 5: $14.5MϢ ´ear 6: $1M), implying a longer period of 
disruption and site unavailability. The HW Strategic Business Case referred to was an early
conservative programme from the indicative business case. This is subject to refinement 
following concept design progression and optimisation, the current HWFR option is estimated 
to take 2 earthworks seasons. 

4. Please provide more detail on how the fill for Stage 1 will be contained in the Stage 1 area, 
given there will need to be a temporary batter for the fill or retaining of the fill. "o you propose 
retaining the fill for Stage 1Ϧ 

a. Batters as shown on the plans and cross section. Not relevant to concept selection with flood 
mitigation being the priority. 

5. Will the driving range be closed for Stage 1 worksϦ 

a. Not relevant to concept selection with flood mitigation being the priority. 

b. ´es, refer staging memo for more detail. 

6. For the sake of the feasibility assessment, shall we assume that the wetland area that you 
refer to is the area at 11.1m RLϦ "o you have any further details on itϦ 

a. ´es but it does not need standing water over the entire area as per HWFR design, so would be 
cheaper and easier to maintain than HWFRs design. Refer below and to letter 18 Vune 2025 for 
more detail on TGC proposal. 

͖. Can you please provide an annotated plan showing anticipated extent / location of wetland 
area. 

a. Sizing of wetland will occur upon receipt of hydrological and groundwater reports and 
models, including an ecological assessment of any existing wetlands and loss of ecological 
areas. Waiting on this further information from HW, including consent assessment report. Our 
design will follow HWFRs as a common design feature. 

b. The 11.1m RL storage area is outside any proposed golf holes and from a TGC perspective 
can be a fully wetted area of 66,883m2 or a small wetted area of say 4,844m2 (equivalent to 
approximately two times the area of the existing wetlands/ponds currently located on the site), 
or anything in between. The larger wetting area option will have higher costs but potentially 
greater ecological benefit. 

c. Please advise and apply whatever is most favourable (cost and benefit) to the feasibility 
assessment and TGC will undertake to incorporate that in the next design iteration. Note for the 
sake of the technical assessment HWFR have assumed the larger wetland area (66,883m2) and 
a permanent pool (4,822m2) given the advice to follow HWFR as a common feature (noting the 
HWFR wetland is 111,000m2) and apply the most favourable option.

8. What shall we assume with regards to planting, maintenance paths, footbridges, walkways or 
cycleways 
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a. Our design will follow HWFRs as a common design feature, so is irrelevant for the purposes of 
concept selection. 

b. Overall planting area can be assumed to be the same as existing, just the location differs. 

͘. What holes are you referring to that would be the summer playable areasϦ 

a. Holes 4, 5 and 6, but these could be replaced by holes at the driving range or through 
reconfiguration of the hole layout, use of more par 3Ѝs. There are too many options in relation to 
final hole layout that can be considered at this stage that is beyond the extent of the concept 
approval process. 

10. Are you proposing any groundwater drains or subbase material (e.g. sand for greens)Ϧ 

a. Our design will follow HWFRs as a common design feature, so is irrelevant for the purposes of 
concept selection. 

b. Any sand material required will be repurposed from the existing greens. 

�ection of Њ(ngagement �ummarƅЋ headed Њ�referred iption 
�ssessmentЋ

In the absence of a HWFR provided brief and objectives to allow for effective, timely and 
realizable concept comparisons, we suggest that a true unbiased assessment requires 
analƅsing cost differences between designs. To simplify the process, the following (not 
exhaustive) list identifies common and different elements that need to be considered when 
choosing the preferred design. 

�ommonalities = cost neutral, therefore, are irreleŽant to proŽide details on for concept 
selection 

1. Both designs achieve the required storage with the same inletting and outletting 
configurations. Both designs achieve the required storage, however there is a lack of 
information of the TGC design to confirm it does with the required golf contouring, and with the 
concerns and risks that have been identified (that may affect the storage capacity). The inletting
and outletting configurations are assumed to be the same.

2. Both designs need to manage the existing utilities (ie vector cables) relocations and/or offsets 
from existing and future infrastructure. Both manage the existing vector cables the same 
through the agreed 10m setback. TGCЍs design will require extension of the existing stormwater 
pipes/outfalls in the reserve. For TGCЍs design, the wastewater trunk main will need significant 
protection (if the design is indeed acceptable by Watercare) from a maintenance, structural and 
settlement perspective.

3. Both designs require more than 1.5m – 2m filling over the WSL trunk WW lines therefore 
require the same upgrades. The fill height was a stated constraint which the HWFR design has 
accommodated and worked around. Significant filling above the WW pipes will likely require 
additional expense (e.g. pipe lining, bridging, and/or removal of fill) or significant rework of the 
TGC design to address. There is concern that the extent of fill that TGC propose over the pipes 
will not be acceptable by Watercare, as it could have significant maintenance and renewal 
implications.

4. Both designs require the same storage cell connectivity and therefore same culverts and 
pipeline bridging of the Watercare ww trunk mains. TGC have instructed to assume the same as 
HW scheme, however, note that HWFR have accounted for this in their earthwork volumes and 
fill location, whereas TGC have not. This is estimated to result in up to 5,000m3 of additional cut 
and fill.

5. Both designs require the same foot bridges, culverts, and pathways. Agree, however note TGC 
claim this as a cost difference below.

6. Both designs need to deal with the same geotechnical, ground water, contamination, 
ecological existing conditions, Given current information available, HWFR have demonstrated 
how their earthworks will respond to the anticipated conditions and how any risks will be 
managed, TGC have not provided evidence of the same considerations (noting e.g. of 
intermittent stream). Ground levels in the TGC design for the dry detention areas are 200-
500mm lower than the HWFR design which may be problematic from a groundwater drainage 
perspective (and maintenance).
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͖. Both designs have dry basins in the same locations meaning that subsoil drainage designs, 
water table levels, and designs for hydraulic gradients and lengths to free outlets are the same 
There are some slight differences in storage areas and ground level differences (200-500mm) in 
the dry basins which will impact cost and feasibility of golf activities. Frequency of inundation 
could also be an issue.

8. Both designs need to have the same construction cost contingencies applied 

Differences = cost differences, ie what needs to be focussed on 

HW need to work with TGC on what the differences are so we can determine:

1. (arthworks 

1. (arthworks volumes are different due to the design. 

a. The HWFR design requires at least an additional 500mm of excavation below the 
outlet level of 11.1m to create a wetland with standing water. Over the area of approximately 
͖0,000m2 this generates an additional 35,000m3 of fill material or $350,000 (assuming this area 
is simply clay and not basalt which would add a significant additional cost to the project). TGC 
have allowed for a permanent pool of 4,844m2 (twice the existing ponding area). The earthworks 
associated with this hasnЍt been allowed for (assumed 2,422m3 at 0.5m deep). The 500mm 
deep excavation for the permanent pool for the HWFR design is circa 15,000m3 not 35,000m3 as 
claimed. This has been allowed for in the earthwork quantities and cost. The TGC design has 
͖30,000m3 of cut (different to what is stated on their plans due to the bulking factor), 120,000m3

more than the HWFR design. The TGC design has assumed a bulking factor of 0.8, which has not 
been substantiated. To achieve this, it will likely result in significant costs relating to drying and 
compaction of the material. 

2. HWFR has a wetland with associated features (ie more planting, more excavation potentially 
into rock, wetland standing water treatment, boardwalk features). Cost TBA. TGC have 
instructed us to also allow for a wetland of 66,000m2 (which is 61% of the HWFR wetland 
footprint) and to also allow for the same walkway / pathway features. (xcavation of basalt is not 
anticipated. 

3. TGC has a golf course with associated features (ie greens, fairways,). Cost TBA. 

a. Fairways are assumed to be similar to grassed areas of HW solution. Note the holes 
(especially greens) will require additional contouring (and raising from proposed ground levels) 
which hasnЍt been factored into. Any additional drainage, sub-base material etc because of golf 
activities will be priced separately.

b. (xisting greens and sand will be repurposed where practical. Both schemes can re-use 
material once the recreation outcomes are known. However, this approach could complicate 
construction and incur additional costs.

c. TGC has expressed interest in participating in a Public-Private Partnership (PPP) model. The 
project team is actively preparing construction cost estimates and project management 
timelines related to works on the golf course site. TGC believes this approach can deliver both 
the required stormwater functionality and golf course reinstatement within the project’s 
budget and timeframe. This model is expected to enable faster, more efficient delivery, with 
improved health and safety outcomes through a more joined-up and integrated construction 
approach. The proposal also aims to preserve as many existing trees as possible, as well as 

utilising the natural resources within the land including turf and soil life, in line with the core 
objective of retaining the Takapuna Golf Course as a vital public recreational asset. TGC will 
take a sustainability approach to the management of resources on site and re-purpose of 
material where practicable. Note that this would be subject to a commercial agreement 
between the Kaipātiki Local Board and TGC. The Kaipātiki Local Board are legally required to 
engage with community and seek wider guidance from the Sports and Rec, and Parks and 
Community Facilities teams to inform future land use. If HWFR wait to have this in place, it will
result in a significant project delay. 

Cost estimate to be undertaken by Alta. Retainment of trees will be similar between the 
schemes. Further to this – costings indicate provision of golf would incur a significant additional 
cost and we do not have approval to spend Government funding on golf course reinstatement. 
There are likely programme and cost implications due to the complexities of maintaining golf 
operations throughout construction (as noted in constructability memo). 

4. Maintenance 

a. HWFR will need to maintain the wetland with the HWFR design. They will not get 
income from the wetland area. This is positive for the TGC design to be selected. Note that TGC 
have instructed us to include a 66,000m2 (at 11.1m RL) wetland in their option (61% of the 
HWFR wetland size). Maintenance approaches will be similar – with the only difference being 
the scale of wetland.

b. HWFR will not need to maintain the land with the TGC design (currently costing TGC $425k 
pa), and Council will also get income from the tenant for the entire land holdings (currently 
$310k pa). This is positive for the TGC design to be selected. Note that this will also apply to any
tenanted recreation land on the future HWFR scheme (following future commercial 
negotiations)

Additional differences noted by HWFR:

1. Filling over WW pipe – as noted above, HW design has avoided going over the accepted 
1.5-2m additional fill

2. Assumption around compaction, whilst they are saying 0.8 compaction factor there is 
no evidence of this as a valid assumption, and it was never agreed as an acceptable 
assumption with HWFR. If bulking/compaction factor should be 1, then the height of the 
fill/hill in the TGC option is estimated to be increased by another 5 to 10m. 

3. There are two stormwater outfalls discharging to fill zones that are greater than 10m in 
height in the TGC design, whereas they have been accommodated in the HW design. 
They pipes/outfalls will need extending.

4. Overland flows from Northcote Road have not been adequately considered in the TGC 
design, raising flood levels by up to 300mm on Northcote Road. Flow paths have been 
modelled in the HWFR design, through the landform. If they are accommodated in the 
TGC option there will be cut and fill (and cost) implications.

5. The extent of groundwater drainage in the TGC design will be more extensive, if it is 
indeed feasible to drain the areas at 11.4m RL, given the lower ground levels.
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Feasibility Assessment and E ngagement Timeline 

Please see below for a summary of engagement between HWFR and the Takapuna golf course 
and the agreed feasibility assessment process: 

1. 24th February: Initial meeting with Takapuna Golf Course to indicate that concept design work 
was being undertaken to consider stormwater detention in the park, with early indication of 
potential scale and impact outlined (noting that future stormwater works had previously been 
indicated as part of tenancy and Local Park Management Plan discussions in 20 24).

2. 8th March: Engagement event undertaken at Takapuna Golf Course to update the tenant and 
golfing community on the flood mitigation works. Feedback from this engagement was 
included in the business case. 

3. 21st March: Meeting with TGC to outline key design parameters. This included the 550 ,0 0 0 m3 
storage to 14mRL, peak flow rates and a request from TGC for HWFR to provide the HWFR 
draft flood model.

4. 12th March and 27  March: Requested information released to TGC 

5. 3rd April: TGC present alternate option (TGC R0 ) at the TRIC committee and resolution is 
passed for HWFR to undertake a technical feasibility assessment. 

6. 7 th April: Flood model and ground model provided including clarification around assumptions 
and uncertainties associated. WSP noted ongoing design resolution required for fill and 
earthwork approach.

7 . 10 th April: 8 step feasibility assessment process agreed with TGC (via email) including 
confirmation of primary project parameters. Further clarifications requested by TGC on flood 
model.   

8. 11th April: email sent with requested clarification on flood modelling, hydrology and hydraulics. 

Agreed feasibility review process ( as approved by TG C in email dated 10th April) :

1. Week beginning 14th April: TGC presentation on alternate design, WSP / Healthy Waters 
Flood Resilience (HWFR) to provide early feedback and areas for further clarification 

2. By 22nd April: TGC to provide updated scheme following feedback, and response to any 
queries   

3. 22nd April – 5th May: WSP to undertake preliminary technical review of proposed TGC design 
including costing (by Alta) and flood modelling

4. Week beginning 5th May: Workshop between TGC/WSP/HWFR to discuss TGC project 
feasibility including flood detention volume/benefits, project costs, constructability. HWFR to 
outline accepted Auckland Council benefit-cost ratio (BCR) methodology.

5. By 12th May: TGC to provide final proposal following feasibility testing / feedback and any 
required revisions

6. By 26th May: WSP / HWFR to complete and provide updated BCRs and summary of risk and 
constraints for proposed designs including TGC alternate design (as captured in the Draft 
Concept Design Report). 

7 . Week beginning 2nd June: Any final queries / clarifications / concerns / omissions to be 
addressed

8 . 13th June: Concept design report updated / finalised setting out HWFR’ s preferred option to 
progress to preliminary and detailed design, with a copy provided to TGC.

Final feasibility review process ( including additional engagement and extension to 
timeframes) :

1. 15th April: TGC presentation on alternate design, WSP / Healthy Waters Flood Resilience 
(HWFR) to provided early feedback, assumptions around cost and flood benefits, and areas 
for further clarification.

2. 24th April: TGC provided updated scheme following feedback, and response to any queries.   

3. 24th April – 7 th May: WSP undertook preliminary technical review of proposed TGC design 
including costing (by Alta) and flood modelling

4. 7 th May: Workshop between TGC/WSP/HWFR to discuss TGC project feasibility including 
flood detention volume/benefits, project costs, constructability. HWFR informed TGC that the 
proposed TGC R0 option was significantly over budget and had both significant 
constructability and maintenance risks.

HWFR indicated intent to externally source benefit-cost ratio (BCR) work to ensure a fair and 
robust process. Noted this would cause a delay in finalising methodology.

5. 9 th May – additional clarification meeting held between project engineers on request of TGC. 

6. 12th May – extension requested by TGC to allow them to revise their proposal. Granted by 
HWFR.

7 . 27 th May: Additional phone call with TGC to share agreed assumption regarding acceptable fill 
over Watercare pipes (up to 2m total cover) following meeting with Watercare.  

8. 30 th May (agreed deadline): Letter received from TGC indicating a revised proposal was being 
prepared and requesting further information. HWFR granted an extension to 12th June to 
provide information on the revised scheme and noted that requested information was either 
already provided, unavailable, or not critical to the design development and would be subject 
to Local Government Official Information Act.

BCR procurement was paused due to lack of final TGC proposal information and need to 
revise scope due to convergence of HWFR and TGC options.

9 . 12th June: TGC provided final proposal drawing set and cover letter.

10 . 12th June to 27 th June: WSP, HWFR and technical experts completed technical feasibility 
review.

11. 18th June: Workshop held between technical reviewers and TGC and any final queries / 
clarifications / concerns / omissions were addressed. Noted that significant new material was 
provided by TGC at this stage.

12. 19 th June: External economist briefed to provide updated BCR.

13. 4th July: Concept design report updated / finalised setting out HWFR’ s intent to progress to 
developed and detailed design based on the converged options, with a copy provided to TGC
subsequently.

Noted that the economist (Martin Jenkins Ltd.) was provided an extension to 31 July to 
provided final Cost Benefit Analysis reporting due to compressed timeframes. High-level 
guidance provided in this report notes that the BCR is anticipated to be the same for both 
options and is not material in agreeing a way forward for developed design. 
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Memo 1 July 2025

To: HWFR – Blue Green Network Team

cc:

From: Chris Stumbles and Keith Snow

Subject: AF Thomas Park Concept Options Construction Review

After our meeting with the Takapuna Golf Club on the 18th June our construction concerns were 
largely eliminated by the declaration that they could effectively alter their design to suit the designs 
that HW comes up with and the golfing requirements would be modified to suit.

This statement was somewhat different to how we interpreted the documentation submitted as we 
thought it was intended to be undertaken in two distinct stages.

Our concerns for both proposals now remain the same with only a few risk items that need to be 
considered.  More on these later.

In no particular order the risks for both schemes identified are (this is not exhaustive):
1. Protection and crossing points of the Watercare Wastewater mains will need to be identified 

and strengthened during construction.
2. Level of fill and compaction of fill over the Watercare Wastewater mains and what remedial 

actions (lining or bridging) may be required to protect the mains. Note that bridging and 
depth of fill over the WW mains will have a negative impact on the ability of Watercare to 
upgrade or renew these mains

3. Drying of the excavated material will require large areas to be open at a time to allow the 
works to proceed efficiently.

4. Soft saturated materials make moving of construction machinery slower and less efficient.
5. With the site being so flat it will make surface drainage difficult, and ponding of water could 

severely hamper progress.  It maybe that the lower sections of work will need to be done 
with diggers and dumpers rather than scrappers to allow works to proceed efficiently.  This 
will only be determined when more geotechnical data becomes available.

The Takapuna Golf Club proposal has an element of continuing operation of a golf course within 
an operating construction site and has the following additional risks to the Council:

1. Access routes will need to be well defined.
2. Excavation and drying sites will need to take into consideration areas set aside for golfing 

activities.
3. Completing areas as you proceed will become a greater requirement and a loss of flexibility 

in the work areas could constrain construction activities.
4. Compaction factors appear optimistic and will depend in part on the ability to dry the 

materials to or near optimum quality.
5. The constraints and sequencing issues associated with construction being carried out while 

a golf course remains in some form will necessarily add time to the overall duration of the 
works.  There is considerable variability in productivity associated with working in soils that 
are likely to be damp to saturated and it will be tight to complete the works in two summer 
seasons.  It will be a requirement for some areas of the works to be grassed and 
established to allow course relocation to occur when opening new areas. It is our opinion 
that the restrictions of having a public golf course in operation will add another season to 
the works.  

C:\Users\stumblesc\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Outlook\XZAFXXUF\Memo1 July 2025 construction 
review AF Thomas Park_.docx Page 2

6. The safety of construction staff working close to an operating golf course needs to be 
considered and will necessarily have an influence on the progress of the works at times.

While some of the above may be able to be managed, there will be an impact that will have an 
effect of driving the construction to take into account the operations in some form.  The costs 
and/or delays that this will cause cannot be quantified at this stage, and while it is easy to say it will 
be managed it is necessarily more complicated than a clear site.

Purely from a construction perspective we believe that contractors will view the potential 
conflicts/restraints as a risk element and price it accordingly.  Most contractors would prefer the 
site to be clear of ongoing operations. The cost risk will sit with the Council.
It is our recommendation that it is planned for the site to be cleared of other activities and when the 
final form and layout of the site is finalised it can be revisited to determine which activities, if any,
can be accommodated with the construction rather than the other way around.

Chris Stumbles Keith Snow
Head of Design and Delivery Technical Advisor - Construction
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Memo 27 June 2025

To: Healthy Waters Flood Resilience – Blue-green Network Team 

cc:  

From: Frank Tian (Manager Northern Operations)  

Subject: AF Thomas Park Maintenance and Operations Concept Options Review 

The northern operations team reviewed the proposed concept designs from both Healthy Waters 
and the Takapuna Golf Club. Some of our questions were clarified during our meetings with 
Healthy Water’s design team on the 9th of June and the Takapuna Golf Club team on the 18th of 
June.  

The northern operation team supports the idea of creating a detention facility within the AF Thomas 
Park to reduce flooding risks to surrounding and downstream properties, and it appears that the AF 
Thomas Park is the only available space for providing a large detention facility.  

We understand that the two options have converged significantly, and both include a wetland and a 
large dry attenuation basin. Hence, the maintenance activities are similar, including the assumption 
of shared maintenance responsibilities and costs between HWFR (for stormwater aspects), and 
future tenant / Parks and Community Facilities (for open space / recreation assets).  

Generally speaking, from an operations perspective, our preferred approach is to maximise the dry 
detention for stormwater attenuation, similar to what council built at Sunnynook or Greenslade, due 
to the following considerations associated with the wetland: 

1) infection of invasive weeds (Alligator weeds were found upstream, Parrot Feather 
weeds were also found in North Shore),  

2) debris from the large contribution catchment,  
3) silt build up and removal,  
4) aquatic weed control 
5) stagnant and possibly smelly water issue during dry and hot summers 

We note that the above-mentioned concerns are typical concerns for any proposed wetland, 
particularly large-scale wetlands. However, we understand that construction of a wetland is 
unavoidable due to high groundwater levels in this area. A permanent wetland with a large 
surrounding area as detention basin is the best way to achieve the desired purposes: providing 
required detention volume and improving local ecological value and amenity. 

1. Healthy Water design:  

The northern operations team will work with the design team at later design stages to address the 
above-mentioned concerns. Furthermore, following the decision making regarding future recreation 
use of the dry detention areas, some sub-soil drains may have to be considered, resulting in 
additional maintenance activities.  

2. Takapuna Golf Club design (TGC Design R1): 

We noticed that the TGC design (TGC R1) proposed to have 10 Greenways within the required 
detention areas (three in Stage 1 area and seven in Stage 2 area). We also noticed that the 
proposed ground levels for the dry detention areas will be at RL11.4 m. This is 0.2 - 0.5 m lower 

https://aklcouncil.sharepoint.com/sites/MS4Wphase22/Shared Documents/General/Initiative 1 Blue Green 
Networks/4_Projects/5.0 Wairau/1. Project Mgt/d. Admin/DataOut/Stg 1 Concept Report content/Tech Memo's/Memo 27 June 
2025 maintenance review AF Thomas Park Ops 2 July 25.docx Page 2 

than the proposed dry detention areas from Healthy Waters’ design. The proposed lower dry 
detention areas increase the risk of having mal-functioning sub-soil drains resulting in (a) boggy 
ground; and (b) difficulties for future maintenance and renewal.   

Signed: 

Frank Tian 
Manager Operations North 
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Memorandum

Jacobs New Zealand Limited
     

1

A F Thomas Park Options – Technical Assessment Consent-ability

Date: 3 July 2025 Carlaw Park
12-16 Nicholls Lane, Parnell
Auckland 1010
PO Box 9806, Newmarket
Auckland 1149
New Zealand

T +64 9 928 5500

www.jacobs.com

Project name: Blue-green Network Wairau

Project no: IZ072701.224

Attention: Blue Green Network Team 

Company: Healthy Waters and Flood Resilience

Prepared by: Therese Wilson (Jacobs - Associate Environmental Planner)

Reviewed by: Roger McDonald (Jacobs – Technical Lead, Planning), 
Clarke McKinney (HWFR Manager Resource Management)
and Connor Whitely (HWFR Ecologist and Manager Wai ora 
Partnerships)

1. Introduction
Auckland Council Healthy Waters and Flood Resilience (Healthy Waters) have been requested to undertake a 
technical assessment of Takapuna Golf’s proposal for the future of AF Thomas Park and ensure the feasibility 
and cost benefit ratio of the proposal are included as part of the delivery business case to the Transport 
Resilience and Infrastructure Committee in 2025. As part of the technical assessment, Jacobs New Zealand 
Limited have been engaged to provide consent-ability assessment for the two proposed concept designs for 
the future of A F Thomas Park, located at R21 Northcote Road, Wairau Valley. Connor Whitely (Manager Wai 
Ora Partnerships Urban) is an ecologist and has provided high-level ecological comments which have been 
incorporated into this assessment. 

▪ The Takapuna Golf Course (TGC) Proposal, as described in the letter titled ‘Takapuna Golf Course 
Flood Storage Submission’ and associated drawings, dated 12 June 2025. Additional information was 
provided in the letter titled ‘Takapuna Golf Course Flood Storage Submission – Additional 
Information’ and associated memo titled ‘Takapuna Golf Course Design – Construction Methodology 
and Wetland Area’, both documents dated 18 June 2025. 

▪ WSP Limited Proposal, as described in the document titled ‘Wairau Blue-green Network A F Thomas 
Park Concept Design Option, Rev 0.0, For Discussion’, dated 12 June 2025. 

The scope provided by Healthy Waters is to prepare a memorandum outlining the following:

• Summary of high-level benefits

• Summary of high-level risks (including any programme impacts)

• Summary of high-level issues and constraints 

• Conclusion re: concept level feasibility 

The consent-ability assessment should be read in conjunction with the memos provided by iwi project 
partners. It is noted that in lieu of a memo, an email has been received by Ngāti Paoa in support of the letter
provided by Te Kawarau ā Maki. As the concept proposals involve works to water bodies, the concept 
proposals need to take into account the relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their 
ancestral land, water, sites, wāhi tapu, valued flora and fauna, and other taonga. This is consistent with 
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Section 6 (Matters of national importance) of the RMA1. Further, Section 8 of the RMA also states that “in 
achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in relation to managing 
the use, development of natural and physical resources, shall take into account the principles of the Treaty of 
Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi).”

2. Consent-ability assessment
The consent-ability assessment covers the following key elements:

▪ Whether the proposal is consistent with the underlying land use zoning.

▪ Potential effects on the environment.

▪ Consistency with the objectives and policies in the statutory framework (Resource Management Act 
1991, National Policy Statements, National Environmental Standards and Auckland Unitary Plan 
Operative in Part (AUP(OP)). 

The consent-ability assessment is not a planning assessment nor a comprehensive assessment of effects on 
the environment. 

The following key matters that inform consent-ability apply to both proposals, where there are differences 
between the proposals this is stated below. Overall, the TGC and WSP proposals are comparable in all but a 
few minor aspects. As the concept design process has progressed, the two solutions have converged 
significantly.

▪ The concept designs propose a mixture of dry detention and wet detention (constructed wetland) with a 
total flood storage of ~550,000m3. Given the scale of the earthworks to provide for approx. ~550,000m3

of flood storage, the potential effects from earthworks, construction noise and vibration and traffic on 
neighbours, business and road users are likely to be similar. Visual, landscape and amenity effects are 
likely to be similar. Although the flood storage is the same in the concept proposals, the TGC design has 
not adequately considered overland flows from Northcote Road which raises flood levels by up to 
300mm on Northcote Road. The WSP design has modelled the overland flows, and this is allowed for in 
the design through the landform. 

▪ Resource consents will likely be required for earthworks, vegetation removal, groundwater diversion, 
disturbance of contaminated land. Streamworks consents (are to be confirmed) during preliminary 
design.  

▪ There are a number of identified hydrological features on the site that may meet the definition of 
permanent or intermittent streams under the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP(OP). 

▪ The concept designs do not change the existing land use (i.e., it will remain open space) and is consistent 
with the underlying zone – Open Space Sport and Active Recreation Zone. 

▪ The concept designs are consistent and generally achieves the freshwater objectives and policies in the 
AUP, NPS-FM2 and NES-F3 as both designs include constructed wetlands.  However, the WSP design 
retains the existing watercourse through the middle of the site, which may provide consenting 
advantages, in line with current direction around aquatic compensation. The Takapuna Golf Course (TGC) 
design has not retained the existing watercourse, it may be considered during preliminary design and 
upon receipt of ecological assessment for the site, however, how this will interact with an 18 hole golf 

1 Resource Management Act 1991
2 National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 
3 National Environmental Standard for Freshwater 
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course is unknown and may result in tension between the golf course and aquatic compensation 
requirements (or offsetting if compensation is not possible on-site).

▪ The TGC design presents a dry detention basin that is 400mm lower than the WSP design. Given the 
unknown levels of the water table, there is a potential risk that this lower basin may inadvertently evolve 
into a wetland ecosystem, which may further compromise future operations and maintenance. The WSP 
design may mitigate this risk as their dry detention basin is at a higher elevation. However, given the 
uncertainty and unknown levels of the water table this risk may equally apply to both concept designs 
dependent on the final elevations and should be considered further during preliminary design. 

▪ A F Thomas Park also supports fragmented but potentially ecologically important terrestrial habitats 
(including lizards, potential bat roosting habitat and bird nesting). It is not clear in both concept 
proposals how potential effects on terrestrial ecology will be managed. Both designs propose a wetland 
which will provide some terrestrial ecology benefit however the exact quantum of gain for each fauna will 
vary between the proposals when also considering quantum of vegetation re-planting (WSP design 
proposes larger extent of replanting). 

▪ The excavation design for both proposals has been setback from buildings to reduce the risk of 
settlement from groundwater drawdown and the WSP concept design notes that the risk of settlement on 
the wastewater pipes will be assessed and mitigated as required. Therefore, the risk of settlement on 
adjacent buildings and assets has been appropriately considered. The TGC design has not stated any 
consideration of the risk of settlement on assets however, TGC note that further information is required 
on groundwater levels. It is therefore considered that the groundwater settlement matters will likely be 
further refined during preliminary design. 

▪ The ecological matters raised by the ecologist regarding nutrient and chemical inputs (e.g., fertilisers and 
herbicides) to maintain standard golf course quality, would apply to both proposals if golf is the preferred 
future land use. Any consents that may be required for discharge will need to be applied for in both the 
current and future scenario where the discharge does not comply with the permitted activity standards of 
the AUP(OP) and this matter is not considered to be a consent-ability matter. 

3. Conclusion
On balance, given guidance from the TGC where there is an optimal solution to design towards the WSP 
proposal, the proposals are reasonably similar and the two proposals have converged significantly, resulting 
in two proposals that have a comparable scale and similar potential effects on the environment. 

The sketches provided by TGC differ to the supporting information and need to be read in conjunction to 
understand the potential effects on the environment. Whereas the WSP proposal provides a greater level of 
resolution and understanding in the sketches provided. 

The main differences in the proposals are in relation to potential effects on the environment which includes 
flood effects on Northcote Road, freshwater ecology, terrestrial ecology and groundwater settlement on 
assets. These matters can be managed through careful consideration during preliminary design. 

Signed:

Therese Wilson – Associate Environmental Planner (Jacobs)
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Henderson Civic Building

1 Smythe Road
Auckland 0612

PO Box 104198
Lincoln North, Henderson

www.tekawerau.iwi.nz
tiaki@tekawerau.iwi.nz

25 June 2025

Healthy Waters Flood Resilience
Auckland Council

RE: AF Thomas Park Flood Detention Options

7ƝQD NRH

, ZUiWH RQ EHhDOI RI 7H .DZHUDX ā MDNi iQ UHODWiRQ WR options to develop flood retention at AF 
Thomas Park as part of the wider Wairau Blue-Green project. We have reviewed at a high-level
VHWV RI GHVigQV DQG GRFXPHQWDWiRQ IURP ERWh &RXQFiO¶V +HDOWh\ :DWHUV WHDP (Council option) 
and an alternative design from the Takapuna Golf Course (TGC option). 

Te Kawerau Position

Our rights and interests in the Wairau catchment and our cultural values and outcomes sought 
in relation to the AF Thomas Park project and the wider Wairau Blue-Green Network are set out 
in this memo.

We believe the kaupapa should be held by a whakatauki: 

WAIHŌ MĀ TE WAI E RERE KI TŌNA TAUNGA

Roughly translated this refers to the memory of water and that eventually it will find its path 
home again. It also captures the importance of reconnecting the natural systems of the 
catchment as a means of healing both land and community. 

We believe the kaupapa should be framed by four guiding values: 
• Rangatiratanga – embodying partnership, identity, and outcomes for our people 
• Kaitiakitanga – embodying protection and restoration of the mauri of the land
• Manaakitanga – embodying lifting the mana and wellbeing of the community 
• Tauritetanga – embodying cooperating for a solution that balances both world views 

We seek the following key outcomes:
1. 7H .DZHUDX ā MDNi DUH SURMHFW SDUWQHUV PHDQiQg ZH PDNH GHFiViRQV WRgHWhHU
2. The mauri and wairua of Wairau is healed meaning the manga, wetlands, and awa are 

restored with meaningful urban setbacks, revegetation, and clean flowing waters 
running their natural course

3. That the waters are rejuvenated such that they can be used for ceremony, swimming, 
DQG FDQ VXVWDiQ NāNihi DQG RWhHU NH\ WRhX PDXUi R WH DZD

4. That the revegetation creates habitat that supports an abundance of manu as key tohu 
mauri o te whenua

5. That the restoration of Wairau keeps people and property safe from the risk of flooding 
and climate change

6. That the restoration of Wairau creates high amenity for the community
7. That the project is delivered in such a way that it fits within a programme that captures 

the scope of the issue and its solution in a full and holistic manner, being both strategic 
and long-term via a 100-year Wairau Plan

8. That the business case for the current project references the Wairau Plan and 
incorporates our values into it including through calculating biodiversity services, carbon 

Page 2 of 4

Level 3 
Henderson Civic Building

1 Smythe Road
Auckland 0612

PO Box 104198
Lincoln North, Henderson

www.tekawerau.iwi.nz
tiaki@tekawerau.iwi.nz

sequestration, risk to life, financial liability (insurance or future buy-outs), health 
outcomes, and amenity against the future-state

9. That opportunities for iwi place-naming, identity, and activation are identified
10. That procurement opportunities for iwi members to participate in the works are identified

Appraisal of Options

The following is a high-level appraisal of the two options provided to us for comment. We note 
that our appraisal does not constitute a formal cultural impact analysis of the options due to time 
and resource constraints. Our appraisal is therefore provided here in good faith, the 
documentation provided, and based upon a Te Kawerau cultural lens, reflective of the wider 
outcomes we have identified.

ISSUE COUNCIL OPTION TGC OPTION COMMENT
Storage 
Capacity

550,000m3 550,000m3 No preference 

Earthworks Cut-Fill Neutrality 
610,000m3 total earthworks

Stage 1 Imported Fill 34,000m3
Stage 2 Exported Fill 5,000m3
730,000m3 total earthworks

Council option preferred 
as has less bulk 
earthworks 

Flood Risk 
Reduction to 
People

Reduces the exposure to ‘high 
danger flood risk’ for 19 
dwellings, 5 commercial 
buildings and reduces flood risk
for 200 other homes and 10ha of 
residential properties as well as 
road flooding to Nile Road, 
Waterloo and Alma Road.

Reduces the exposure to ‘high 
danger flood risk’ for 19 
dwellings, 5 commercial 
buildings and reduces flood risk
for 200 other homes and 10ha of 
residential properties as well as 
road flooding to Nile Road, 
Waterloo and Alma Road.

No preference

Flood Risk 
Reduction to 
Infrastructure 

Significantly reduces the 
frequency and severity of 
flooding to critical infrastructure 
including Wairau Road 
Transpower Substation which 
services North Shore hospital 
and other key infrastructure, and 
Alma Road Watercare 
wastewater pump station

Significantly reduces the 
frequency and severity of 
flooding to critical infrastructure 
including Wairau Road 
Transpower Substation which 
services North Shore hospital 
and other key infrastructure, and 
Alma Road Watercare 
wastewater pump station

Noted that safeguarding 
wastewater infrastructure 
during flood events is 
culturally significant

Mauri / 
Environmental 
Performance 

Restored and diverse 14.9ha 
wetland of regional significance,
70,000m2 permanent pool,
given only 0.5%, establishment 
of ecological reserve, net 
increase in trees, and potential 
to improve water quality, treating 
road runoff from surrounding 
areas.

6.6ha wetland, and 4,844m2 
permanent pool. 

Council option preferred 
as there is a large delta 
between the options in 
terms of wetland size and 
quality and thus ecological 
and water quality

Amenity Improved pedestrian
and cycling accessibility, 
provides 30.7ha area available 
for additional recreation 
activities/urban parkland
including likely potential for a 
reduced 9-hole golf-course

18-hole golf course and 
inclusion of walking and cycling 
network

Council option preferred 
based on available info. It 
is unclear what the TGC 
recreation and amenity 
offering is for the wider 
(non-golfing) community in 
terms of accessibility and 
connectivity. 

Based on the high-level appraisal we conclude a preference for the Council Option. The TGC 
Option, based on available information, does not outperform the Council Option on any of the key 
issues above and has a greater level of risk as noted in the feasibility assessments.

It appears that the TGC option also prioritizes maintaining golfing provision over reducing
immediate flood risk and wider environmental outcomes, which is not supported through our 
stated key outcomes. 
It is important to note that in any option, or variation of any option, that we seek that our values 
and outcomes identified in this memo are realised and that further work is required. 
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Ngā Mihi, 

Edward Ashby
CEO
Te Kawerau Iwi Tiaki Trust
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Council Option

TGC Option
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Email reveived from Tipa Compain of Ngāti Paoa (02/07/2025) in support of this 
statement from Te Kawerau ā Maki.



Appendix F - Cost Estimate
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Memorandum
To Healthy Waters Flood Resilience – Blue-Green Networks Team
From Tom Barlow
Date 3 July 2025
Reference J000814
Subject Wairau Blue-Green Network - AF Thomas Park Concept Design Cost Estimates

In Brief

Healthy Waters Flood Resilience (HWFR) has engaged Alta to prepare developed design budget 
estimates for the proposed AF Thomas Park flood mitigation project in Takapuna, Auckland.

Two design options have been developed at this stage, with comparative cost estimates developed 
to assist with option selection. This memorandum summarises the outcome of the cost estimates 
and key assumptions.

These estimates include flood resilience works and reinstatement costs as detailed in the associated 
business case. They do not include any allowance for implementation of any future recreational 
outcomes as these are subject to further decision making. Some indicative recreational costs have 
been provided for context.

The comparative project business case estimates are as follows:

Project Description

The Auckland Anniversary rainfall event in early 2023 caused significant flooding throughout the 
Wairau catchment. The proposed works at AF Thomas Park form part of Stage 1 of the flood 
mitigation response to significantly reduce flood risk to the community, improve resilience to future 
storm events, and provide greenway and open spaces.

Two concept design options have been developed for comparison at this stage;

• HWFR have engaged WSP to develop a concept design.
• Takapuna Golf Course (TGC) have developed an alternative concept design with the

intention to retain an 18-hole golf course as the end land use.

This memorandum outlines the values of the cost estimates, the information provided, the estimate 
process, and the main assumptions made in developing the estimates. Attached to this 
memorandum are the estimate summaries – refer to Appendix A.
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Cost Estimates

A summarised breakdown of the construction cost estimates for both options is provided below:

The estimates are based on the designs and supporting information provided by HWFR and 
Takapuna Golf Club (TGC).

Information Provided

The following information was provided to inform the development of the cost estimates:

• A F Thomas Park Concept Design Option – Rev 0.0 – 12 June 2025
• TGC final submission to HWFR dated 12th June 2025, and associated additional supporting

information provided on 18th June 2025.
• Technical feasibility reviews to validate design assumptions.

Key Differences

The two design philosophies are fundamentally similar, applying a cut to fill bulk earthworks 
approach to achieving the required flood storage volume.

The overall difference between the P50 estimate for both options is $8.6m. Key differences between 
the two options are outlined in the table below.

Cost Element Difference in 
P50 cost Commentary

Time related costs $3.2m The TGC option is proposed to be undertaken in two 
stages to maintain an operational golf course 
throughout the construction period.
This results in an increased programme duration and 
increases in cost to the following elements;
• Indirect time related construction costs
• Erosion and sediment control and associated

dewatering requirements
• Ongoing site maintenance
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Watercare wastewater 
transmission pipeline

$2.6m The TGC design contours indicate placement of 
significant overburden fill over the Watercare pipeline, 
and additional cost has been included to allow for 
structural lining or bridging of the pipe.
The HWFR design minimises the fill placed over the 
pipe avoiding the risk of excessive surcharge and the 
need for potential mitigation measures.

Earthworks volumes $2.3m The TGC option has an additional ~20% of cut / fill 
volume compared to the HWFR option. This results in 
an associated increase in earthmoving costs.

Drainage elements $0.8m The TGC fill extents require extension of several 
existing stormwater pipelines and raising of several 
existing wastewater manholes, resulting in a higher 
overall drainage cost.

One additional potential cost difference occurs due to the TGC cut/fill earthworks design having
assumed a compaction factor of 0.8. No compaction factor has been applied within the estimate to 
either design scenario at this stage due to uncertainty and risk associated with the properties of the 
in-situ material.

The estimated cost for the TGC option assumes that the additional fill generated by removal of this 
compaction assumption can still be retained on site as a cut/fill balance.

If the current design landform must be retained to enable the golf course layout to function, the 
indicative additional P50 cost for carting excess spoil to waste would be in the order of $10.3m.

Additional recreational outcomes options

The estimates have been developed as an indication of the base flood resilience works costs. They 
do not include any allowance for implementation of any future recreational outcomes as these are 
subject to further decision making. Some indicative high level P50 costs for various recreational
outcomes have been provided below for context.

The final land use has not yet been determined for this project. The figures below provide an initial 
estimate of the P50 costs associated with including additional recreational outcomes in this scheme:

• Approximately $7m for addition of approximately 8 sports fields.
• Approximately $10m for addition of a 9-hole golf course and driving range.
• Approximately $17m for addition of an 18-hole golf course and driving range. Note that there

has been no feasibility review of incorporating a full 18-hole golf course into the finished
contours of the current earthwork designs.

Estimate Assumptions

The following assumptions have been used in the preparation of the cost estimate and should be used 
to inform any future decision making.

The estimate base date is July 2025, and no allowance for escalation has been included in the base 
estimate or contingency.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES COSTS
Estimated costs for professional services have been developed by HWFR. These have been advised 
as $9,272,000 of base cost for inclusion within the business case estimate summary.
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These costs include design fees, consenting, survey & investigations, quantity surveying, legal fees, 
comms and engagement, and internal HWFR personnel costs. 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Construction costs have been developed by Alta utilising a combination of first principles and 
benchmarking against similar projects. 

The schedule of prices and quantities have been developed based on the designs provided by HWFR
and TGC and using the quantities validated by the technical memorandums. 

The overall cost is sensitive to several key rates and assumed productivities in particular due to the 
large portion of cost attributed to the bulk earthworks operation. 

No allowance has been included for any property acquisition or demolition.

The cost estimate has been developed using the following key assumptions:

• Existing services
o Substation power cables - A benchmarked allowance has been included for lowering

or nearby relocation of the power cables adjacent to the substation at the basin
inlet. Additional detail and confidence in this item will be developed through
upcoming further design phases and coordination with Vector.

o Watercare wastewater transmission line – an allowance has been included for
construction and diversion into three new pipe bridges to replace the sections of
pipeline which require undermining for the new proposed ground contours.
Additional detail and confidence in this item will be developed through upcoming
further design phases and coordination with Watercare.

• Earthworks
o The in-situ material is assumed to be rippable by a 20t+ excavator. No allowance has

been included for hard rock, since there is currently no evidence suggesting rock is
present at the site.

o An allowance for disposal of 500m³ of medium-level contaminated material has
been included at this stage. This will be further informed by future ground
investigations during later design phases.

o The TGC cut/fill earthworks design has assumed a compaction factor of 0.8. No
compaction factor has been applied within the estimate to either design scenario at
this stage due to uncertainty and risk associated with the properties of the in-situ
material.
The estimated cost for the TGC option assumes that the additional fill generated by
removal of this compaction assumption can still be retained on site as a cut/fill
balance.
If the current design landform must be retained to enable the golf course layout to
function, the indicative additional P50 cost for carting excess spoil to waste would
be in the order of $10.3m.

• Reinstatement
o Vegetation reinstatement is assumed as a mixture of plants from 1.5L seedlings up

to 60L specimen trees. No allowance has been included for relocation of existing
trees or importing any larger specimen trees to site. All existing trees have been
assumed to be removed during initial site clearance.

o Reinstated areas have assumed reuse of the existing topsoil recovered from site. No
allowance has been included for importing additional topsoil.
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PRELIMINARY AND GENERAL

• Time-related On-site overheads have been developed from first principles based on the 
anticipated supervision and overhead equipment costs for each option. These range between
11% to 13% of the direct construction costs. This aligns with benchmarked market expectations 
for a project of this scale and type.

• Off-site overheads have been applied as 15% of the physical works cost in line with market 
expectations for a project of this scale.

CONTINGENCY AND RISK
• A contingency of 30% has been applied to the base estimate to derive the expected estimate 

(P50) based on the current status of design certainty, risk of design change, and variability in the 
work method.

• P95 funding risk has been calculated as 1.5 times the contingency in line with the HWFR cost 
estimation manual.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any queries concerning the estimate or the assumptions 
presented in this memorandum. 

Yours sincerely,

   

Tom Barlow
Alta Consulting Ltd

Reviewed by: Rory Bishop
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Sentient ID: 0

Date: 3-Jul-25 Estimator:
Project Manager:

Item No. Description Base Estimate ($)
P50

Estimate ($)
P95

Estimate ($)
Construction Costs

1 On-site Overheads (P&G) 3,634,000.00           4,724,200.00         6,359,500.00         
2 Temporary Works 1,741,100.00           2,263,430.00         3,046,925.00         
3 General 3,764,036.25           4,893,247.13         6,587,063.44         
4 Site Clearance and Demolition 1,144,250.00           1,487,525.00         2,002,437.50         
5 Earthworks 12,145,713.50         15,789,427.55      21,254,998.63      
6 Drainage 506,000.00               657,800.00             885,500.00             
7 Structures 161,287.50               209,673.75             282,253.13             
8 Reinstatement 10,139,814.50         13,181,758.85      17,744,675.38      
9 -                                 -                              -                              

10 -                                 -                              -                              
11 -                                 -                              -                              
12 -                                 -                              -                              
13 -                                 -                              -                              
14 -                                 -                              -                              
15 -                                 -                              -                              
16 -                                 -                              -                              

Construction Phase Professional Services 1,769,000.00           2,299,700.00         3,095,750.00         

Total Construction Phase Cost 35,005,201.75         45,506,762.28      61,259,103.06      

Contingency (P50) - 30% 10,501,560.53      
Funding Risk (P95) - 35% 15,752,340.79      

Design & Consenting
Concept Design 945,500.00               1,229,150.00         1,654,625.00         
Design & Tender Documentation 6,557,500.00           8,524,750.00         11,475,625.00      

Total Design & Consenting Cost 7,503,000.00            9,753,900.00         13,130,250.00      

Contingency (P50) - 30% 2,250,900.00         
Funding Risk (P95) - 35% 3,376,350.00         

Total Capital Expenditure 42,508,201.75         55,260,662.28      74,389,353.06      

Contingency (P50) - 30% 12,752,460.53      
Funding Risk (P95) - 35% 19,128,690.79      

Professional Services Costs as a percentage of Construction Costs 28% 28% 28%

HWFR - Blue-Green Networks Team

BGN Wairau - AF Thomas Park
Auckland Council

Project Cost Estimate - ACHW Concept Design
Alta

Sentient ID: 0

Date: 3-Jul-25 Estimator:
Project Manager:

Item No. Description Base Estimate ($)
P50

Estimate ($)
P95

Estimate ($)
Construction Costs

1 On-site Overheads (P&G) 5,129,000.00           6,667,700.00         8,975,750.00         
2 Temporary Works 2,384,525.00           3,099,882.50         4,172,918.75         
3 General 5,935,394.72           7,716,013.14         10,386,940.76      
4 Site Clearance and Demolition 1,144,250.00           1,487,525.00         2,002,437.50         
5 Earthworks 13,919,013.50         18,094,717.55      24,358,273.63      
6 Drainage 1,115,040.00           1,449,552.00         1,951,320.00         
7 Structures 161,287.50               209,673.75             282,253.13             
8 Reinstatement 10,073,174.53         13,095,126.89      17,628,055.43      
9 -                                 -                              -                              

10 -                                 -                              -                              
11 -                                 -                              -                              
12 -                                 -                              -                              
13 -                                 -                              -                              
14 -                                 -                              -                              
15 -                                 -                              -                              
16 -                                 -                              -                              

Construction Phase Professional Services 1,769,000.00           2,299,700.00         3,095,750.00         

Total Construction Phase Cost 41,630,685.25         54,119,890.83      72,853,699.19      

Contingency (P50) - 30% 12,489,205.58      
Funding Risk (P95) - 35% 18,733,808.36      

Design & Consenting
Concept Design 945,500.00               1,229,150.00         1,654,625.00         
Design & Tender Documentation 6,557,500.00           8,524,750.00         11,475,625.00      

Total Design & Consenting Cost 7,503,000.00            9,753,900.00         13,130,250.00      

Contingency (P50) - 30% 2,250,900.00         
Funding Risk (P95) - 35% 3,376,350.00         

Total Capital Expenditure 49,133,685.25         63,873,790.83      85,983,949.19      

Contingency (P50) - 30% 14,740,105.58      
Funding Risk (P95) - 35% 22,110,158.36      

Professional Services Costs as a percentage of Construction Costs 23% 23% 23%

Auckland Council
BGN Wairau - AF Thomas Park

Project Cost Estimate - TGC Alternative Design
Alta
HWFR - Blue-Green Networks Team
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Appendix G - Cost Benefit Analysis
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