Sensitivity: General

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

CVL - Managing flood
resilience expectations from
public

P2G RISK REGISTER

Hutt Valley is exposed to flood events, and there's
a perception the project needs to address floodiing
events. Flood resilience expectations of Public are
greater than proposed (currently not a project

) )-

Last Update:

Delays and additional consultation to confirm
flood resilence is not a project objective and
obtain technical departures.

For risk pricing, assume for design /
consultation / modelling work to address
concerns - $0.1 to $5m.

19-May-25

Established Controls

|Manage expectations of stakeholders by

| producing PSOPS document that stands
alone for CVL.

|Manage and define client expectations on

2 : Unlikely
5% - 30%

CVL - Hutt River Bridge pllmg
interference with Wai tu

The Hutt River bridge is located above the Hutt
aquifer which has artesian (positive / negative)
ptessure Piling for the Huﬂ Rlve! bridge will enter

aquifer - methodology change

identify

alf it is required. Current

is single i casing with
slurry.

1. BC - Assume base approach feasible, but

takes longer than expected- $13m worth of
piles, Assume 50% time related, and other

specialist plant required = $5m risk.

2. ML - Altemative method required - e.g.

double casing & grout plug - $15m.

3. WC - Triple casing approach - $25m

Design rework and additional costs.

Use latest agreed method with GWRC for
piling over Te Awa Kairangi as cost basis.
Early communication with GWRC to
develop design. - DBC and beyond

3 : Possible| 3: $10m
30% -55% | to $25m

3: 3mth to
Bmth

Med Threat

CVL - Unclear future Land Use
hampers decision-making

There is no clear future land useplan!hatls

P by robust
E.g. Seav:ew and Petone areas, Huu Valley. This
is in the pr option.

T IMpactEs WaTE TMoaeling SSsUmphons (558
RSK-010)
2. Impacts communities, businesses and
stakeholders (see RSK-012)
3. Impacts recommended scheme - benefits
not realised post opening
For pnmg, assume for design /

1 delling work to

$0 4 ¢0 €4m

Robust assumptions and

testing,
peer review.

2: Unlikely
5% - 30%

Med Threat

CVL - Local roads - scale of
local network improvements
to either mitigate effects or
gain support of key
stakeholders

Further traffic modelling reﬁnement in next phse

1. Best case - minor addition to existing

resunsmeedamlocalroads quiring

or corridor to cope with new
corridor:
1. Various intersection/slip lane upgrades
2. Worst case - Cuba St/

in base.
?_ Addmona] upgrades to local road and
-$12m

3. Worst case - signﬁcnat intersection and

grade si ised i i ible), OR,

$40m
noteCuba&Dowsemletsedm

Wakefield / Hutt Rd Grade ion (|

are risks (RSK- 140 &
141).

1. Good confidence with base model
settings.

2. Robust assumptions around growth
areas based on available information -
'which is limited.

3. Sensitivity analysis and peer reviews
4. Allowance for network improvements -
but this could increase to add lanes to key
|intersections, or additional width for PT /
wC

3 : Possible
30% -55%

CVL - Worse than expected
ground conditions for CVL
river bridge/abutments

1. Deeper liquefiable layers uncovered from further
ground investigation - more deep ground
improvements required in Pemne Marine beds
(>10m), i
(ie. vs square precast concrete piles up to Gm)

1. Most costly methodology, lattice grid deep
soil mixing, stone colums and increase in
quantity, etc - eo for lattice grid. $15m for 5-
7m ML, and $30m WC - 15m deep.

2_ Additional shallow or deeper ground

Steel piles y allowed for loads vs
bank seat.

2. Soft layers with settlement risk due to MSE
embankment - beyond Gl areas or deeper.

CVL - Consenting and
planning - more
environmental compliance /
offset

to reduce risk and

avo-dpmpertylmpacs ML - 50% for more
precast - BC

1. Further targeted geotechnical
investigations

2. use of Riverlink piling methodology as
bassis for CVL bridge.

3 : Possible
30% -55%

Med Threat

Proposed bridge crossing across Hutt River - might

require i off-set / miti due
to effects on environment (ecology. amenity, SW
management, etc)

Additi i i !
offsetting cost. Plug $1m, $5m, $15m

3 : Possible
30% -55%

Med Threat

More road i that
as an outcome from vafﬁc modelling or
stakeholdel requirements. E.g. new local

driveway
turning heads, etc.

E.g. new local connections, accessways,
driveway upgrades, tuming heads, etc.

Plug $1m, $2m, $10m

CVL - Hutt River Bridge -
increase in temporary works
for constructability

1. Inerease of temporary works due to desugn

Increase costs for temporary works - working

y works,
including protection from <1:20 ARI flooding.
3. Temporary causeway staging require deeper
piles
4. C: ints around
i.e. maintaining integrity.
5. Additional properties to facilitate MSE wall
construction, and maintain access along White
Lines Way.

with stopbank

p bunds, access roads,

larger laydown areas. Base has $7m - Plug
assume $2m, $5m, $10m

Property:
ML - $2m (2 properties), and Worst case $4m
(4 properties)

c - e T

and coment provided to help inform
constructability requirements.

3 : Possible
30% -55%

Med Threat

CVL - Raise in bridge soffit
and embankment length for
flooding

GWRC guidelines require bridge soﬁl to raise 1m
above -thusi
height

a. Approach increases 20m length both sides
b. 30m width impact on properties.

size and i
ground improvement requirements - Assume
plug $1.0m
WC - it fori d
area of approach ramps. at $1m each.

3 : Possible
30% -55%

5
a £
8 Design & 0B: Planning 02: Scope & £ g
6 | Rsk-008 8 |c S A 3 s
~
= < g
&
g §
Design & o 07: Insitu K]
7 | rsk007 8 | conswucton 06: Bridges o g <
= i g
5
8 | 5|8
o 0B: Planning | 04: Planning < <2 -
e pEsicuts g B and Approvals | & Approvals a : -] é
S .
T A
&
8 ~
g | 8
& Transport . 05: Design g
18 | RSK-018 g Plasieni 00: Giobal Deve ot a g
=]
2 g =
o E
62| Rsk-083 g Design& | 46 B 07 Instti || =) g
g Construction < = Conditions o 8
3 E
8 &
01: g
8 RMA and _ 04: Planning < g
B pe=crias § Consenting Egm;erl & Approvals a g
8 -
§ £
8 Design & 05: Pavement 05: Design = <
66 | RSK-087 3 |c s e D 3 @
] > | 2
s =
S : 08: §
Design & e g X
67 | RSK-068 § u; 06: Bridges Construction
S G o and interfaces B 3
) =
ﬂ ;
Design & T 02: Scope & <
69 | RSK-070 g i w2 06: Bridges Standards B g
St =
8 §15 |3
71| rsko72 g Design & 09: Utility 07: Insitu < [ 2 -
3 Construction Services Conditions 3 8 o
8 g s 3
£ z =
8 8 8 8
10| rscan | 8 Comms& | o pranning | 04: Planning g 3 e =
8 | Engagement | AP & App g § $

CVL - Increase utility scope
(clashes, poor condition,
betterment)

1. Poor i ins or mains
along W akefield.
2. Scope of gas, power, comms not understood.
e.g. Utilities impacted by bridge approach

s 3

(undergrounding of oveheards. "
3. Additi scope from rel (up sizing )
4. Hutt Crossing - NUO might interest

This is din U all

Ftnher mvestlgallons at pre-

$4.0m in base for utilities - assume 100%
likely, 200% WC.

stages, and
witn NUOs.

Any betterment would be NUO cost.

CVL - Delays and
misalignment associated with
separate CVL consultation

process

If CVL is to be delivered by HCC, a separate
consultation process would potentially take longer
and have mixed messages with the wider
P2G+CVL scheme.

Delay in completing consenting process for
CVL and potential mixed messages

3 : Possible
30% -55%

Page 10f 2

Future Treatment Strategy

urther investigation and design in pre-
p phase/

Pngoing liaison with HCC regarding
ny changes in land use policy.

ngagement with HCC. Further
westigation, traffic modelling and
Hesign in pre-imp phase.

urther investigation and design in Pre-|
p phase.

urther investigation and design in pre-
p phase/

urther investigation and design in pre-
p phase

urther investigation and design in pre-
p phase/

Run a joint P2G and HCC consultation
pproach




Sensitivity: General

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

CVL - Increased seismic
resilience requirements for
CVL river bridge

P2G RISK REGISTER

PSOPs assumes seismic design criteria will be a
departure from latest NZGS seismic code.
Expectations fo NZTA SME or may

Last Update:

More ground improvement in approaches and
abutments for GI. Assume deep Gl

g worst case - $10m at each

increase to provide greater levels of

ML - one

19-May-25

Established Controls

presented to CEAG.

2: Unlikely
5% - 30%

Current Exposure

3:810m
to $25m

g

1"

Med Threat

CVL - Market competitiveness

Riverlink project has been awarded April 2025, and

Additional premium to delivery project, but

this will place a strain on the region to be able to could prior to

resource and deliver CVL.

Assume -2%, 2% and 5% on $181m

30% -55%

Io‘SH)n

10

Med

CVL - Delayed project start -
further cost escalation

Delayed delivery of CVL portion due to sequencing.
funding. consenting, etc- further cost escalation
exposure.

Increased cost from delayed start

TBC pending SRA - might not be captured
here.

3 : Possible|
30% -55%

3:810m
to $25m

15

Med Threat

CVL - Having to enhance flood
resilience after assessment
and HCC engagement

Additional flood mitigation is provided by
minor formation raising and additional

Flood resilience is required after further

andifa

pump
E.g. Raising of Wakefield and White Lines
300mm, additional property purchase,

pump stations. Exposure could be

flood event occurs, ling in political pi
This is currently not a project objective.

CVL - Post opening usage
does not reflect expected
traffic modelling
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Post opening usage of CVL does not meet

|further engagement fees.

$20m, $70m, $100m

No risk pricing for capital works - allow for

2 : Unlikely
5% - 30%

4 : $25m
to $100m

3: 3mth to

13

Med Threat

OIA. parlimentary enquiries and loss of

expected usage as per traffic For tolling
or PPP schemes - this potentially has
repercussions on revenue.

No risk pricing.

3: Possible;
30% -55%

coverage
(1-5 days).
OlA.
Negative
Minister

10

Med Threat

CVL - Cuba overbridge and
intersection with Wakefield

Wakefield is grade seperated at Cuba Street with
an old concrete bridge with height limits and

impr to north to impr

reduced shoulder clearances. Cause is that the
siesmic, saftey risk or connectivity provided by this

seismic
or full bridge replacement.
No Risk Pricing as this would be scope

is not

1. was considered in options
considersations and was ruled out.

2: Unlikely
5% - 30%

3:$10m
to $25m

(days).
Minister
questions
or 3rd party|

1"

Med Threat

Page 2 of 2

Future Treatment Strategy

urther investigation and design in pre-
mp phase/

Procurement strategy to be further
loped with app of i

ase.

BC - Review delivery sequence and
[SRA to be completed

anage expectations of stakeholders
by producing PSOPS document that
Ftands alone for CVL.






