Dear
I refer to your email we received on 7 September. You requested
the following information under the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 (LGOIMA):
"All information, advice, provided to the CMUA Project Delivery
Ltd board regarding its May 7 decision to sign off on the inclusion
of a Level 1 concourse. I want any official information that shows
their decision-making, and the requests for approval made by the
council/contractor. Was it outlined to the board at any stage
what consequences there would be for a level 1 concourse of
what the justification was - that is the information I'm seeking".
Release of information
Please find attached the following information:
1. 4 June 2021 Board Meeting decision under Section 8.
2. Item 16 – Level 1 Concourse.

Part of the information you have requested is attached.
However, you will note redactions have been made within
attachment: Item 16 – Level 1 Concourse. This information is
commercially sensitive and therefore we are withholding under
the following sections of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987:




7(2)(b)(ii) – to protect the commercial position of the
person who supplied or who is the subject of the
information
7(2)(h) – to enable any local authority holding the
information to carry out commercial activities

Please note, the document (4 June 2021 Board Meeting) has
been extracted from the relevant board paper, we have not
provided the entire document as the information is deemed out
of scope to your request. Redactions have been made for the
same reasoning.
In the Council's view the reasons for withholding these details
are not outweighed by public interest considerations in section
7(1) favouring their release.
You have the right to seek an investigation and review by the
Ombudsman of this decision. Information about how to make a
complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or
freephone 0800 802 602.
Kind regards,

Sean Rainey
Manager Official Information and Privacy Officer
Official Information Team

8. Level 1 Concourse
8.1 The Project Director summarised the Level 1 Concourse Board Paper. Highlighting that the
Contractor has notified a potential $44M budget shortfall in their recent affordability review
and considers the Level 1 Concourse unachievable within the current contract Maximum
D&C Price. The Contractor requires immediate direction whether the Principal wishes to
proceed with the continuous level 1 concourse at a potential additional commitment of
$15M.
8.1.1

The Board and Board Advisors discussed the positives and negatives involved in
the inclusion/exclusion of the level 1 concourse.

8.1.2

Agreed: The Board noted the paper and agreed that the concept design should be
progressed with the level 1 concourse and noted a desire to achieve this within
current Maximum D&C Price if possible. A further decision will be made as whether
to carry the level 1 concourse through preliminary and developed design following
output from the concept design and price verification process.

8.1.3

Action: MR noted that Councillor’s will need to be briefed on this decision only.
Briefing to be scheduled within next few weeks.

8.1.4

Action: KT to draft contract direction for the Boards approval. Direction to be
provided to the Contractor on Monday 10th May.

8.2 The meeting adjourned at 1.45pm and reconvened at 1.53pm.
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CMUA Project Delivery Limited Board Paper
TO

Board of Directors, CMUA Project Delivery Limited

FROM

Kris Thomas, CMUA Project Director

DATE

6 May 2021

SUBJECT

Level 1 Concourse

1.

PURPOSE

This paper seeks to inform the Board of the current BESIX Watpac advice on the CMUA Affordability Review
Update and requests direction regarding the opportunity to retain a continuous Level 1 Concourse.
2.

BACKGROUND

2.1 Investment Case
The CMUA Investment Case identified that the Estimate at Completion (EAC) for the Proof of Concept design
to be $505m at QRA P85 position against the available budget $473m ($32m over budget).
Opportunities to decrease this cost were identified, as per the Table 1 below, to define an affordable option
within the $473m available budget.
Description

Saving

1

Reduction in façade area

$1.57m

2

Relocate raised concourse to ground level

$6.56m

3

Change mixed use external activation zone to soft landscaping

$4.73m

4

Alternative procurement option for the two replay screens &
ribbon board control system

$6.60m

5

Reduce overall building footprint

$8.02m
TOTAL

$27.48m

Table 1 – Identified Saving Opportunities
The $27.48m saving and associated QRA risk provision ($4.82m) reduced the overall QRA P85 position to
$472.7m and within the $473m available budget. This estimate cost included around
contingency
which was considered appropriate for the stage of the project.
The Investment Case also noted:
“The preference would definitely be to retain the raised concourse at Level 1. A continuous concourse
is optimal for navigation around the arena, patron experience, and for crowd management and
control. It also improves the live experience and any compromise to this may impact the
competitiveness on the arena experience with the in-home experience, particularly for sporting events.
The raised concourse also provides additional available space at ground floor level, which of course
provides future potential revenue streams from leasing arrangements.
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Every endeavour will be made during the detailed design phase to retain the Level 1 concourse as the
design is developed and the risks, such as ground improvement and ground remediation, are reduced.
It is preferable and likely that the ground remediation and other enabling/early works will be
completed while the detailed design is underway. If the risk allowances that tie back to ground
conditions, and other enabling works such as service relocations can be reduced to provide a ‘clean’
site, the overall QRA cost for the project may well be reduced which will potentially allow the
concourse to be retained at Level 1.
It is therefore strongly recommended that final investigations (such as Detailed Site Investigations
associated with ground contamination/remediation) and Enabling Works be expedited, not only to
reduce risks associated with unknown conditions, but also to expedite the overall programme.”
The Investment Case Affordability Review was issued as part of the CMUA RFP Documents and forms part of
the PSCA Information Documents. See Attachment A.
2.2 BESIX Watpac Affordability Review Update

At this stage, BESIX Watpac have not resolved their concept design to a point where estimating can
commence. Estimating documentation is anticipated to start becoming available from mid-May 2021.
3.

REQUEST FOR DIRECTION

BESIX Watpac are seeking immediate direction on whether the Principal wishes to proceed with the
continuous level 1 concourse which is not considered achievable within the current PCSA Maximum D&C
Contract Price of
given the potential
magnitude of budget issues identified in the Affordability Review. See Attachment C.
Immediate direction is required due to the level 1 concourse being fundamental to achieving the overall
gross floor area (GFA) requirement, i.e. the removal of the continuous level 1 concourse requires the foot
print of the Arena to expand which in turn impacts the seating bowl and roof geometry and the internal
layouts.
BESIX Watpac are only required to develop one scheme to a complete concept design deliverable – currently
this will be the ‘ground level concourse’ option. However, this will be supported by a scheme and cost option
for retaining the continuous level 1 concourse.
BESIX Watpac advise the need for an additional
budget commitment in order for the continuous level
1 concourse to be retained in the current concept design and to avoid the potential for programme delay
and redesign costs associated with a deferred decision. The delay and redesign costs have been assessed by
the RCP and AECOM teams as being in the order of
if the change is instructed post
Concept Design.
As inferred, removal of the continuous level 1 concourse will not alone resolve the potential budget issue
identified in the Affordability Review update. However, how real this issue is will not be known until early
June 2021 when the actual concept design is estimated.
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4.

STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS

4.1 Project Vision, Objectives and Benefits
The opportunity to retain the continuous level 1 concourse should be considered with reference to the
project vision and objectives and benefits sought, these being:
Project Vision:
The Canterbury Multi-Use Arena will bring vibrancy to the region, attracting a range of events year-round. It
will be a catalyst for the immediate surrounds, supporting the commitments made by many to our Central
City. The arena will instil a sense of pride and ownership amongst Cantabrians and boost the city’s economy
by attracting visitors from around New Zealand and the world.
Objectives
The CMUA Investment Case identified five investment objectives:



Christchurch is competitive with other New Zealand Cities or major events
The CBD is seen as a vibrant place to live and work in the Christchurch and Canterbury communities





The east of the CBD attracts private investment through surety of public-side investment
The presence of sport and major events as part of Canterbury’s cultural identity is enhanced
Investment is aligned with existing regeneration plans and projects.

In addition, the Canterbury Multi Use Arena Agreement (Crown Fund Agreement) identified the following six
Project Aims:






Create a legacy asset that instils a sense of pride and ownership amongst Cantabrians
Stimulate the region’s economy, including attracting domestic and international visitors
Enable the region to be positioned to attract a range of events across the calendar year, including
sporting events, concerts, and entertainment activities
Increase the vibrancy of the city and maximise the connection with the city and surrounds
Provide certainty and confidence to the market and help sustain and grow private investment



Enhance the region’s sporting identity and reputation as a nursery for sporting talent

Benefits
The benefits to be delivered by the CMUA, identified by the Investment Case include:




[Increased] Investment and economic growth to the region
Christchurch is an attractive place to work, study, live and visit
Christchurch has more major entertainment events accessible to families and other residents



Accelerated levels of investment, and relocation of businesses in the CBD

4.2 Opportunities Created
The opportunities created by a continuous level 1 concourse are as follows:






Enhanced patron experience
Optimal design layout for separation of front of house and back of house activities
Optimal solution for crowd management, safety and control
Optimal solution for seating bowl and roof geometry
Reduced overall building footprint enhancing urban design outcome



Maintains an international design standard that is commercially competitive with other competing
venues.
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A continuous level 1 concourse enables greater flexibility in event planning by providing flexibility on
where patrons enter the stadium relative to their seats.
Future flexibility for broader commercial revenue and community engagement opportunities
Fundamental to the opportunity of having the Crusaders as a team in residence (requires a
significant area of under-croft space adjacent the field)

4.3 Project Contingency Position
The current contingency position is yet to be updated following agreement of the revised budget allocations
and implementation of RiskHive which will re-define the QRA P50 and P85 positions.
Taking a traditional industry standard / first principles approach, the current project requirements versus
available contingency budget can be summarised as per Table 2 below.

5.

PROJECT BOARD DECISION

The CMUA Board has an opportunity now to allocate a potential contingency commitment of
and
empower a genuine endeavour from BESIX Watpac to retain a continuous level 1 concourse, which will
enhance the Project outcomes and associated benefits in line with the Project Vision.
Alternatively, the CMUA Board can direct that BESIX Watpac proceed to design to the current PCSA
Maximum D&C Contract Price of
with no continuous level 1 concourse.
6.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

Note the current BESIX Watpac Affordability Review Update.

2.

Provide direction as to whether the Board wish to pursue the opportunity to retain the continuous
level 1 concourse by allocating
of contingency now; or direct that the concept design
continue to be developed within the current PCSA Maximum D&C Contract Price of
and
reconsider the concourse at the end of concept design (noting the potential for programme delay
and redesign costs associated with a deferred decision).
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ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A
Attachment B
Attachment C
Attachment D
Attachment E

Investment Case – Appendix A CMUA Affordability Review
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Attachment A

Investment Case – Appendix A CMUA Affordability Review

APPENDIX 5B

Canterbury Multi Use Arena (CMUA)
Affordability Review – November 2019
(Version 2, 21.11.19)
Purpose
The CMUA project team was asked to demonstrate an affordable option for the CMUA could be
constructed within the $473m available budget using a Quantitative Risk Analysis (QRA) at a P85
affordability threshold level.

Background
A detailed technical ‘Proof of Concept’ that fulfils (possibly exceeds) the core scope criteria was
prepared and detailed cost estimates for the ‘Proof of Concept’ were prepared by WT Partnership
Quantity Surveyors/Cost Consultants.
The available project budget is $473m ($220m from the Christchurch Regeneration Acceleration
Facility) and $253m from the Christchurch City Council.
The Estimate at Completion (EAC), based on the fundamental design elements, was $483.8m
($10.8m or 2% over budget) and the project team believed that this was within an acceptable
margin of error at concept stage and cost reductions could be made as required during the design
phase to maintain the project within the available budget.
A Quantitative Risk Analysis (QRA) at a P85 level (considered 85% likely that the actual project
costs will be delivered at or below this value) was also completed by WT Partnership and peer
reviewed by Rawlinsons Quantity Surveyors/Cost Consultants. The P85 estimate increased the
estimated cost to an unacceptable $505m.
A number of potential opportunities to decrease this cost were then identified and the project
team proceeded to identify an affordable option for the CMUA which could be constructed within
the $473m available budget using a QRA at a P85 affordability threshold level.

Affordability Review
Populous (Stadium Architect), Aurecon (Engineering Consultant) and WT Partnership were all
involved in the Proof of Concept and worked through the design/cost impacts for around 30
potential saving opportunities. These were presented at two workshops with representatives
from the Christchurch City Council, Populous, Aurecon, Vbase, Crusaders Rugby, WT Partnership
and EY on 14 October 2019 and 8 November 2019.
Each potential option was reviewed for feasibility by the workshop members. Some were
eliminated as they were based on speculation of unit rates, or were assessed as reducing quality
and/or increasing operational cost. Others were eliminated because they were perceived as
diminishing the operational or customer experience aspects to too great an extent.
The workshops agreed to include the following saving opportunities in the Affordability Review
(numbering refers to the option number in the Affordability Review):
6a. Reduction in façade area
There is the potential to reduce the total area of façade and roof by around 1,000m2 by tightening
up the form of the arena.
Reshaping the façade will bring it in tighter to the building edge by curving the stadium roof
columns to partially pass back under the upper tier of the main stands. This would reduce the
overall footprint of the raft foundation. An indicative section of the proposed option is shown in
Figure 1 below.

Figure 1 Sample reshape of roof stadium structure.
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A reduction in façade and roof would change the overall form of the arena and likely make it
slightly squarer and less curved / organic.
The reduction in façade and roof area provides a ($1.57m) saving.

15. Relocate raised concourse to ground level
There is the potential to remove a large area of the Level 1 suspended slab by dropping a large
portion of the General Admission concourse to ground level. The western premium concourse
cannot be dropped as it is sitting above the players’ facilities, main kitchen and maintenance
facilities. Populous have recommended that the raised southern concourse also be retained, as it
will be the area most used for multi-use activities in the arena. Part of the eastern concourse will
also be retained for structural (bracing) reasons and patron circulation.
The consultants have investigated the impact of a reduction of an area of the Level 1 concourse in
the Eastern Stand Building. They have coordinated a new arrangement such that the Food and
Beverages (F&B) outlets, toilets and plantrooms are moved from Level 1 to be located on the
ground floor concourse. This has allowed a reduction of the Level 1 structure in the Eastern Stand,
including the required changes to the structural scheme for the building (revised locations of
Cross Bracing Frames (CBFs) and updated member sizes associated with this scheme).
This will have an impact on the free area available at ground floor for the natural ventilation
through the Eastern Stand building. There will also be impacts on disabled access in this part of
the arena. Populous has indicated that there is potential to have the natural ventilation flow path
above the F&B/toilet spaces, though this has not been modelled by the Engineers. Therefore,
while it is likely that there will be no issue for fresh air circulation, there may be negative impacts
on the low level air velocity needed to maintain turf health.
As a consequence, a mechanical fan system may be required to assist the ventilation of the pitch
area with the inclusion of the toilets and concessions filling the space along the eastern side of the
bowl at ground level and this has been included in the estimate. The fan control system will allow
the fans to be operated in forward or reverse depending on the temperature inside the arena
compared with the temperature outside. On hot days, the fans will draw air in from outside and
discharge it into the arena at low level and discharge warm air out through the roof at high level.
On cold days, outside air will be drawn in via the high-level fans and vented from the arena at low
level.
The inclusion of a mechanical assisted natural ventilation system at this concept stage in the
project is considered prudent, and, if provided, will provide additional assurance and resilience for
turf health and the potential for better climate control for patron comfort within the seating bowl.
During the detailed design phase, it may be determined that this system is not needed and it can
be deleted.
The relocation of the raised concourse to ground level provides a ($8.01m) saving, offset by
an additional cost of $1.45m for the mechanical fan system, to give a nett saving of ($6.56m).
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20. Change mixed use external activation zone to soft landscaping
There is 9,330m2 of mixed use external activation zone across the site.
This was originally allowed as “hard” landscaping, e.g. paving, to enable frequent event ‘overlays’,
but has been changed to “soft” landscaping, e.g. grass.
This option has a high degree of acceptance, as the final decision can be deferred until late in the
construction process, depending on funding availability. If additional savings have been achieved
during the detailed design/tender/construction stages, and/or the project risks have been less
than envisaged, the preference would be to add the “hard” landscaping back before the work is
carried out. Alternatively, it could also be retrofitted in the operational phase if necessary.
Changing the mixed use external activation zone to “soft” landscaping provides a ($4.73m)
saving.

21. Alternative procurement option for the two replay screens & ribbon board control system
There is the potential to partner with a technology firm such as PMY to procure a portion of the ICT
infrastructure (two replay screens and ribbon board control system) through a design, build and
operate procurement option.
Under this arrangement, PMY would offer an investment partnership with the Council/CCO where
PMY would fund the Capex and share the revenue over a fixed term.
The remaining ICT for the building (ICT switches, fibre optic backbone cabling, racks etc.) would
still be provided as part of the construction project.
We understand that PMY have a similar arrangement at Marvel Stadium in Melbourne, amongst
others. While there is a perceived drop in revenue, there are also advantages in that a specialist
provider may be able to secure more advertising at higher rates, leaving the arena operator to
focus on its core business.
Should a deal not be reached with PMY or another technology investor, and further savings not be
identified during the detailed design phase, additional capital investment would be required prior
to the completion of the arena. It is acknowledged that the financial risk of any further investment
would sit with the ultimate delivery agent.
Using an alternative procurement option for the two replay screens and ribbon board control
system provides a ($6.60m) saving.
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25. Reduce overall building footprint
The footprint of the building has increased since the Pre-Feasibility reporting. There is scope to
reduce this footprint by 1,085m2, including the reduction in floor area by reshaping the façade as
shown in “6a. Reduction in façade area” above.
Any reduction would be focused on the relocation of part of the raised concourse to ground floor
level and will be limited by the footprint of the bowl over. The maximum footprint reduction
available based on the seating bowl over is 1,515 m2. Some items to note include:
·

The increase in footprint since the Pre-Feasibility reporting is primarily based on the
concourses being 6m above ground level. In a typical design, the field of play would be
below grade, which would result in a lower concourse, tucked further in under the bowl.
This of course is not practical in Christchurch, due primarily to the high ground-water
table.

·

Whilst we can potentially remove 1,515 m2 of footprint based on the seating bowl, we are
unable to take this full reduction in area due to an inability to position the desired
minimum concourse, food and beverage and amenities areas under this bowl. The actual
potential saving is therefore limited to 1,085 m2.

Reducing the overall building footprint by 1,085m2 provides a ($8.02m) saving.

Other options considered
As noted earlier, a large number of other options were considered including removing the façade
below concourse level, reducing sightlines, reducing concourse areas, reducing the percentage
and the width of the premium seats, reducing the number of amenities (urinals, WC pans, basins),
reducing the size of the Function Room and the number of corporate suites, reducing the number
of F&B outlets and removing the northern façade.
While the amenities provided and the concourse space per patron in the Proof of Concept are
generally at the upper end when compared to other arena facilities, it was felt that reducing these
would be very detrimental to patron experience. Therefore, these items were not recommended
by the workshop attendees and were not considered as part of the Affordability Review.
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Summary
6a. Reduction in façade area

($1.57m) saving

15. Relocate raised concourse to ground level

($6.56m) saving

20. Change mixed use external activation zone to soft landscaping

($4.73m) saving

21. Alternative procurement option for the two replay
screens & ribbon board control system

($6.60m) saving

25. Reduce overall building footprint

($8.02m) saving
($27.48m) saving

This ($27.5m) saving has reduced the overall QRA at a P85 affordability threshold level to $472.7m
i.e. around $0.3m under the $473m available budget. At the P85 QRA level, the estimated cost
includes around 17% Contingency which is considered appropriate for this stage of the project.
The preference would definitely be to retain the raised concourse at Level 1. A continuous
concourse is optimal for navigation around the arena, patron experience, and for crowd
management and control. It also improves the live experience and any compromise to this may
impact the competitiveness on the arena experience with the in-home experience, particularly for
sporting events. The raised concourse also provides additional available space at ground floor
level, which of course provides future potential revenue streams from leasing arrangements.
Every endeavour will be made during the detailed design phase to retain the Level 1 concourse as
the design is developed and the risks, such as ground improvement and ground remediation, are
reduced. It is preferable and likely that the ground remediation and other enabling/early works
will be completed while the detailed design is underway. If the risk allowances that tie back to
ground conditions, and other enabling works such as service relocations can be reduced to
provide a ‘clean’ site, the overall QRA cost for the project may well be reduced which will
potentially allow the concourse to be retained at Level 1.
It is therefore strongly recommended that final investigations (such as Detailed Site Investigations
associated with ground contamination/remediation) and Enabling Works be expedited, not only to
reduce risks associated with unknown conditions, but also to expedite the overall programme.
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