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19. Facilities Rebuild Programme Update 
Reference: 17/545882 

Contact: Darren Moses Darren.moses@ccc.govt.nz 021377023 

Confidentiality 

Section under the Act: The public conduct of the part of the meeting would be likely to result in the 
disclosure of information for which good reason for withholding exists under 
section 7. 

Sub-clause and Reason: s7(2)(b)(ii) - The withholding of the information is necessary to protect 
information where the making available of the information would be likely 
unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the person who supplied 
or who is the subject of the information. 

Plain English Reason: The figures quoted in the attachements, if disclosed, are likley to prejudice 
Council's commercial postion at the time of tendering these works. 

Report can be released: 29 June 2018 

End of financial year, works should be tendered. 

  
 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to inform the Council of the status of the Council’s Facilities Rebuild 
programme. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is being provided to fulfil Social and Community Development Committee resolution 
CNCL/2017/00145 - Request staff to prepare a report on the Facilities Rebuild Programme in 
terms of how it operates and the nature of the projects within the programme. 

2. Significance 

2.1.1 Not applicable to this information-only report. 

 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Social and Community Development Committee recommends that Council: 

1. Receive the information in the report. 

 
 

4. Key Points 

4.1 The Facilities Rebuild Programme [“the programme”] is the Council’s Earthquake approach to 
managing the demolition, repair and rebuild of key suburban facilities damaged in the 
2010/2011 earthquakes.  
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4.2 Key projects were prioritised by Community Boards and then Council in 2014.  The key projects 
were bulk funded to allow the programme to operate in lieu of a global insurance settlement 
[which was later settled in 2015] 

4.3 The programme comprises several hundred suburban Community Facilities including, but not 
limited to, toilets, libraries, community centres, sports pavilions; and Heritage Facilities 
including, the Sign of the Kiwi, Mona Vale, and Gaiety Hall. 

4.4 The programme is now an estimated 75% complete with the majority of the programme 
expected to be delivered within budget by the end of 2018.  A catalogue of facilities already 
complete and reopened by the Facilities Rebuild team, is provided at Attachment 1. 

4.5 Additional unforeseen costs have arisen during this programme, due to the age of facilities and 
changes to building code requiring upgrades to fire systems, accessibility etc.  A number of pre-
existing conditions are being encountered and resolved as part of the repair. 

4.6 The total programme fund is $90M covering over 200 facilities across the city and the peninsula. 

 

 

 

5. Context/Background 

Establishment 

5.1 During the first year of the programme the Council was in discussion with Loss Adjusters and 
Insurers about each facility on a case by case, building by building basis.  Accordingly approvals 
to proceed with repairs or rebuild were presented to Council one by one.  Some early examples 
of these include Aranui Community Centre, Scarborough Paddling Pool, Hei Hei Community 
Centre and Waltham Pool.  

5.2 This process was time consuming and inefficient in delivering a quick, nimble and agile recovery 
of services across the city.  At the request of The Mayor and Councillors in mid-2014, it was 
agreed that a prioritised programme should be prepared and associated funding supported in 
lieu of an insurance agreement.   

 

Prioritisation and Cost Estimation 

5.3 It was agreed by Councillors in 2014 that a Facilities Rebuild strategy needed to be developed.  
The several hundred buildings in the Council’s portfolio would be prioritised.  Staff reported to 
Council that the priority should be to work on repairing closed facilities and rebuilding 
demolished or “total loss” facilities.  This would allow these buildings to “re-open” thus 
returning a level of service to the community.   

5.4 Any non-critical facility which had passed a DEE assessment and was open under Councils’ Public 
Occupancy Policy, had its repair deferred into the BAU maintenance programme and funded 
through future budgets. 

5.5 Once this prioritisation was applied, the list was then workshopped with all the Community 
Boards and internal Asset Owners.  The prioritisation of this list was based on criteria including 
Community Impact and Strategic Value, approved by the then CRAC Committee and Council in 
2014.   

5.6 The Community Impact category considered that if the damaged facility led to a reduction in 
level of service, operational performance or inconvenience to the community (due to a lack of 
other available facilities in the area) then the focus on a solution should be high.  The Strategic 
Alignment category took into consideration a number of factors.  These include whether the 
facility aligned with, or supported a relevant strategy, eg: Area Plans, Facility Plans, Central 
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Christchurch Recovery Plan and also the LTP.  Facilities that align with, and support, existing or 
future Council Strategies and Levels of Service allow for wider public benefit and were given a 
higher score than those that do not. 

5.7 This process took time but was a robust process to ensure that the key projects were prioritised.   
The programme being delivered now was developed using this process.   The list was delineated 
into immediate priorities– funded as Tranche 1 via the Building and Infrastructure Improvement 
Allowance [Betterment Fund] and secondary priorities in Tranche 2 funded via an LTP bid. 

5.8 The project budget for each of these prioritised buildings was compiled nearly three years ago.  
The accuracy of each estimate was based on a number of factors, such as a full Quantity 
Surveyors cost estimation exercise, a rough order cost based on a Damage Assessment, or the 
existing Sum Insured amount.  The Facilities Rebuild team worked with Council’s Insurance Team 
to establish the global claim amount, so a number of the figures were based on Council’s 
insurance policy wording limitations. 

 

Implementation 

5.9 The Council resolved to approve the list of prioritised projects and associated funding in August 
29 2014.  

5.10 Two teams [community facilities and heritage] of professionally qualified Project Mangers had 
already been working for the previous two years on managing the Detailed Engineering 
Evaluation [DEE] assessments [structural strength of the building]  and Damage Assessments 
[what’s broken and how do you fix it] on all of these buildings.  Once funding was confirmed the 
teams were straight into delivering the repairs and rebuilds. 

5.11 The projects, whether they be repair or rebuild follow a typical Council delivery process.  A 
scope of works is prepared, a concept design produced following community consultation, 
Community Board approval, funding secured from the programme fund and any Asset Owner 
input and works undertaken. 

 

Programme Management and Operational Aspects – “how it works” 

5.12 The overall approved funding is separable into two work streams of community facilities and 
heritage.  The projects in each workstream are manged and delivered as a programme of work.  
A programme is a group of related projects managed in a coordinated manner to obtain benefits 
not available from managing them individually.   

5.13 Each facility project was drawn-down from the total programme funding.  This is all managed in 
the Council’s enterprise wide Capital Programme Management System [CPMS]. 

5.14 The amount initially drawn down for each building project was the sum that was signed off by 
Council in the prioritisation exercise.  This figure was based upon the knowledge of the damage 
and repair option at that time. 

5.15 Early in the programme, an emerging issue facing the team [and by default the internal Asset 
Owner], was that in the majority of cases when the Facilities Rebuild team undertook repairs 
and strengthening work, a number of pre-existing conditions were encountered.  This includes 
such items as deferred maintenance, accessibility upgrades triggered by building consents and 
new building code requirements such as fire and electrical upgrades.  

5.16 This is a particular issue for heritage buildings as quite often intrusive investigations are not 
undertaken until a Resource Consent is gained.  Once all linings are removed, significant 
unforeseen issues are encountered, such as construction detail not matching as-built drawings, 
dry and wet rot, etc. 
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5.17 The additional costs associated with unforeseen issues had not been allowed for in the original 
funding request.  In essence, the earthquakes have served a “Pandora's Box “effect upon all of 
the buildings in the programme.  This places a strain on Asset Owner budgets, as the existing 
Renewal and Replacement budgets do not anticipate the level of additional needs coming all at 
once. 

5.18 Allowing the programme to function financially as a singular programme budget has allowed the 
Facilities Rebuild team to manage the additional costs associated with the unforeseen issues 
mentioned above.  A report was taken to ELT seeking approval to manage the additional costs 
from the overall programme contingency [the contingency] in July 2015 and subsequently 
approved.  The Asset Owner is still required to fund any betterment and genuine maintenance 
issues.  All financial approvals align to Council financial delegations. 

5.19 The original budget compared with the final completed project cost can be different for many 
reasons, as alluded to above.  The “gap” funding is a combination of the contingency, Asset 
Owner funding contribution to the project and in some cases third party funding such as Lions 
and Christchurch Earthquake Appeal Trust. 

5.20 The Facilities Rebuild programme contingency was set at $15M or 20% of the total $90M repair 
and rebuild estimate. 

5.21 The contingency fund has been dutifully managed over the past 3 years to allow for ‘unders and 
overs’ across the projects in the programme.  Many projects have been completed within the 
original budget approved by Council.  This project surplus is returned to the programme 
contingency.  Conversely, some projects require additional funding, for reasons as illustrated 
above, and are therefore put forward as candidates for top up from the contingency. 

5.22 It should be noted that recently, Council resolved to allocate $4M of the contingency to the Nga 
Puna Wai Sports Hub project. 

5.23 A summary of the remaining programme contingency fund of $6.7M and possible candidates 
requiring access to this fund are contained in Attachment 2. 

5.24 There are still a large number of candidates seeking potential access to the contingency and it 
currently indicates that the fund is over-subscribed by $8.9M. 

5.25 It is recommended that towards the end of this current financial year 17/18, a review of the 
remaining contingency is undertaken and reported back to Council. 

 

Programme Governance 

5.26 The programme has been in operation now for three years.  The financial management is 
undertaken within the functions of the Council’s overall capital programme. 

5.27 All projects are drawn down from the approved programme fund in CPMS.   

5.28 In circumstances where a project budget requires “topping up”, a Change Request is prepared 
by the Project Manager and submitted though a multi-stage approval process; encompassing 
the Unit Manager accountable for overall programme budget, Financial Manager, PMO staff, 
Asset Owner and in some cases the ELT Capital Governance function. 

5.29 Similarly, in a case where a project has been completed and there is a surplus, a Change Request 
is also prepared to return funds to the overall programme. 

5.30 With regard to reporting to Elected Members, the programme has been reporting every month 
for three years to Committees, including currently to the Social and Community Development 
Committee.  The report contains information on current phase, next steps and proposed 
opening dates. 
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5.31 Community Boards have, in a large number cases, also provided governance over the approval 
of new build concept designs, such as Heathcote Community Centre, Matuku Takotako and 
Riccarton Community Centre. 

 

 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Attachment ONE Community Facilities and Heritage Open to Public August 2017 14 

B ⇩  Attachment TWO FR Work left to complete v Contingency 22 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Darren Moses - Manager Capital Delivery Community 

Approved By Mary Richardson - General Manager Citizen and Community 

David Adamson - General Manager City Services 
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