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Mayor and Councillors 
COUNCIL 

25 AUGUST 2011 

Meeting Status: Public 

Purpose of Report:  For Decision 

AQUATIC CENTRE : APPROVAL TO CALL TENDERS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1 This report updates the Council on financial aspects of the Aquatic Centre project 
and seeks approval to request tenders for construction from companies shortlisted 
through an Expressions of Interest process. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF DECISION 

2 The Council’s Significance Policy is not triggered.  

BACKGROUND 

3 The Council received reports on the Aquatic Centre on 16 September 2010 (AS-10-
973) and 16 December 2010 (AS-10-009).  The September paper addressed financial 
matters in some detail, considering the estimated cost of the project and the capital 
and operational funding.  The December paper sought particular direction on the 
form of the building to be developed and the inclusion or non-inclusion of various 
‘options’ in the project scope. 

4 The Council approved a Procurement Strategy for the project at its meeting on 21 
April 2011 (paper CS-11-103 refers).  Due to the nature of the subject matter this 
paper was considered in Public Excluded session. 

5 At the April meeting the Council also approved the bulk earthworks to be carried out 
as a separate contract.  These works started on 13 June and are programmed to finish 
in mid September. 

6 Design work has progressed well, and Expressions of Interest have been called for 
the main construction contract.  After evaluation a shortlist of the contractors who 
will be invited to tender for the pool construction contract will be confirmed.  

7 In accordance with the Procurement Strategy tendered pricing has been obtained for 
components of the work which are to have nominated suppliers in the main 
construction contract.  Actual costs are now known for the more technical and 
specialist parts of the construction. The project has been re-estimated from the design 
drawings by the Quantity Surveyor, including the known costs.   

8 The project is now at the point where tenders can be called.   
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CONSIDERATIONS 

9 The project currently has a capital funding shortfall of $1.148 million.  This is due to 
a shortfall in funds raised by the Aquatic Centre Trust. 

10 The current position is set out in the table below, which covers sunk costs plus the 
two financial years (2011/12 and 2012/13) during which construction (and the capital 
expenditure) will occur.  The issues are individually addressed in following sections. 

2‐Year Totals
Annual 
Plan

Forecast Variance

previous estimate December 2010 16,986 16,986 0

current estimate August 2012 16,986 16,986 0

funded by Trust 3,178 2,030 ‐1,148 

8 ‐1,148 
Council 13,808 13,808 0

total funds available 16,986 15,83

Shortfall 1,148

 

Project Capital Costs 

11 During the course of the design process there have been a number of matters that 
have had an impact on project cost.  Many of these items have been managed 
through the allocation of contingency, however two (timber gridshell and 
commercial/multi-purpose rooms) are more significant issues and are detailed below. 

12 Timber Gridshell 

12.1 A significant cost increase has arisen out of the nominated supplier tender process 
for the timber gridshell roof structure.  The designers have been working with the 
preferred NZ supplier for over 9 months and have repeatedly had the pricing 
(which has been included in previous estimates) confirmed.  However, when formal 
pricing was sought for inclusion in the lead construction contract, a price nearly 3 
times that which had been indicated was submitted.  As a result, further prices were 
obtained from other suppliers in NZ and Europe.  However these are also greater 
than the previously indicated price.  The additional cost for the other New Zealand 
supplier is $314,000.  However, importing the structure from Europe may offer an 
approximate $95,000 cost saving on the cost of the New Zealand supplied option. 

12.2 The additional cost of the gridshell is significant enough that consideration needs to 
be given to whether there are any realistic options for reducing that cost at this 
stage of the project.   

12.3 The only option is to consider changing back to a traditional roof structure, 
however this does come at a cost as substantial re-design is required and there will 
be a consequent delay to the project. 
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12.4 The design implications of changing the roof type are structural, heating & 
ventilation, lighting and architectural.  A variation to the resource consent would 
also need to be applied for.  The structural design is based on a lightweight roof 
structure with resilience to high uplift forces (which occur in strong winds).  This is 
quite different to a traditional heavy roof with lesser uplift.  The design of the 
heating and ventilation is all based on the solar gain and heat loss characteristics of 
the ETFE roof, and a different roof would require a total redesign.  Similarly 
lighting design is based on the characteristics of the ETFE roof.  The contract 
construction period is also likely to be extended by two months because of the 
different construction methodologies. 

Analysis of comparative costs of roof options 

12.5 The December 2010 Council paper set out the cost difference between the 
traditional roof and the ETFE roof as $300,000, and this was balanced by $30,000 
per year in energy cost savings due to the solar heat gain from the ETFE roof. 

12.6 Based on the lowest price New Zealand supplier the revised incremental capital 
costs for the ETFE roof is: 

Incremental cost (Dec 2010) 300,000
Additional gridshell cost 314,000
Total incremental cost  (August 2011) 614,000

 

12.7 However, offset against the $314,000 additional cost is $335,000 of costs that 
would be incurred changing back to a conventional roof structure. 

Re‐design 135,000
Resource consent variation 10,000
QS fees (for new building schedule) 20,000
Extra contract P&G 50,000
Escalation (cost of delay) 100,000
Additional project management 20,000
Total incremental cost  (August 2011) 335,000

 

12.8 The estimated cost of changing back to a conventional roof structure is greater than 
the additional cost of the timber gridshell. 

12.9 Additionally, it is worth noting that since the decision to adopt the ETFE roof in 
December 2011, the Aquatic Centre has been promoted with that design.  There is 
thus an expectation amongst sponsors and supporters of the project that the ETFE 
roof will be part of the design.  A change back to a traditional roof structure may 
have consequences for sponsorship agreements.  

12.10 It is recommended that the ETFE roof continue to be the design option, and that the 
additional cost be covered by project contingency. 
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12.11 It is further recommended that the construction contract be tendered with the ETFE 
roof, but that rather than the timber gridshell supply being a nominated sub-
contract, the tenderers be invited to submit alternative price proposals (not design) 
for the gridshell.   

 

13 Commercial Space and Multi-Purpose Room 

13.1 Councillors were advised in December 2010 that these facilities were outside the 
core project scope, and there would be an option to include them if affordable.   

• The Multi-Purpose Room is intended to be available for use by the clubs 
and groups that meet and run activities in the Aquatic Centre. 

• The Commercial Space is an area that can be leased for commercial 
purposes, and it is expected that the purposes would relate to the 
Aquatic Centre, most likely being some kind of health or wellbeing 
activity. 

13.2 The facilities have attracted specific sponsorship which nearly covers the additional 
cost and, due to the benefit (including additional lease income) they bring to the 
Aquatic Centre, it is recommended they are included in the project scope. The 
capital cost is $350,000 which would be fully funded by sponsorship and lease of 
the spaces. 

13.3 Although capital costs may be saved by leaving out the facilities the sponsorship is 
specifically tied to these facilities.  As sponsorship and revenue covers the full cost 
of borrowing there is no net cost to the Council for including these facilities in the 
project scope.  If the facilities are not built, the sponsorship is not transferrable and 
the Aquatic Centre will lose a beneficial facility and a valuable long term revenue 
stream.  An element of additional design will be required if a decision is made to 
exclude them once tenders are evaluated. 

13.4 The recommendation of this paper is to include these facilities in the project scope 
at an additional $350,000 noting that the cost of the debt servicing of the additional 
borrowing is fully funded by sponsorship and lease income.  At this time there is no 
recommendation to increase the project budget.  If this is necessary following 
receipt of tenders then it will be addressed at the time of any recommendation to 
award the contract.   

 

14 Allocation of Contingency 

14.1 The project contingency provision ($1.147m including project contingency and 
escalation provision) has been partially utilised during the design process to 
accommodate a number of changes which have arisen.  At this stage, $421,000 of 
contingency remains.  The paragraphs below provide a commentary on the use of 
the contingency. 
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Escalation 

• The difference in costs (escalation) due to inflation between the 
September 2010 estimate and the July 2011 estimate, and is calculated 
at $217,000. 

Kāpiti Road Intersection 

• The original December 2010 estimate included provision for a 
‘priority T’ type intersection with Kāpiti Road.  However, once work 
on the application for resource consents started and the traffic issues 
were looked into in detail it became apparent that type of intersection 
would not work.  A roundabout intersection was selected as the 
preferred solution.  A roundabout provides the best level of service for 
the dominant through traffic on Kāpiti Road compared to traffic 
signals, yet still provides for right turning traffic into and out of the 
Aquatic Centre site.  The additional cost is $130,000. 

• The proposed Expressway would have a major effect on Kāpiti Road 
and the changes it might bring to future traffic flows on Kāpiti Road 
will influence the form of the road and its intersections.  A study of the 
long term form of Kāpiti Road is being developed by the infrastructure 
group but this is still work in progress.  If this study concludes that a 
different form of intersection is (or will be required) in the 
medium/longer term then any cost difference will be funded from the 
roading budgets.   

Miscellaneous Building and Construction 

• The balance of the contingency allocation relates to various changes to 
the building specification including the provision of acoustic panelling 
in the pool hall, the entranceway canopy, cable ducting for swim event 
management and external signage. 

Timber Gridshell Roof 

• The $314,000 additional cost has been discussed earlier in this paper. 

14.2 The table below summarises the allocation of contingency. 
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Contingency $000's
Approved funding included

Project contingency 500
Escalation provision 647

1,147

Contingency used
Escalation 217
Kāpiti Road intersection 130
Ducting under pool hall floor 6
Gridshell roof 314
Misc building and contruction 59

726

Summary
December 2010 provision 1,147
Contingency used ‐726 
Contingency balance 421  

 

14.3 Further comment on contingency is made in the Financial Considerations section of 
this paper. 

 

15 Allocation of Contingency 

15.1 The Aquatic Centre Trust had a target to raise $4.3 million.   The confirmed 
funding raised at this time is $3.17 million. 

Trust funding target 4,300
Trust funding secured 3,170

Shortfall overall 1,130  

15.2 The Trust indicated in December 2010 that they expected to have $2.448 million of 
their funding available at the time of construction.  The Trust has advised that the 
revised amount available at the time of construction is $1.325 million and thus 
there is a shortfall of $1.123 million.   

Trust funding target at start of construction 2,448
Trust funding secured at start of construction 1,325

Shortfall at start of construction 1,123  

15.3 The Trust will continue its fund raising efforts and has identified another $1.2 
million of pledges in progress (refer Attachment 1).  Any return from these 
pledges will reduce the shortfall.  Additionally the Trust believes there could 
potentially be $200,000 of in kind benefits which will reduce the capital cost of the 
project.  Landscaping and external electrical works are possibilities here.  Further 
work is required before it can be confirmed if this in-kind contribution will result in 
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a reduction to the project cost.  The additional funds would total $1.4 million if 
fully realised 

15.4 Sufficient funds are available in the 2011/12 financial year to cover the forecast 
capital spend for the year, and therefore impact of the shortfall will not be felt until 
2012/13.   

15.5 The shortfall in the Trust’s fund raising at this stage is not considered reason not to 
call tenders for construction.  Once tender prices are known, the full cost/funding 
package will be reviewed to determine whether any changes need to be made to the 
scope of the project to enable it to proceed.   This information will be presented to 
the Council at the 17 November 2011 meeting with options and recommendations 
as appropriate.  It is to be noted at this time that no contract will be awarded until it 
is clearly understood how it is to be funded. 

15.6 The above addresses the Trust’s contribution to the core project scope.  In addition, 
as previously noted, the Trust has secured funding for the commercial space and 
multi-purpose room which are outside the core project scope. 

15.7 The Trust has been confirming sponsorship through signed pledges, legal 
agreements and exchanges of correspondence.  Many of the sponsors wish to 
remain confidential at this stage, but the Trust chairperson, Neil Mackay, will brief 
the Council on the Trust’s funding position before the meeting. 

 

Project Scope 

16 The final scope of the project for construction was to be confirmed by the Council 
once there was greater confidence in the costs.  The next few paragraphs address a 
number of scope items. 

Multi-Purpose Room and Commercial Space 

• These facilities have been discussed earlier in this paper. 

Competitive Swimming Facilities 

• During the design process the competitive swimming users identified a 
desire for facilities to be included that assist competitive swimming 
events.  Electronic components such as touch pads and starting block 
sensors have never been part of the core project budget, but arguments 
have been put forward that concealed ducting within the floor slab at 
the start line end of the pool should be installed as part of construction.  
The cost of providing this ducting is estimated at $6,000. 

• While not part of the core project scope the cost is currently included 
in the project estimate and is part of the contingency allocation.  The 
Raumati Swimming Club should be approached to provide specific 
funding for this on behalf of competitive swimmers as it does not 
benefit any other user group. 
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Management and Operation 

17 The construction of the Aquatic Centre has offered an opportunity to review the 
method of management and operation of the Council’s swimming pools.  For many 
years an external provider has held the contract for the management and operation of 
the Council’s pools.  External provision remains an option but there are also other 
options which include bringing the operation back ‘in-house’, the possibility of a 
shared services arrangement with another Council (where feasible) and variations of 
each of these.  A separate paper addressing management and operation options will 
be tabled by November.  A key issue will be ensuring that the Council gets the full 
benefit of the various income streams available to the facility (such as Learn to 
Swim). 

18 In respect of the operational costs presented in the September 2010 paper, a pool 
operations contractor was approached to provide an assessment of the annual costs 
for running the facility.  The costs presented have been reviewed against the costs 
presented in the September 2010 council paper.  While there are some individual 
variances, overall the September 2010 expenditure figures were found to be on the 
conservative side, and there is no concern at this time that ongoing operating costs 
will exceed the LTTP provision. 

19 Operating costs will be presented to the Council as part of the costs/funding review 
at the time of the next paper (planned for 17 November) when final 
recommendations on scope of the project and award of the construction contract will 
be made. 

Options for reducing costs 

20 The principal recommendations of this paper are that tenders should be called for 
construction and once firm pricing is known the project costs and funding should be 
reviewed again.  If tenders come in over budget the Council may need to consider 
options for reducing the project cost.  Preliminary comments on possible options are 
provided below. 

Exclude the Commercial Space and Multi-Purpose room  

• As discussed earlier, this is not recommended as the facilities are fully 
funded by sponsorship and rental income, and the sponsorship is not 
transferrable. 

Exclude the Moveable Floor from the Lap Pool 

• The moveable floor is a comparatively simple item to take out and 
achieve significant cost savings.  However, such a decision would 
reduce the amenity of the Aquatic Centre and have an adverse impact 
on the range of users that can be catered for.   

• A decision would need to be made as to what the floor profile of the 
25 metre lap pool would be.  An element of additional design would be 
required prior to calling tenders. The options are: 

∼ build the pool tank as designed so that a moveable floor could be 
retrofitted.  The resulting pool profile is not acceptable for a 
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community pool (it would have 15 metres at 2.4 m deep and 10 
metres at 2.8 m deep (being the pit for the control gear for the 
movable floor) and therefore has no shallow end).  This therefore 
is not a realistic option. 

∼ build the pool tank as designed and install an internal ‘subfloor’ 
that could be removed in future so that moveable floor could be 
retrofitted.  Savings of approximately $600,000 could be 
achieved.  The cost of retrofitting the moveable floor is up to 
$1.2m and it is questionable as to whether this would ever 
happen.  This leaves: 

∼ change the design to a profiled floor and abandon the idea of 
ever having a moveable floor. The recommended floor profile 
would be sloping from 1.05m to 1.65m over 10 metre length, 
with the remaining 15 metre length at 2.4m deep.  Savings in the 
order of $935,000 could be achieved. 

• It should be noted that a sloping floor as described would mean that 
the pool would still provide for a range of sporting codes although 
some would consider the change to be detrimental to their preferred 
configuration.  There would still be a 25m x 15m deep section (2.4m) 
which would provide for 6 fast swim lanes, underwater hockey and 
college grade water polo.  Recreation and health users are also affected 
as the flexibility on floor depth for activities like aquarobics and 
aquajogging can no longer be provided. 

• It is intended that separate pricing on pool floor options will be sought 
in parallel with the main contract tender period, and the option to be 
constructed can be confirmed at the time of award of contract. 

Exclude the Hydroslide 

• The one hydroslide included in the project estimate could be taken out 
to achieve an approximate $230,000 cost saving.  The hydroslide is a 
key attractor for youth and a decision to omit it would significantly 
reduce the attractiveness of the Aquatic Centre to the youth user group. 
The hydroslide is also a significant revenue generator. There is 
virtually no redesign for excluding the hydroslide assuming the tower 
is retained so that the hydroslide could be retrofitted in future. 

Purchase Components from Overseas 

• The current exchange rate means certain components normally sourced 
from within New Zealand are cheaper to import.  There are two 
components where savings could be made; the timber gridshell roof 
structure, and the hydroslide and water toys.  The potential saving 
could be in the order of $100,000 for the gridshell, and $50,000 for the 
hydroslide and water toys.  Other components (such as the Myrtha 
Pool) are being imported because there is no New Zealand 
manufacturer.  Further work needs to be done to more accurately 
quantify the savings and assess the risks of importing these 
components. 
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• It is recommended that the best deal be pursued, irrespective of 
country of origin, where there is sufficient surety over quality and 
risks. 

Technical Review 

21 Through out the design process independent advice and review has been sought 
where considered necessary.    

• Procurement and Contract Issues Andy Mallard,  Mallard Cooke Ltd 

• General Operational Issues Jamie Delich, Wellington City Council 

• Disability assessment Bill Wrightson, Wrightson Associates 

22 Technical reviews have also been independently commissioned by the design team.    

Next Steps 

23 Should the Council approve the recommendations of this paper tenders will be 
called.  After allowing time for the tender period, evaluation and negotiation on 
tenderers’ tags the recommendations would be reported back to Council at the 17 
November meeting.  At that time a full review of the costs and funding will be 
presented, enabling decisions to be made on final project scope and how any funding 
shortfalls can be addressed.   

24 Should Council approve the award of the contract at that time the site would be 
immediately available to the contractor and the Aquatic Centre could be open for 
swimming in October 2012. 

 

Financial Considerations 

25 The Council is requested to note the additional capital cost of the commercial space 
and multi-purpose rooms and that the debt servicing costs and depreciation are fully 
funded by sponsorship and rental income, and that the cost be considered for adding 
to the project budget at the November meeting (if necessary). 

26 $421,000 of identifiable contingency remains, which is approximately 3% of the 
remaining costs.  It would be usual to expect approximately 5% contingency to be 
retained in the project budget at the time of tender.  However, three important steps 
have taken place that reduce the usual risk at the time of tender: 

• the bulk earthworks have been completed, and the underground risks have 
been eliminated; and 

• the key complex and high risk cost components have been pre-tendered and 
pricing is known and fixed on these items.  This amounts to approximately 
50% of the overall contract costs; and 

• a full builder’s schedule of quantities has been prepared on all non pre-
tendered works. 

 



CS-11-263 

27 Accordingly, a contingency of 2.5% to 3% can be considered appropriate at this 
stage. 

28 The shortfall in Trust funding is not considered reason to delay calling tenders.  It is 
still possible that lower tender prices will ensue, but until tenders are called there will 
be no certainty.  Having certainty of a tender price will enable decisions to be made, 
if necessary, to reduce the scope of the project. 

Legal Considerations  

29 The contract will be tendered and awarded using New Zealand standard 
NZS3910:2003 as the general conditions of contract. 

Delegation 

30 The Council has the authority to consider this matter. 

Consultation and Publicity Considerations 

31 The decision to request tenders marks another significant milestone for the project.  
A joint media release will be prepared between the Council and the Trust. 

32 The Aquatic Centre Trust should advise all confirmed and potential funders of the 
Council’s decision. 

Policy Implications 

33 There are no policy implications.  The construction of the Aquatic Centre is included 
in the Long Term Council Community Plan and the 2011/12 Annual Plan. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

34 That the Council approves requesting tenders for the construction of the Aquatic 
Centre from companies shortlisted through the Expressions of Interest process. 

35 That the Council note that at this stage there is a shortfall in the funds raised by the 
Aquatic Centre Trust, and requires that the project costs and funding be reviewed 
and reported back once tender prices are known. 

36 That the Council requests that the operational costs of the Aquatic Centre, including 
debt servicing and depreciation be reviewed and reported back at the time of any 
recommendation regarding the award of contract. 

37 That the Council confirms its commitment to the ETFE roof and notes that additional 
$314,000 cost of the timber gridshell is to be funded from contingency. 

38 That the Council note that the $350,000 additional cost of the commercial space and 
multi-purpose room is fully funded by sponsorship and lease income and will have 
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no impact on operating costs, and confirms that these facilities be included in the 
project scope noting that the project budget may need to be adjusted, after tender 
prices have been received. 

 
Report prepared by: 
 
 

Approved for submission by: 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Peter Knight Tamsin Evans 

DEVELOPMENT MANAGER GROUP MANAGER COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Summary of Funding Secured by Aquatic Centre Trust 

 



 

CS-11-263 

 

Summary of Funding Secured by Aquatic Centre Trust Attachment 1 
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FUNDRAISING STATUS AND CASHFLOW FORECAST @ 18/08/11 – CONSOLIDATED 
 

CONFIRMED PLEDGES AMOUNT 
($000) 

11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 

Naming and sponsorship rights  $1,425 $380 $255 $255 $205 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 

Lotteries Grant $750 $750          

Trusts $695 $95 $250 $250 $50 $50      

Donations/tile 
campaign/community 
fundraising (net) 

$100 $100          

In kind  $200 $200          

Total confirmed  $3,170 $1,525 $505 $505 $255 $105 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 
 

PLEDGES IN PROGRESS AMOUNT 
($000) 

11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 

Naming rights  $500 $70 $70 $70 $70 $70 $30 $30 $30 $30 $30 

Trusts $450  $250  $200       

In Kind $250 $125 $125         

Total in progress $1,200 $195 $445 $70 $270 $70 $30 $30 $30 $30 $30 
 
VARIATIONS TO 
ORIGINAL SCOPE 

AMOUNT 
($000) 

11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 

Naming rights for spa/sauna 
and meeting room 

$290 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 

Total variations $290 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 $29 
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