
The Proposed Stadium at Awatea St. 

Is it Feasible According to the Information Supplied by the Carisbrook Stadium Trust? 

 

Background 

This is a brief report designed to supplement my presentation to the Public Forum on 12 June 

2008. I do not usually find it necessary to submit such documents, but I am compelled to do 

so in this instance because of the difference between the time that was agreed in advance for 

my presentation (10 minutes) and the time that the chair of the meeting, Cr. Butcher, actually 

gave me on the day (7 minutes 8 seconds, including two ‘time’s up’ interruptions). While 

losing three minutes does not sound like much, it does represent the unexpected loss of 30% 

of what had to be a tightly choreographed presentation – and it was significantly disrupted as 

a result.  This presentation had been repeatedly practiced with a stopwatch prior to the event 

– as is the normal practice for important and time-constrained commercial presentations.  A 

requirement that was in stark contrast to the nearly 180 minutes of private, relaxed and 

uninterrupted time made available, in two slots, to the Carisbrook Stadium Trust (CST) and 

the Otago Rugby Football Union (ORFU) with regard to the same meeting. 

The submissions that I made to the DCC and ORC have received considerable publicity in 

both the national and local media.  The estimated cost of construction figure of 400 million 

that they were based on has been repeatedly mentioned. This figure is usually quoted in 

conjunction with the CST’s estimate of 188 million, and most of the media exposure has been 

based around the ‘confrontation’ between the two estimates. 

As a specialist in feasibility analysis, I have often encountered such confrontations, when the 

feasibility of a specific course of action is contested between two individuals or groups.  In 

all my past experience, this occurs when one group has a position that the proposal is 

feasible, and have a set of figures that support that position, and there is an opposing group 

believe that the proposal is not feasible, and inevitably have a set of figures to match their 

opinion.  The subsequent confrontation revolves around the validity of the assumptions that 

underlie each of the two sets of figures. 

This past experience radically differs from the current Stadium proposal in one very 

important aspect.  My analysis (if it is correct) clearly shows that the Stadium as it is 

proposed will be a financial disaster for this City and this Region, and is very likely not to be 

completed.  However, the figures supplied by the CST (if they are correct) actually indicate a 

very similar outcome – the difference between their position and mine is only a matter of 

degree.  If the CST figures are used as the basis for analysis, they indicate that the cost of this 

Stadium will be around 250 million dollars, while the locally raised funds that can be set 

against it amount to little more than 150 million.  The DCC and ORC are therefore 100 

million dollars short on their funding requirement – As the report to the DCC’s Finance and 

Strategy Committee by James Harland indicated that the DCC could only fund another 20 

million of cost overrun without incurring an unacceptable financial risk, and the ORC’s 



contribution is already 100% borrowed, then it appears that my analysis, and that of the CST, 

far from being confrontational, are actually saying the same thing – Don’t do it!   

How can this extraordinary situation have arisen?  I suspect it is because the CST’s own 

figures and their implications have not perhaps been clearly explained.  I will endeavour to do 

so in the next couple of pages.  I will employ the same philosophy as Nicola Holman when 

she used the CST’s own figures and standard accounting practice to conclusively demonstrate 

that the Stadium will not make a small profit as claimed, but will actually incur a 

multimillion dollar loss.   

The costs of building the Stadium 

The main components of the costs and funding of the Stadium are listed in Figure 1 below.  

They will be dealt with one at a time. 

Construction of the Stadium 

The Carisbrook Stadium Trust has always maintained that the cost of the Stadium will not 

exceed 188 million dollars, and has consistently cited two quantity surveyor’s estimates to 

support their position
1
.  However, these estimates are now two years old, and an adjustment 

must be made to bring these estimates in line with general inflation and specific inflation for 

some key inputs such as plastics and structural steel.  An adjustment for general inflation is 

made by multiplying the initial estimate by (1.03)
2
.  The adjustment for steel and 

petrochemicals inflation, which stands at some 40% this year alone for both items, has been 

dealt with by adding an extra five million to the estimated cost.  Both of these adjustments 

could only be described as optimistic.   

Figure 1 – Summary of costs and funding sources  

Stadium Costs  Sources of Funding  
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1
 Recent action by the Ombudsman has forced the DCC to release parts of the CST’s March report to them that 

had been withheld due to ‘commercial sensitivity’.  While not all the material requested was released last week, 

the DCC was specifically required to release a summary table of these two quantity surveyor’s estimates which, 

to this point, had been unavailable.  One of these estimates (RLB) was not 188 million, but 198 million. This 

raises some interesting questions as to why the claim of agreement on 188 million was made by the CST, and 

why the officers of the DCC chose to specifically withhold this commercially insensitive, but highly important 

(to this debate) information.  If the CST are going to be accorded another ‘update’ opportunity prior to this 

meeting this is an issue that could usefully be raised with them.  A copy of the table is attached in Appendix 1.  



Mr. Farry has recently claimed that this 188 million has always been expressed in ‘2011 

dollars’.  As: a) There has been no mention of this in any documentation and b) it is 

impossible to reliably establish the value of a 2011 dollar, these claims may reasonably be 

discounted.  The estimates do include an escalation clause.  However, an adjusted estimate of 

205.4 million, in 2008 dollars, for the cost of construction can be reasonably defended.            

Reroute of the State Highway 88 

The CST have consistently maintained that the reroute of the State Highway 88 is not an 

integral cost of the Stadium, and therefore costs associated with it should not be factored into 

any calculations concerning it.  They have cited a number of reasons for this, including: ‘The 

SH88 reroute was already planned’; ‘The cost of the SH88 realignment is minimal’, ‘The 

SH88 reroute forms part of a greater plan for the rerouting of traffic around the City’, ‘The 

SH88 is going to be paid for by Central Government’.  These claims will now be examined 

individually. 

‘The State Highway 88 reroute was already planned’ This claim involves two separate 

organisations; Transit New Zealand and the DCC.  Transit New Zealand are responsible for 

identifying and prioritising State Highway projects and making recommendations on these to 

Land Transport New Zealand.  I have spoken to representatives of Transit, and they inform 

me that they are perfectly happy with the current route down Anzac Avenue as a road.  They 

only analyse and prioritise on the basis of road quality and not other local activities, such as 

proposed Stadia, that may be inconvenienced by an established State Highway.  Any reroute 

of State Highway 88 would be a very low/non priority as a result.  They would be prepared to 

adopt a rerouted Highway as long as it was equivalent or better in performance (as a road) to 

the existing route, and all costs were met by the local authority. 

This reveals that the proposed 

reroute is an entirely DCC driven 

project.  The issue has been visited 

by the DCC on several occasions, 

and the vast majority of planning 

has concentrated on the Parry 

Street corridor.   A view south 

along the Parry Street corridor 

taken from its North end is shown 

in Photograph 1.  Its attractiveness 

is obvious - the road is wide, 

straight, and the sign on the Service 

Station on Anzac Avenue is clearly 

visible in the distance – ie. The 

reattachment route back into the SH 

system is clear and simple.  This reroute also brings the important University facilities of 

Unipol and the Hocken Library into the North Dunedin Campus envelope.   

 

Photograph 1: The view down Parry Street, South to the 

intersection with Anzac Avenue 



A costing of this route can be done with existing information.  The DCC last year 

commissioned a quantity surveyor’s estimate for repositioning the rail bridge across the 

Leith.  It is my understanding that this estimate came in at around 18 million dollars.  Making 

an optimistic assumption that throwing a four-lane State Highway Standard bridge across the 

Leith would cost about the same, with an extra five million for associated work to bring Parry 

Street up to SH standard and to connect it at both ends, this brings the cost to around 23 

million.   

However, there is now an issue with this route – There will be a Stadium in the way!  Unless 

crippling costs are to be incurred, reroutes of highways through urban areas usually use 

existing ‘transport corridors’.  The next available transport corridor that avoids the Stadium is 

the rail corridor – it has rarely been considered as a reroute alternative for the SH88 due to its 

very high cost relative to the Parry Street alternative, coupled with its lack of identified public 

benefits.  It is only being considered now because of the Stadium, so any claim that the SH88 

reroute down this corridor was going to happen anyway cannot easily be defended.   

As the realignment issue only seems to have gone ‘live’ since the Stadium proposal was 

made, and as the Logan Terrace proposal to build student flats on this land as a private 

development some five years ago foundered on the DCC’s refusal to realign the SH88 then, 

then the argument that this realignment was going to happen at all down any route without 

the impetus of this public project behind it is also a weak one.       

‘The cost of the SH88 realignment is minimal.’ Late last year a row erupted in the DCC over 

whether the government would assist in the funding of this reroute of the SH88.  While this 

specific issue will be dealt with in the next section, the cost estimates for the realignment that 

were used by Councillors at the time were interesting.  Mr Vandervis estimated 50 million 

plus. A figure that was described by Mr. Guest, a Stadium supporter, as ‘sabotage’
2
.  

However, another well informed Stadium enthusiast the Deputy Mayor, Mr. Brown’s 

estimate, published some weeks earlier in the ODT, came in at 43.5 million
3
.  As it would be 

safe to assume that Mr. Brown’s estimate was the most optimistic possible, and carried the 

blessing of the CST, I have used this figure in my calculations of the cost of the Stadium. 

As the proposed reroute is less than two kilometres long, why is it so expensive compared to 

the Parry Street alternative?  The two pictures and the map below indicate why this is so.  

The rail corridor first has to be accessed, this involves either a complex dog-leg across private 

land to get the SH88 onto the rail corridor around the large fuel depot that is situated at the 

North end of Parry Street, or the removal of this depot completely – Both options are 

extremely expensive
4
. 

                                                           
2
 ODT, 2/10/07, p.4 

3
 ODT, 7/8/07, p.4  

4
 It may be of interest to Regional Councillors that their organisation will be required to issue a Resource 

Consent for this Stadium.  It is my understanding that it is very hard/impossible to justify granting a Resource 

Consent for a major public facility within 150 yards of a working fuel depot.  This depot appears to lie within 



There are few problems once this has been dealt with in bringing the SH88 round onto the 

rail corridor across the block of land acquired by the CST.  The CST have said that the road 

will run in the corridor, but parallel to the tracks on the inshore side of them.            

It is when the road reaches the 

Leith that the costs start to rise. 

Photograph Two shows the view 

from the Stadium side of the 

Leith, looking south down the rail 

corridor.  Transit informed me 

that their minimum requirement 

was for four lanes capable of 

taking full sized semi-trucks 

(Two traffic lanes, plus two pull 

of lanes) – No sidewalk was 

required.  It is very clear from 

this photograph that this road will 

not fit down the available hole 

between the tracks and the 

buildings on the seaward side of Parry St.  Either the tracks or the buildings, or both to a 

certain degree, will have to go.  The near side track is not the main line.  It is what is known 

as a ‘loop’.  Examination of the tracks indicated that it is regular use.  The CST seem to be 

indicating that moving the tracks is their preference – This will depend on OnTrack – The 

Public Works Act cannot be used against them – So either option is likely to be expensive.  

However, the real problem only 

emerges at the far end of the rail 

corridor as it approaches Anzac 

Avenue (See Photograph Three & 

Map One).  At this point, the 

tracks disappear under a massive 

complex of earth, stone and 

concrete ramparts that are 

collectively known as the 

Wycliffe Street Flyover.  This 

flyover services the northern 

commercial areas of the 

Harbourside and the Compression 

Station.  It is an important route 

that allows heavy trucks to access 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

that envelope.  It may therefore have to be removed anyway – which of course represents an additional expense 

that must be calculated into the overall cost of this project.  As I am taking an ‘optimistic’ position here – I have 

refrained from doing so. 

 

Photograph 2: The view down the Rail Corridor, South to the 

intersection with Anzac Avenue 

Photograph 3: The view down the Rail Corridor, 

approaching the Wycliffe St. Flyover  

 

Photograph 3: The view down the Rail Corridor, 

approaching the Wycliffe St. Flyover 



the State Highway system.  This structure is over 200 yards long and around 150 yards wide 

at its widest point, and clearly represented some major reengineering difficulties when it was 

first constructed – it also bars the way back onto the SH88.  

The Wycliffe Street Flyover is 

an infernal nuisance to anybody 

who is contemplating bringing 

the SH88 down the rail corridor 

– but only if they come down 

this route – it is not an issue for 

the Parry St. alternative.  

Looking at Map One, an 

obvious alternative to this 

conundrum is to not reattach to 

Anzac Avenue, but to turn the 

SH88 sharp left and to take it 

down Frederick Street (shown 

in black here).  Two points 

make this an unattractive 

alternative – One is the expense 

and potential opposition to 

upgrading Frederick Street to a State Highway.  The second, which is much more significant, 

is that Wycliffe St. would have to plugged back into this route at a point determined by the 

existing flyover, rather than good design.  The combination of heavy trucks proceeding at 

speed south around the blind corner at the end of Frederick St, and encountering equally large 

trucks emerging slowly, north from the concealed junction of Wycliffe St. is not one that 

Transit would find appealing.  As they do not seem enthused by this project anyway – there is 

no guarantee that they would approve it – As it is a State Highway, if they don’t approve it – 

It doesn’t happen! 

It has been an amusing process to see how one could resolve this issue to the potential 

satisfaction of Transit, OnTrack and the users of Wycliffe St.  I have spent several hours on a 

design package trying to do exactly that.  There appears to be no alternative to demolishing 

the existing Wycliffe St. Flyover and building a replacement opposite Frederick Street some 

150 yards to the North.  This flyover would bring Wycliffe Street and the SH88 together on 

an elevated junction over the railway.  Whether Wycliffe St. or the SH88 ends up going down 

Frederick St. is then a matter of choice, as is the alternative between a straight cross-roads or 

a gyratory.  Either alternative involves the construction of at least half a kilometer of elevated 

carriageway to State Highway standard – in addition to all land acquisition and other issues, 

which include the construction of not one, but two, major bridges over the Leith.  Given this 

Mr. Brown’s estimate of 43.5 million seems highly optimistic.  Nobody could describe these 

costs as insignificant.  They are also incurred only if the reroute of the SH88 runs down the 

rail corridor, and it only has to do that is the Stadium is built – They are therefore an integral 

part of the cost structure of the Stadium project. 

 

Map 1: Proposed road layouts: Existing SH (red) proposed SH (Pink) 

Stadium (Yellow) University (Grey), Wycliffe St. Flyover (White) 



‘The SH88 reroute forms part of a greater plan for the rerouting of traffic around the City’.  

When the CST was recently moved to publish a full page advert in the ODT outlining its 

achievement on behalf of the citizenry, a half page article appeared on the page immediately 

adjacent to it
5
.  In this article the DCC Transport and Roading Manager, Mr. Don Hill, 

outlined a plan for redirecting traffic coming on for the South on the State Highway 1 (SH1) 

on a circuitous route around the city, which ended up taking both the SH1 and the SH88 up 

onto a large gyratory some 150 yards North of the existing Wycliffe St. Flyover, linking these 

two routes and then sending both of them up Frederick St. to a pair of crossroads linking this 

reroute with the one-way system taking the SH1 through Dunedin.  This was touted as the 

largest road change within Dunedin since the Nineteen Sixties. 

Four observations are pertinent here. 

1) I went to see Transit the following Monday.  They seemed to treat Mr. Hill’s proposal 

with some considerable amusement.  I was told that their estimates indicated that only 

a very small percentage of traffic would use this alternative route as it was longer and 

more circuitous.  This route also involves crossing the main flows of traffic of the 

State Highway one over One another at the same level, not once, but twice, (three 

times if you include both lanes of the one way system as the cross Frederick St.)  – A 

recipe for chaos. 

2) Mr. Hill’s estimate of the cost of this was 35 million – a figure that can be described 

as not so much as optimistic, but positively heroic.  Given that his proposed system 

included the entire reroute of the SH88 down the rail corridor which, as I have pointed 

out, involves the construction of two large bridges for c. 18 million apiece, he was 

going to run out of money before he crossed the Leith coming down the SH88 route 

from the North with several kilometers (a lot of it elevated) of urban rerouted State 

Highway throughout the City still to construct. 

3) If the main objective was to reroute the SH1, then the logical way to do this would 

have been over the existing rail crossing and then across via the existing designated 

State Highway route up St. Andrew St., which takes the SH88 off Anzac Avenue and 

up to the SH1 one way system.  It is closer than Frederick St. and it is already a 

designated State Highway (see Map 1). 

4) By far the largest component of this proposal was the elevated gyratory over the main 

railway line at the end of Frederick St.  This hugely expensive structure is not an 

engineering solution necessary to reroute the SH1 from the South (see above).  It is 

not a required component of the rerouting of SH88 down the most logical corridor 

(Parry St.).  If the Parry St. option was pursued, then the two state highways could 

easily be junctioned at ground level at the existing junction of St. Andrew St. and 

Anzac Avenue.  The gyratory is only required as an engineering solution to the 
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rerouting of the SH88 down the rail corridor, which in turn is only required if the 

Stadium is built. 

These observations lead to the conclusion that even if Mr. Hill’s rerouting proposal is 

actioned, a large proportion of the cost of the gyratory should still be attached to the Stadium, 

as it is primarily an engineering solution to a problem created by its construction.  My 

estimate is that bringing the SH1 into the Gyratory from the South increases its size and 

complexity by only around 25%. If this is so, then at least 75% of its cost rightfully belongs 

in the Stadium’s construction budget, in addition to 100% of the other costs of rerouting the 

SH88 down the rail corridor. 

‘The SH88 is going to be paid for by Central Government.’  In the large ODT article 

mentioned above Mr. Hill stated that he ‘expected’ that 65% of the cost of this work would 

be met by Land Transport New Zealand.  A statement that has been made many times by 

many people.  In my talks with Transit, I covered this issue with them.  They took a very firm 

position that while it was not impossible, that it was so unlikely that it was as good as 

impossible.  Their position was based on the fact that they had already informed the DCC that 

funding for realigning the SH88 would not be available for the State Highways budget.  They 

do not consider it to be a problem, and the Caversham Hill upgrade of the SH1 has the 

priority in this City for at least the next few years.  Given this, it was unlikely that they would 

allow the same State Highway related proposal to ‘wriggle through’ via the scheme which 

allows for a 65% Central Government subsidy for local roading schemes.   

The day after my visit to Transit, Mr. Hill radically changed his position on funding in an 

article in the ODT, saying that 17.6 million would come from a single grant from the 

Regional Land Transport Committee, and that ‘the rest would come from rates’
6
.   This 

position is backed by a letter from the Minister of Transport, Annette King, written to a 

Dunedin resident on 25 September 2007, in which she says: ‘Transit further advises me that 

there is no operational reason to realign State Highway 88 and that it has made no provision 

for any funding for realignment’.   

Despite this, there have been persistent rumours and statements of ‘promises’ made by 

‘Government’ to fund this road. Usually these involve ‘discussions with local MP’s’.  In 

order to establish the truth or otherwise of this, I wrote to all three local MP’s.  Katherine 

Rich did not reply – but she is not a member of the governing coalition.  David Benson-Pope, 

said the assertion was ‘absurd’ and Pete Hodgson wrote a very careful letter saying that, 

while discussions had taken place, promises had not formed part of these discussions.  It is 

worth noting that the seemingly cumbersome road funding system involving two independent 

bodies, Transit and Land Transport New Zealand is a dual key system that is largely intended 

to stop this kind of local/national political ‘pork barrelling’ of the roading budget – It seems 

to be working well in this instance.      
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While this has been a long section, I hope that it has supplied adequate justification for Mr. 

Brown’s estimate of 43.5 million to reroute the SH88 down the rail corridor to be included as 

an integral component of the costs of building the Stadium.   This gives a total cost of 

construction of 248.8 million 

The sources of funds for the Stadium 

Most of the entries on funding side of Figure 1 are familiar.  The figure of 95 million from 

the DCC had been reduced to recognise the 11 million that has already been transferred to the 

CST to this point, but also makes the assumption that the full amount promised will be 

forthcoming.  The ORC and CToO figures are exactly in line with the stated intentions of 

these organisations.  The 17.6 million from the Regional Land Transport Committee has been 

set against costs of the Stadium in its entirety, which is optimistic, as it is supposed to be used 

for the rerouting of the SH1 as well, but I will assume that it is wholly devoted to the 

realignment of the SH88 down the rail corridor. 

The one figure that is radically different in this column of Figure 1 is the figure for private 

funding.  The reason for this is that the CST never actually produced what is known as a 

directly derived estimate for this figure – so I feel at liberty to develop my own.  The private 

funding component of 45 million was arrived at by adding up the money that they thought 

they could extract from local public bodies, and then subtracting this figure for the estimated 

188 million to give a figure of 45 million.  This figure is therefore in no way directly derived 

from known or estimated sources of private funds in this region.  This may go a long way 

towards explaining why the CST has never broken this figure down into estimated 

components from varying sources.  Such sources could reasonably include. 

1 - Donations 

2 - Direct capital investment 

3 - Naming rights 

4 - Capitalised lease arrangements 

 Despite many letters to the ODT suggesting that the large numbers of companies that 

contributed to the  ‘Just build it’ advertising campaigns in the ODT should also consider ‘Just 

contributing to it’ as well, the possibility of large scale corporate or private direct donations 

never appears to have been seriously pursued by the CST.  The same applies to direct capital 

investment.  The figures and estimates necessary to support a structured, commercial decision 

on this investment are either not available at all via the CST, or they are of such poor quality 

that they would not support a realistic exercise in due diligence
7
.  Added to that, even the 

                                                           
7
 A good example of this is the article published two weeks ago by the magazine ‘D-Scene’, in which the two 

leading large scale event promoters in New Zealand were asked if they had been approached by the CST to 

investigate if they would bring events to the venue.  Neither of these highly identifiable and accessible 

individuals had been approached.  As ‘Rock Concerts’ of this type had been touted in the CST report as the 



most optimistic financial projections indicate an ongoing loss, so the absence of private 

capital is not surprising. 

Naming rights may be one source of ‘one off’, in advance funding that might be used to make 

up the shortfall.  The CST has reported ongoing problems in this area.  There may be a 

number of reasons for this.  Firstly, their expectations appear to be based on naming rights 

acquired by other Stadia, but many of these stadia are in centers that have not only a higher 

overall population, but also a higher population of the corporate decision makers that can 

drive such a decision.  Also, as the Stadium is a multi-purpose venue, whose defining 

characteristic seems to be constantly changing over time, it is very difficult to make the 

consistent case for ‘identity congruence’ that is a necessary prerequisite for any naming deal.  

Finally, if they are going to pay a large sum of money for it, any company wants their name 

to be associated with something that will reflect favourably upon them.  This community is 

divided on the Stadium, and this fact is well known.  Any company would have to very 

carefully consider which side of the yes/no divide the majority of their target market fell on, 

if in fact this assessment could be reliably made at all.  In the absence of certainty, the 

outcome would be a lower offer, or no offer at all.  Until the CST can come up worth a 

candidate and the bones of a deal, no expectations can reasonably attached to the value of the 

name of the Stadium.  The CST have announced that they have had an offer of 1 million plus 

for subsidiary naming rights - whatever that means – so, on this basis, I have included this in 

the private capital figure. 

This leaves the sale of leased boxes and seats as the remaining source of revenue.  The CST 

claim that they now have expressions of interest of 21.4 million
8
, with 16.4 million of this 

going towards capital funding.  However less than half of this capital figure will come in 

before 2011, which means that the remainder will have to be ‘bridged’ by the DCC.  This 

takes us down to 8.2 million.   

I have spoken to box holders who have expressed interest in these new boxes.  Their position 

appears to be that expressing an interest cost them nothing and ‘keeps them in the game’.  

However, it was reported to me that the pricing was considered to be ‘stiff’ and there was a 

concern about how much would be required up front.  Once the CST fronted up and actually 

asked for a contractual commitment, it seemed that attitudes would harden, and the 

conversion of ‘expressions of interest’ into signatures on contracts may be well short of 100% 

However, this assumption of 100% conversion taken by the CST will be left in place for the 

purposes of this analysis. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

primary alternative use of the venue, and the CST have had 18 months and 10 million dollars plus to undertake 

research of this nature, it is unlikely that any major private capital investor would consider this level of market 

research or quality of execution to be an acceptable basis for a large scale commercial investment decision. 

8
 The figure cited in the ODT 24/6/08, p26 is 22.4 million, but I am assuming that this includes the 1 million 

offer for the naming rights. 



We now have to consider the fact that, among the long list of exclusions mentioned by Davis 

Langdon the peer reviewer of the CST construction report, was the fit out of the boxes, 

kitchens and corporate areas.  If we operate on the assumption that these lessees will want 

somewhere warm and attractive to be in, somewhere to sit down and something to eat and 

drink while they are watching the games, then the cost of providing these services must be set 

against the revenues derived from them.   A figure of 5 million to correct the exclusions 

identified by Davis Langdon is probably conservative, so this takes us down to a total sum or 

private funding to be delivered by the CST before the end of construction to (8.2 + 1 – 5) = 

4.2 million, rounded up to five in Figure 1.   This gives a total funding to the completion of 

construction of 153.5 million.     

 

The shortfall 

This leaves a funding shortfall of 95.3 million, an estimate that is derived from figures 

provided by the CST and their supporters, not myself.  This is not a shortfall that can be 

argued about around its peripheries, but it cannot be ‘massaged away’ to any significant 

extent – It is simply too big.  Given this, Regional Councillors who vote for this measure 

should seriously consider what their reaction will be when the supporters of this proposal 

come calling again for more money – as they inevitably will.  As the DCC is not in a position 

to fund much more than an additional 20 million above the 95 already promised, and this 

additional 20 million is now already fully committed to bridging the shortfall in private 

funding that the CST had conceded will occur, this means that the ORC are almost certainly 

going to be the primary target.  If you vote to give them this 37.5 million - are you also 

prepared to give them another 37.5 million, and possibly another 37.5 million after that?   

Others may have considered this possibility, even if some members of the ORC have not.  

Less than 24 hours after the ORC Strategy and Finance Committee agreed to support a 

recommendation to give this money to the CST, an article appeared in the ODT saying that 

ABN Amro Craigs had coincidentally just completed research that showed that the 37.5 

million could exactly be raised by compelling the Ports of Otago to sell its stake in Ports of 

Lyttleton
9
.  As the very future of the Port depends on the retention of this stake, we may 

deduce that this analysis rests on two assumptions.  Firstly, that the ORC may shortly be very 

short of money, and secondly that a majority of its members can be talked into making some 

very odd decisions if enough pressure is applied and the case is presented prettily enough.  

Given what has gone on over the last few months, both of these assumptions seem to be 

reasonable enough – and if they do turn out to be correct, then it is an ominous development 

for the citizens of this province.    

So the positions taken by the CST and myself do offer you a choice, but it does not amount to 

a choice between success and failure – It just amounts to the particular flavour of disaster that 

you prefer!           R. Hamlin 2008   
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Appendix 1: Table of Quantity Surveyors’ Estimates 

Source:  Davis Langdon Peer Review of CST Report, p. 15 

Deleted by officers of the DCC from copies of the Davis Langdon 

reportreleased to the public (at least). Deletion on the grounds of ‘commercial 

sensitivity’.  Release required by the Ombudsman as no commercial 

sensitivity established, week commencing 9/6/2008 

Table reproduced in its entirety 

 CST – 19/2/07 Rawlinsons 

Report 2/2/08 

RLB 5/3/08 Difference 

 $ $ $ $ 

 

Preliminary design Feb 08 

Stadium & Site works & ETFE 

 Escalation 

Contingency 

Consultancy fees 

Sub total 

Land Cost/Trust Cost &  

Development Contingency 

TOTAL 

Excluded items – see note below 

A 

 

129,350,000 

13,150,000 

9,900,000 

13,000,000 

165,400,000 

22,800,000 

 

188,000,000 

 

B 

 

119,759,000 

12,237,000 

13,908,000 

19,326,000 

165,230,000 

22,600,000 

 

187,830,000 

 

C 

 

123,399,000 

12,237,000 

13,908,000 

19,326,000 

168,870,000 

29,600,000 

 

198,470,000 

D=C-A 

 

(5,951,000) 

(918,000) 

4,008,000 

6.326,000 

3,470,000 

7,000,000 

 

10,470,000 

 

TOTAL 188,000,000 187,830,000 198,470,000 10,470,000 

 

1 Note: The above figures do not take into account the possible reduction of $1,112,000 for escalation 

as per Rider Levett Bucknall advice in their letter dated 6 march 2008. 

2 Note: The increased land value is as advised by the DCC. 

 

 


