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Term Acronym

Activity Risk File ARF

Contingency

Current Exposure

Opportunity

Residual (target) Exposure

Risk

Risk Adjusted Programme RAP

Risk Assessment

Risk Management

Risk Management Plan RMP

Risk Owner

Risk Register

Risk Tolerance Threshold RTT

Threat

Definition

A folderf/file (electronic and/or hardcopy) containing risk management
data.

Defined in the NZ Transport Agency Cost estimation manual SM014.

The risk exposure at the time of review, taking into account the
effectiveness of controls.

A risk with the potential for positive impact.

The risk exposure anticipated to exist following successful
completion of risk treatment.

Effect of uncertainty on objectives.

A programme of work adjusted to take into"account the effects of
time related risks.

The overall process of identification,:analysis and evaluation.

Coordinated activities to direct and control an organisation with
regard to risk.

This document — specifying the approach, the management
components and resources to be applied to the management of risk.

The person best placed to manage the risk, suitably qualified and
experiencéd to do so, and with the appropriate authority.

A record, of identified risks, associated exposure data and treatment
activities.

A'level of exposure below which the risk is deemed to be acceptable.

A risk with the potential for negative impact.
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1.1 Purpose

This Risk Management Plan forms part of the Project Contract Management Plan and describes the risk
management approach to the Queenstown Business contract, including practices, procedures, controls and
reporting processes for the management of risk.

It should be noted that this RMP was originally developed some period into the project’s life, after it had
undergone considerable analysis and scope change, and stakeholder involvement. This RMP has
subsequently been updated at the point of project final delivery and therefore reflects how risk management
happened during the earlier work on the project, recognising the way the project has been managed and'the
considerations of risk up to this point, and considers further risk management process.

1.2 Objectives

The objectives of risk management for this project are to minimise adverse effects andmaximise beneficial
outcomes. In practical terms for this project, this translates to:

e supporting the development and acceptance of a business case that meets the'needs of Queenstown and
the business case objectives.

¢ Identifying issues that may restrict, prevent or delay the implementation of the business case
recommendations, and determining how to minimise, or eliminate these.

e recognising there will be uncontrolled and uncontrollable uncertainties affecting the project delivery and
determining how to respond to these.

Subsequent to delivery to IQA and following phases of the project, the objectives of the risk management need
to be to minimise uncertainties moving into the following phases of the project — and where minimisation is not
possible, at least highlighting potential areas of concern.

This was achieved by, and will be achieved by:

a. Generation of a pro-active risk management culture throughout the contract and project team

b. Effective evaluation and efficient mapagement of identified risks at all levels within the delivery team
c. Relevant and robust analysis and reporting to support decision making

d. Ongoing monitoring and review of the risk management process to ensure control mechanisms are
maintained and improvement,opportunities are identified, evaluated and developed.
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Role Risk Management Responsibility

Waka Kotahi Project Manager e Provide Client Requirements with respect to this Project/Contract
e Communicate risks as required between Client organisation and project
team

o Endorse the risk assessment and escalation criteria for the project

Project Team Leader e Approve this Risk Management Plan
e Encourage an active risk management culture with the project team
e Regularly review project risk with the Risk Manager, Programme

Manager and Design Manager as part of the monthly review and regular
project meetings.

Project Team Area Leaders e Develop and maintain the plan
e Implement risk management on the project in accordance with the plan

o Communicate significant risks to the Team keader and Risk Manager
and relevant stakeholders as appropriate; including through the monthly
report and regular risk reviews.

Risk and Opportunity Owners e Implement risk treatment strategies.and controls

e Participate in the risk workshops,and review ensuring the data relating to
owned risk, is robust and well'maintained

o Actively identify risks,throughout the design delivery process

Sub-Consultants / Sub-Contractors e Participate in risk management processes as appropriate to aid delivery
and contractual compliance

e Participate in risk workshops and reviews as appropriate

Project Team Risk Manager/ Project o Foster and encourage solid risk procedures with the Project Team

Manager e _Review Risk approach and deliverables regularly for alignment across
the project areas

e " Facilitate workshops where requested by Project Lead

WAKA KOTAHI NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY QUEENSTOWN BUSINESS CASE // 6



3 RISK MANAGEMENT PROCESS

3.1 Overview

Figure 1 summarises the key steps of the risk management process specified in AS/NZS ISO 31000:2018 and
as applied within this contract. %

This process is a systematic approach from contract governance to task level activity. q

!

e &

Figure 1: AS/NZS ISO 31000:2018 RIWGM‘ Process

3.2 Risk Context

The risk identification an is, and determination of risk treatment strategies was undertaken with
awareness of the materi drivers, and enablers and constraints in the project environment. Both the
project internal and external context were considered:

e Project inter ontext: including people, processes, systems, governance and organisational structure,

stakehol
e Proj ernal context: including key external drivers and trends (social, cultural, legal, regulatory,
fi , technological, and economic), the natural environment, the competitive environment, and
olders.

\& Risk Identification
Q~ The following are the risk identification techniques that were utilised:

e Checklists: Review of generic and/or activity specific risk themes (project manager reviewed and
compared to other lists from similar business cases).
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e Workshops/reviews: formal multi-disciplinary forums. Two such formal risk review processes occurred.
Participants are were primarily project team discipline leads, and key client participants. In the latter case,
risk review was conducted as part of a Challenge workshop with external review inputs.

e Ad-hoc: Delivery team identification of risks during contract execution, including experience taken from
other projects.

3.4 Risk Analysis and Evaluation

Risk analysis conforms to the General approach as defined in Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Minimum
standard Z/44 — Risk management.

The Waka Kotahi standard would suggest projects with a capital value of greater than $50m at the detail
business case stage should use the Advanced approach. However, this project has a number of factors that
would suggest the General approach is the most efficient to the end of the DBC phase:

¢ NZUP programme has directed a particular programme of work within a certain budget, butnot to a great
level of technical detail, so the Advanced approach offers little benefit to assessing the_project’s financial
risk at this stage.

e The elements that remain in the project comprise elements of a package of interventions (town centre
urban realm upgrade and bus priority and hub), none of which are individually-over'the $50M trigger.

e Other elements of the programme of interventions (PT operations) will require their own DBC to establish
(amongst other elements) costs and cost risk.

3.41 Prioritisation

Each risk will be rated for both current and target exposure and ranked within the risk register by its current
exposure risk rating. To facilitate ranking of risks the risk rating'matrix provided in NZ Transport Agency
Minimum standard Z/44 — Risk management will be used. This'is reproduced in Figure 3.2 for reference.

Waka Kotahi NZ Transpert Agency Threat and Opportunity Risk Matrix

Threat Opportunity
Insignificant| Minor |Moderate|/Sévere | Extreme | Extreme | Severe |Moderate Insignificant
Almost Low MEDIUM \s CRITICAL | CRITICAL | HIGH Low Almost
Certain Certain
3
LOW  {\MEDIUM HIGH CRITICAL | CRITICAL Low
o | Likely Likely Ee]
o} o)
2 2
= ) MEDIUM | MEDIUM | HIGH CRITICAL Low ) =
.—OEJ Possible _ Possible §
3 3
LowW LOW | MEDIUM | MEDIUM | HIGH HIGH Low
Unlikely } Unlikely
Low Low Low Low HIGH HIGH Low Low Low Low
Rare Rare
Insignificant| Minor |Moderate| Severe | Extreme | Extreme | Severe |Moderate| Minor | Insignificant

Consequence

3.4.2 Risk Tolerance Threshold

To aid in risk treatment prioritisation a risk tolerance threshold (RTT) has been established as being High (and
above). Risks with an exposure below the established RTT will be given a ‘live — parked’ status unless their
treatment can efficiently be integrated as part of the High and/or Critical risk treatments. Otherwise these risks
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will be monitored but will not be treated. When a change in exposure occurs the need for treatment will be re-
evaluated.

3.5 Risk Treatment

The type of treatment actions to be applied to a risk will generally fall into the following categories:

Threat Opportunity

Exploit — Seizing an opportunity to ensure that the

Avoid - Identifying actions to eliminate the threat such opportunity will happen and that the impact will be

as withdrawing from the activity

realised.
Reduce - Taking action to reduce the likelihood or
consequence of the threat to an acceptable level.
Fall-back- Putting in place a fall-back or contingency
plan of actions that will be taken to reduce the Enhance — Taking action to increase the,likelihood or
consequence of the threat should the uncertain (risk) consequence of the opportunity occlirrifg.

event occur.

Transfer- A third party takes on responsibility for some
of the financial impact of the threat e.g. insurance

Share - Where the risk is shared with another party e.g. in a contract where,both parties share the gain if costs are
less than planned

Accept - Retaining the threat by informed decision if Reject™A conscious and deliberate decision is taken
the risk level is tolerable to net'enhance or exploit the opportunity.

Risk owners will be responsible for the management,of treatment actions against owned risks, including the
allocation of resource, conduct of cost/benefit.trade off and integration within the programme of work.

3.6 Monitoring and Review

3.6.1 Risk monitoring and review

The project leadership teammonitored contract delivery raising identified risks on to the risk register for review
and notification to the client oh.an on-going basis, through the multiple forums noted above.

The risk manager/project manager was responsible for monitoring the content of the risk register.

Two risk workshops were intended in the Contract Management Plan (start and end of the project). The first
occurred in November 2018. The second occurred as part of the Challenge workshop in February 2020.

However gtime“and scope extensions have made it appropriate for a third risk review. this was held in a less-
formalforum‘with the project team leads on Friday 30 October 2020, so that the close-out risk review is
positioned to identify risks into the final confirmation and approvals process and beyond.

36:2 Activity Risk File
The following risk management records are part of the risk file:
a. Risk management document

b. Risk register (including consequence criteria information)

c. Notes from Risk meetings
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All elements related to pricing risk are included in the price estimates using standard Waka Kotahi pricing risk
considerations.

Programmes recording updates due to risk elements are included in the monthly reporting documentation.

All weekly and monthly meeting records are retained and include risk commentary where relevant.

3.6.3 Risk Register

A project risk register was be created and maintained. A separate register considering the risks beyond the
close of the business case investigations is included in the final iteration.

3.6.4 Risk Review Minutes

All risk reviews and other forums with a specific consideration of project risks were recorded. Documentation
was predominantly through notes taken at weekly meetings (team and client based), and at notes recorded in
technical workshops, deep dives and other forms of project team / client group and stakeholdeninteractions.

Appendix D contains the notes taken at the risk workshop on 16t November 2018, which 'subsequently
became the start of the Project Risk Register

Appendix E contains the presentation for the risk discussion with the Challenge*Team at the workshop on 25t
February 2020.

3.6.5 Risk Adjusted Programme

The Risk adjusted programme for this project was particularly difficult to'develop and manage consistently. The
project progress was quite fluid, with additional activities and €hanges to scope being quite frequent, and
incorporated changes in how the business case was to be develeped (two or three separate cases or one).

The programme was updated approximately monthly, with thetiming issues associated with risk noted.

The outcome from the project are a recommended seriesof projects through different stakeholder groups —
some are interlinked. As such, no risk adjusted-Gantt type programme is provided at the project closeout —
programming information is contained in the project’'s recommended timing/finance table.

3.6.6 Risk Reporting

Regular reports to the client were produced primarily through Monthly Reporting, where risk management
information was provided as:

e Key risks and/or current hot topics in the monthly summary report

e Updated risk register produced intermittently.
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Appendices A, B and C for this report contain the following:
e Appendix A: Risk Consequence table and Risk Register for Project:

This risk register was developed and updated during the course of the project and reflects risks that were
relevant and active as the final reporting for IQA was being completed. The consequence table considers
the impact of the risk on the delivery and cost of the business case documentation.

It is worth noting that the Challenge team discussions raised the matter of adding a consequence element
to the Stakeholder consequence table, assessing the effect of the risk on the ability to deliver the
stakeholder mode shift targets. Risk register entries were reconsidered in light of this and the risk status
updated as required.

o Appendix B: Risk Consequence table and Risk Register for Delivery

The delivery risk register contains the key risks the project team sees in passing off the multiple elements
of the business case to final approvals process, and beyond to the pre-implementation‘phases. The
consequence table sets a high financial threshold at approximately 10% of the NZUR. permitted budget, as
it is seen that the NZUP elements will be the first to progress to pre-implementation.”In practice, however,
new risk registers will need to be developed for each element of the programmeithat is taken forward, as
these will all have different budgets, from different sources, and have approvals at different times.

¢ Appendix C: Lists closed risks.
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APPENDIX A RISK CONSEQUENCE CRITERIA AND
RISK REGISTER - PROJECT

,\Q>
O
v
)
)
o
&
&
A\
>

QUEENSTOWN BUSINESS CASE // 12



NZ Transport Agency Threat Criteria (consequence) — during development of the business case

Reputation Pelj&gnce
Rating Stakeholders Public / Media Legal/ Delivery Cost ) Health & Environmental
Scale Compliance Safety

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Sustained national and/or High profile Programme Negative Loss of life, Permanent pollution
() progression of nationally strategic activity, and/or international media prosecution(s) with slippage resulting financiahimpact permanent damage or other
£ Loss of route availability of a national strategic high coverage potential for in late delivery by of'more than disability or environmental
g volume highway and/or Inter_vention by Miqis_ter _ custodial sentence. more than 60 $300,000 injur_y, or damage
1 Complete failure to create mode shift and improve required, loss of Ministerial days. multiple serious
w PT services confidence. Commission injuries.

of Inquiry instigated.

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Sustained media coverage | Individual Programme Negative Serious injury Significant and

progression of regionally strategic activity, and/or (weeks) prosecution. slippage resulting financial impact requiring widespread pollution
o Loss of route availability of a national strategic Possible Ministerial inquiry in_late delivery by between spec_ialist or o_ther
o highway and/or leading to loss of between 30 and $150,000 to medical environmental
g Delay implementation of PT service improvements Mini_sterial _ 60.days. $300,000 t_reatment or lost | damage, with long

by up to 5 years and/or mode shift 50% less than confidence/formal enquiry time greater term effects.

- by OAG or statutory than three
required.
agency. weeks

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Short term (days) media Breach with'legal Programme Negative Injury requiring Pollution or other
o progression of regional activity, and/or coverage rebuke /abatement slippage resulting financial impact medical environmental
© Loss of route availability of a regional strategic notice/restrictions. in late delivery by between treatment or lost | damage at a
o highway and/or Parliamentary/Ministerial between 15 and $75,000 to time of 1 day to localised level, with
'g Delay implementation of PT service improvement _questtl_onst_or 3rd party 30 days. $150,000. three weeks mf?dlijm term
= by up to 2 years, and / or mode shift will be 25% VESLUZEON CheCS

less than required

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Local media coverage for Breach with letter Programme Negative Injury requiring Minimum pollution or

progression of site specific activity, and/or 1-5 days from authority slippage resulting financial impact short term other environmental
5 Loss of route availability of a regional connector requesting action. in late delivery by between medical damage. Short term
c highway and/or Officiakinformation between 7 and 15 | $30,000 to treatment and effects only.
= Delay implementation of PT service improvement ;qugst.kl\lfegatll\\;lg ist days. $75,000. wl())rkplaccl-)

by up to a year, and/or mode shift will be 10% less SRk, Ut LUELET: tah SN gss

than required. anioneicay,
= Disruption to stakeholder relationship, and/or liocal media coverage for Breach managed at Programme Negative Injury requiring Small scale pollution
® Loss of route availability of a regional distributor 1=day a regional level. slippage resulting financial impact short-term first- or other
;f__’ highway and/or in late delivery by of less than aid care and no environmental
' Short delay in uptake of mode shift and less than 7 days. $30,000. absence from damage is localised
2 improvement (frequency / capacity) of PT Services the workplace with no resultant
2 effects. Contained

locally.

WAKA KOTAHI NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY
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Project Description Frankton to Queenstown SSBC and Queenstown Town Cenire DBC NZTA Lead Tony Sizemore
Contract ID NZTA 2018235 Supplier Lead s 9(2)(a)]
Contract Value $4.4M - Sep 2020 Supplier Risk Mgmt Specidlist (if applicable) |_
. . T . . Risk ., |Current Current
Risk Date Risk Description (include whether thisisa |_. . . . Current Risk | _. Conseq
" q X . Risk Cause(s) Risk Consequence(s) Owning Risk Owner |~ . Risk Controlled
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Likelihood Category .
Org Conseq Risk Level
Contract Risk Register - Risks that threaten the delivery, robustness and integrity of the finished business case
Consequence:
Threat: That decision making external to team Cause: Decision makers are not aligned or|1. Delivered project does not meet the expectations of Shaun
QBCS 009 b 31-Jul-18 |. : 9 not prepared to commit to significant stakeholders so reputational damage for all parties W2G Passible Extreme Stakeholder
is poor or slow . . . ) . Hubbard
change 2. Project fails to gain appropriate approvals to proceed so little
is achieved for mode shift.
Consequence: Stakeholder
Threat: That the programme is extremely tight |[Cause: Intention to meet other milestone |[1. Quality of investigation and decisions may be poor Almost
QBCS 007 31-Jul-18 | . . o ) . . Stantec™, SEIGIEIN . Severe
right from the outset dates with this project's outputs. 2. Project delivery does not meet set timeframes certain .
. . Delivery
3. Quality of reporting not up to usual standard
Consequence:
Threat: That the funding available to Cause: Future budget drivers and I Reco.mmended options can not OCCL."' 50 de5|r.ed o.u.Tcomes Stakeholder
. . . L. not achieved so transport goals not achieved or signgificantly QLDC & .
QBCS 010 16-Nov-18 |implement business case recommendations, |decisions based on a range of elements, delayed NZTA & ORC s 9(2)(a)] Possible Severe
and the recommendations, do not align not only this business case 2. Rework to develop outcomes that align to eets Yo project Delivery
requires time/cost to modify recommendations
. . . . Consequence:
QBCS 023 16-Nov-18 Threci..Th.o.T models are not fit for purpose, or Ccuse: Model d.eS|gn, setup, use allhave 1. Decisions are made on incorrect madelled information.- so NZTA Tony Sizemore |Unlikely Severe Stakeholder Medium
have significant weakness; errors, inappropriate parameters etc .
wrong PT/ mode shift targets are sodght
. S . . . . . |Consequence:
QBCS002b | 20-Feb-20 Threci. Thgf fhe network capacity information - |Cause: Modelling parameters / coding is 1. Business case makespoor recommendations - so mode share NZTA Tony Sizemore [Possible Moderate [Stakeholders Medium
is unrealisting or wrong wrong
targets may not be reached
Threat: Conversion between models influences Cause: Data fransfer and parameters of |Consequence:
QBCS 012 16-Nov-18 ' the different model types produce 1. Decisions are made on incorrect modelled information.- so Stantec Unlikely Moderate [Stakeholder Medium
results and outputs; . .
different outpus wrong PI/ mede shift targets are sought
Consequence:
. . . .. |Cause: Parking pricing is a generic tool, 1..The parking pricing tool may prove ineffective, and not drive Stakeholder
QBCS 019 21-Jun-19 Threat: Tth The. parking pricing mechanism is but specific mechanisms are required ton, [the mode shiftf as much as intended - so PT/mode shift is Stantec Possible Moderate Medium
poorly defined: . ) o Lo . . . .
implement impacted, and dissatisfaction in town due to ineffective parking Reputation
imposition.
Consequence: . . Stakeholders
1. Engagement process does not satisfy our project needs - so
Threat: That consultation and engagement Cause: The need tfo run infegrated ?ngly;f Z;Zice?/seséls q(;J:rSIhoir?i’zkeholder environment - so Delivery
QBCS003 | 14-Nov-18 |activities will not occur at the best times to ' . gratee |=raeetp poorly In >t woc  EEEE |unlikely Moderate Medium
. engagement with the other investigations [reputational damage and possible reluctance to support mode
support our delivery Cost
change
3. Project delayed to fit integrated engagement timing - so Media
PT/mode share targets may be delayed
Consequence: Cost
Threat: That the recommended option could Cavse: Not every conceivable option has 1. Recommended option and sequencing programme
QBCS 026 1-Sep-20 |be challenged on the basis of incomplete § very 1ole op discredited, meaning rework (time/programme). Stantec [ EEIGIEN Possible Moderate |Delivery Medium
. pbeen tested in every combination . . . .
option assessment 2. Delays to implementation, affecting so mode shift targets
delayed/not achieved Stakeholder
Consequence:
QBCS 006 31-Jul-18 '.I'h.r.eu.i: That inherited assumptions gnd Ccusg: Conditions and thinking change .l. Ophgns |nv§shgofed not comprehensive enough - so Stantec _ Unlikely Minor Stakeholders
initiatives are no longer (or less) valid. over time. ineffective options are progressed and targets not fully
achievable.




Project Description

Frankton to Queenstown SSBC and Queens

Contract ID

NZTA 2018235

Contract Value

$4.4M - Sep 2020

RESIAUATTRESIauar  [Resrauar |
Risk Date Risk Description (include whether this is a JCurrent Risk Status at Latest Update Current/Recommended Treatment . Risk Risk (Target)
" q o 5 . Risk status | .~ . o
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Actions Likeliho |Conseque |Risk
p-v- | nea lovial
Contract Risk Register - Risks that threaten the delivery, r«
20 Feb 20: Current alignment appears healthy, and engaged in Maintain contact with appropriate levels in
Threat: That decision making external to feam Challenge workshop and other briefings to "spread the word" prior to  |[NZTA, ORC and QLDC.
QBCS 009 b 31-Jul-18 is oor. or slow 9 decision making time Reinforcement of requirement for timely Live-Treat [Unlikely «fjModerate |Medium
P 1 Sep 20: This has impacted throughout the project and is still relevant [decisions, particularly during the collaborative
as we enter review period. review process.
15 Dec 19: As project scope as increased, timelines have been
| odified accordingly Careful processing through interactive review
QBCS 007 31-Jul-18 'I'.hreai: That the programme is extremely tight |1 Sep 20: Accelerated dehvew of draft h.as fgrcgd mod|f|§d delivery and awareness of all parties of status of Ipacted |Likely Moderate
right from the outset schedule, incomplete reporting and maintains risk of QA issues . - .
. S . . . delivery, so no unrealistic expectations.
29 Sep 20: Programme requirements still impacting delivery (options
development days before IQA draft delivery)
20 Feb 20: Current NZUP plan shows some commitment to this funding,
Threat: That the funding available to which is a big part of this project, however there are significant costs  |Collaborative approach to,setting
QBCS 010 16-Nov-18 [implement business case recommendations, fJassociated with other elements. implementation budgets dnd fimelines, so will Live-Treat [Unlikely |Minor
and the recommendations, do not align 1 Sep 20: With submission of the business case timing of funding and end up with client supportedtiming
Joudgets will be critically reviewed and modified in collaboration
Threat: That models are not fit for purpose, or 20 Feb 20: Models had early peer review.
QBCS 023 16-Nov-18 Lo purpose. 1 Sep 20: Modelling and parameters are well reviewed, and will shortly [Next action,is modelling peer review Live-Treat |[Unlikely |Minor
have significant weakness; X .
Jbe subject to peer review.
o . 20 Feb 20:.MUIT|pIe models used, internal check and review/verify Check that model updates are incorporated,
Threat: That the network capacity information jorocesses in use. R X . . .
QBCS002b | 20-Feb-20 |. - ; . . and that modelling process has appropriate Live-Treat |Unlikely |Minor
is unrealisting or wrong 1 Sep 20: Modelling and parameters are well reviewed, and will shorfly .
) . peer review
be subject to peer review.
20 Feb 20: Differences between models' outputs are currently well e . .
. . Maintain critial observations and comparative
Threat: Conversion between models influencesjunderstood and compensated for. . . .
QBCS 012 16-Nov-18 . . . assessments. Live-Treat [Unlikely |Minor
results and outputs; 1 Sep 20: Modelling and parameters are well reviewedh,andwill shortly S . .
) . Next action is modelling peer review
Jbe subject to peer review.
20 Feb 20: Conversion of pricing into practicalimeasures the
. . . .. fresponsibility of Parking Strategy.
QBCS 019 21-Jun-19 TP:)rz:L ;Zgafehde' parking pricing mechanism is 1 Sep 20: Remains a current concern (mentfiened in review process),  |Pass further development to follow up work. Live-Parked |Possible  |Moderate [Medium
poorly ’ however, not within our project scope'to define - passed to next
stages.
20 Feb 20: Risk has decred@sed over time as team working with
. combined W2G engagements team.
Threat: That consultation and engagement 1 Sep 20: This risk has'imp&cted the project, with an engagement W2G Communications and further stages to
QBCS 003 14-Nov-18 |activities will not occur at the best times to P 20 ) : > . project, ) 9ag . 9 Live-Treat |Possible |Moderate |Medium
suoport our delive Jorocess, running fight,up to the point of draft business case delivery. be aware.
PP Y This project will'always be open to the criticism that it has not been
adequately.consulted on.
Threat: That the recommended option could : . . . .
QBCS 026 1-Sep-20 |be challenged on the basis of incomplete 1 Sep 20: OpTIOI’] suﬁe as developed does not appear fo be Ensurg ophoh sele.chon process c.IeorI\/ Live-Treat [Possible |[Moderate |Medium
. challenged (i.e. Rationale accepted). explained with evidence and rationale
option assessment
20 Feb 20: Assumptions and initiatives have received considerable Part of business case process is continued
QBCS 006 37-Jul-18 Threat: That inherited assumptions and testing over duration of project. review, so process is robust. Frequent Live-Treat |Possible |Moderate  |Medium

initiatives are no longer (or less) valid.

29 Sep 20: Validity of assumptions will always be an uncertainty,
despite testing and review. Remains as on-going risk

workshops with Mgmt Team, W2G Board, TGG
also helps test, and review process.




APPENDIX B RISK CONSEQUENCE CRITERIA AND
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NZ Transport Agency Threat Criteria (consequence) - delivery

Reputation Perffokce
Rating Stakeholders Public / Media Legal/ Compliance Delivery Cost @alth & Safety Environmental
Scale >

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Sustained national and/or High profile Programme Negative Loss of life, Permanent pollution

progression of nationally strategic activity, and/or | international media prosecution(s) with slippage resulting | finaneial impact | permanent damage or other
o coverage potential for custodial in late delivery by of more'than disability or injury, | environmental
£ Loss of route availability of a national strategic Intervention by Minister sentence. more than 2yrs $10M or multiple damage
£ high volume highway and/or required, loss of Ministerial (within same serious injuries.

o i . confidence. Commission of LTP).

Complete failure to create mode shift and Inquiry instigated.

improve PT services

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Sustained media coverage | Individual prosecution. | Programme Negative Serious injury Significant and

progression of regionally strategic activity, and/or | (weeks) slippage resulting | financial impact | requiring widespread pollution

Possible Ministerial inquiry in(late delivery by between $5M to | specialist medical | or other environmental
) Loss of route availability of a national strategic leading to loss of Ministerial between 1yr and $10M treatment or lost | damage, with long
o highway and/or confidence/formal enquiry 2'yrs time greater than | term effects.
P i . . by OAG or statutory three weeks

Delay implementation of PT service agency.

improvements by up to 5 years and/or mode

shift 50% less than required.

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Short term (days) media Breach.with legal Programme Negative Injury requiring Pollution or other

progression of regional activity, and/or coverage rebuke /abatement slippage resulting | financial impact | medical treatment | environmental
° o ) i notice/restrictions. in late delivery by between $2M to | or lost time of 1 damage at a localised
= Loss of route availability of a regional strategic Parliamentary/Ministerial between 6mnts $5M day to three level, with medium
o highway and/or questions or 3rd party and 1 year weeks term effects.

3 ) ) ) investigation.
s Delay implementation of PT service

improvement by up to 2 years, and / or mode

shift will be 25% less than required

Disruption to stakeholder relationship slowing Local media coverage for Breach with letter from | Programme Negative Injury requiring Minimum pollution or

progression of site specific activity, and/or 1-5 days authority requesting slippage resulting | financial impact | short term other environmental

action. in late delivery by between $1M to | medical treatment | damage. Short term
- Loss of route availability of a regional connector Official ‘information request. between 3 and 6 $2M and workplace effects only.
2 highway and/or NegdatiVe feedback from months absence less than
= . . . Minister. one day

Delay implementation of PT service

improvement by up to a year, and/or mode

shift will be 10% less than required.

Disruption to stakeholder relationship, and/or Local media coverage for 1 | Breach managed at a Programme Negative Injury requiring Small scale pollution
= Loss of route availability of a regional distributor day regional level. slippage resulting | financial impact | short-term first-aid | or other environmental
3 highway and/or in late delivery by of less than care and no damage is localised
E less than 3 $1M absence from the | with no resultant
5 Short delay in uptake of modeshift and months. workplace effects. Contained
@ improvement (frequency / €apacity) of PT locally.

services

WAKA KOTAHI NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY
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Project Description

Frankton to Queenstown SSBC and Queenstown Town Centre DBC

NZTA Lead

Tony Sizemore

Contract ID

NZTA 2018235

Supplier Lead

Contract Value

$4.4M - Sep 2020

Supplier Risk Mgmt Specidalist (if applicable)

. . T . . Risk . . |Current Current
Risk Date Risk Description (include whether this is a . " . . Current Risk| . Conseq
. . s ., Risk Cause(s) Risk Consequence(s) Owning Risk Owner o Risk Controlled
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Likelihood Category .
Org =~ Conseq Risk Level
Contract Risk Register - Risks that threaten the next and subsequent stages of the business case - costs, timeliness, effectiveness.
Consequence:
Threat: That decision making external to teamn is Cause: Decision makers are not aligned or|1. Delivered project does not meet the expectations of Shaun
QBCS 009 b 31-Jul-18 : 9 not prepared fo commit to significant stakeholders so reputational damage for all parties W2G Possible Extreme Stakeholder
poor or slow X . . . . . Hubbard
change 2. Project fails to gain appropriate approvals to proceed so little is
achieved for mode shift.
Consequence:
Threat: That the funding available to implement Cause: Future budget drivers and 1. Recommended options can not occur, so desired outcomes not Stakeholder
i . L. . - s QLDC & |Shaun .
QBCS 010 16-Nov-18 |business case recommendations, and the decisions based on arange of elements, |achieved - so fransport goals not achieved or significantly delayed. Likely Severe
. . . . X Y NZTA & ORC [Hubbard .
recommendations, do not align not only this business case 2. Rework to develop outcomes that align to budgets - so project Delivery
requires time/cost to modify recommendations
Consequence:
Threat: There is misalignment between Waka Kotahi,|Cause: Multiple interdependencies 1. Implementation timings and budgets mismatched leading to Shaun Almost Cost
QBCS 023 3-Sep-20 [QLDC and ORC for the multitude of between the projects which are the reputational damage for al parties. W2G Board . Severe
. . - . ) . ) Hubbard certain
interdependent projects responsibility of differening agencies 2. Project recommended outcomes cannotioceur, so transport Stakeholder
goals not achieved
. . . Cause: Community and individuals Consequence: W2G
QBCS 024 3-Sep-20 Threat: Th.ere is the threat that the projects lose progressively understand more about the [1. Opposition develops toward theprojecd meaning some Communicai shaun Likely Severe Stakeholder
community supporrt ; R e . . Hubbard
projects and the impacts on individuals elements, and therefore made shift goals, are not achieved tons
Threat: Parking control and management measures [Cause: Parking implementation plan has Consequences Stakeholder
QBCS 030 2-Nov-20 |are not strong enough to act as a "push” factor for |not been developed, so uncertainty q - L . QLDC Tony Pickard Likely Severe
. . 1. Mode shift targets not achieved . "
mode shift. about its contents Public/Media
Consequence:
Threat: There is a threat that the different work . 17 Interdependent or interrelated programmes will not work Stakeholder
Cause: Different work programmes have . . X Shaun .
QBCS 028 2-Nov-20 |programmes may not work together, or even . together/reinforce/support each other at appropriate fimes, W2G Possible Severe
f . . R different governance structures L X . . Hubbard . .
against each other, over the life of this project. meaning infrastructure and services do not combine appropriately Public/Media
to deliver mode shift targets
Threat: The spatial plan supports land use patterns  |Cause: Spatial plan is driven by different  |Consequence:
. . . . . ) . Stakeholder
that are inconsistent with patterns assumed in this  |elements than business casetproject, and |1. Infrastructure planned (or constructed) may prove o be Shaun .
QBCS 029 2-Nov-20 h . ; . ) . ) ) W2G Possible Severe
work, upon which the mode shift and infrastructure [was started after thiswork' was mostly inadequate or excessive (sub-optimal) for surrounding land use: Hubbard . .
; ) . Public/Media
requirements are based. complete 2. Failure to meet mode shift targets
Consequence:
1. Implementation delays for property negotiations / processes - so
Cause: Property owners do not wish to PT/mode share may be delayed Cost
QBCS 015 16-Nov-18 [Threat: That property(ies) required are not available ’ perty - . Y R 4 . . NZTA Tony Sizemore |Likely Moderate
sell, omproperty costs are prohibitive 2. Property-requiring option cannot occur (requiring redesign) - so
; . . - Stakeholder
possible PT/modes share might be impacted, redesign cost and
fime
Threat: That decisions made for interface projeefs  [Cause: Interface projects are working to Consgquence: . .
- . . . s . . 1. Design elements need to be changed requiring time/cost to Cost
(Stage 1 design, Stage 2 & 3 prelim design and different timelines, and their various R Shaun .
QBCS 022 20-Sep-20 . . . ) ; ) . modify. W2G Likely Moderate
designation, and Manawa) are inconsistent with constraints are not the same as this . Hubbard
. . L . 2. Project recommended outcomes cannot occur so tfransport Stakeholder
business case recommendations (misalignment). project. .
goals not achieved
Threat: There is detail design changes required in Cause: Detall design can identify Consequence: Shaun Cost
QBCS 025 3-Sep-20 ; 9 & 4 necessary changes to scope / cost / 1. Changes impact on timeframes and implementability, meaning W2G Likely Moderate
later stages L K Hubbard
programme cost, timing, and mode shift fargets are not met Programme




Risk Current Current

Risk Date Risk Description (include whether this is a . . . . Current Risk | . Conse
" q X P ( . Risk Cause(s) Risk Consequence(s) Owning Risk Owner o Risk a Controlled
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Likelihood Category .
Org Conseq Risk Level
Consequence:
Threat: There is a threat that personnel experienced Cause: People move, change careers or - Niwlvr\)o?rsgglr;el g:ern?sztrss :J(i??clj:lgrc\;iﬂof:st?g \A;g”(r:srs]?;‘.e work: ORC Managers
QBCS 027 30-Oct-20 [in this project may leave the relevant roles (or . p e g ’ Y . Y . g prog ’ Waka Kotahi|within Likely Moderate [Stakeholder
- seek promotion/different roles b. May disagree with plans and seek to alter s
organisations) ) . . QLDC Organisations
so that project recommended outcomes cannot occur either in
time, or at all
Threat: Growth assumptions, used as basis for . . Consequence: Stakeholder
QBCS 031 2-Nov-20 [service, infrastructure and behaviour change Cuus.e. Covid-19 has shoTTger shortto 1. Sub-optimal investment decisions for infrastructure and services W2G Shagh Possible Moderate Medium
medium term growth predictions Hubbard

recommendations, are wrong. which do not balance against mode-shift demand Public/Media




Project Description

Frankton to Queenstown SSBC and Queenstowr

Contract ID

NZTA 2018235

Contract Value

$4.4M - Sep 2020

Risk Date Risk Description (include whether this is a Current Risk Status at Latest Update . q R.eslducl Residual RO
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Current/Recommended Treatment Actions Risk status [Risk Risk Conseq (Target)
! PP Likelihood Risk Level
Contract Risk Register - Risks that threaten the next and subs
20 Feb 20: Current alignment appears healthy, and engaged in
. . . . Challenge workshop and other briefings to "spread the word" prior to  |Maintain contact with appropriate levels in NZTA,
QBCS009 b | 31-Jul-18 "ng'ygg\tvdec's'on making extemal fo teamis 1 ion making fime ORC and QLDC. Live-Parked |Possible  [Moderate  [Medium
P 1 Sep 20: This has impacted throughout the project and will still be Reinforcement of requirement for timely decisions.
Irelevant asimplementation decisions need to be made.
20 Feb 20: Current NZUP plan shows some commitment fo this funding, Maintain contact W|Th.levels in QLDC, ORC and
. . . L. . . . s NZTA that are appropriate for team.
Threat: That the funding available to implement which is a big part of this project, however there are significant costs Uodate cases 1o be as redlistic as possiblefor
QBCS 010 16-Nov-18 |business case recommendations, and the associated with other elements. P . P Live-Parked |Likely Moderate
. . - . . |cost/budget profiles
recommendations, do not align 29 Sep 20: There remain differences between known available funding X . . .
) . Parties to sighal funding priorities @s early as
and estimated project costs .
possible
Consistent decisions are'required across design,
Threat: There is misalignment between Waka Kotahi, . T s . . operations, approvals, funding, programme and
QBCS 023 3-Sep-20 [QLDC and ORC for the multitude of ||2cg:)ep 20: No indlications of misalignment af this stage (submission fo implementation, s6 this speaks to frequent Live-Parked [Likely Moderate
interdependent projects ’ interaction, reviewsand support between
organisations,‘andiat several levels within them.
Comprehensive engagement strategy on-going
QBCS 024 3-Sep-20 Threat: Th.ere is the threat that the projects lose 29 Sep 20: Comms team currently considering client-facing actions after busmess cgse complehon., with frequent Live-Parked |Possible Moderate  |Medium
community supporrt from the last engagement process tou€h/points with the community and
stakeholders.
Threat: Parking contfrol and management measures 2 Nov 20: Af this pglnt, no parking |mp|emen’rc1.h9.n plan dgveloped, Recommended W2G seek Board direction to
f . and some uncertainty about who has responsibility to deliver (QLRC . . . . .
QBCS 030 2-Nov-20 |are not strong enough to act as a "push"” factor for B . . . . prompt QLDC to develop implementation plan Live-Parked [Possible Moderate |[Medium
X expects from Project team; project team believes shouldsit as ) .
mode shift. X _ that supports this business case
element of parking strategy = QLDC).
Threat: There is a threat that the different work 2 Nov 20: It is recognised that not all contributing project governance [W2G to emphasis understanding the connected
QBCS 028 2-Nov-20 |programmes may not work together, or even structures are clear at this point, which makes forsome current projects management and governance structure, |Live-Parked |Possible Moderate |[Medium
against each other, over the life of this project. vulnerability. and keep the connections
Threat: The spatial plan supports land use patterns . . .
that are inconsistent with patterns assumed in this 2 Nov 20: Note that the transpert business case has been developed |Pre-implementation work could do further
QBCS 029 2-Nov-20 . P . 5 and tested with the SP preferred option, but because the SP has not  |sensitivity tests on SP options, to assess further risk of| Live-Parked |Possible Severe
work, upon which the mode shift and infrastructure . .
. Jbeen approved, the parameéters could change. inconsistency
requirements are based.
20 Feb 20:impacted properties identified. No assessment yet made of
QBCS 015 16-Nov-18 [Threat: That property(ies) required are not available fpossiblelayailability Engage property owners. Live-Parked [Likely Moderate
29 Sep.20: Property strategy still in process.
Threat: That decisions made for interface projeetfs W2G maintain observation on interface projects
QBCS 022 20-Sep-20 (Stqge 1 .deS|gn, Stage 2 &3 pre!lm de§|gn onq 29 Se.p 20: CurrenflprOJecT designs reflect latest known information and |nT§rocflon with Thls project's requwemenfs. Live-Parked |Possible Moderate  |Medium
designation, and Manawa) are inconsistent with from interface projects. Strong integrated project governance, with a
business case recommendations (misalignment). clear agreement of roles and responsibilities.
QBCS 025 3-5ep-20 Threat: There is detail design changes required in 29 Sep 20: Business case taken to end of DBC/SSBC stage to minimise |Involve the right people early in frequent Live-Parked |Likely Minor NiesRum

later stages

this risk as much as possible.

challenge sessions and peer review.




Risk Date Risk Description (include whether this is a Current Risk Status at Latest Update . . R'esldual Residual Residual
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Current/Recommended Treatment Actions Risk status R.ISk . Risk Conseq (T.urgei)
Likelihood Risk Level
Management to remain aware of the
Threat: There is a threat that personnel experienced |30 Oct 20: Personnel movements not known at this point, however it is |vulnerablities of staff movement/changes on this
QBCS 027 30-Oct-20 [in this project may leave the relevant roles (or known that some personnel operate "individually" within their project. Live-Parked [Likely Minor Medium
organisations) organisations, making that organisation's responsibilities vulnerable. Recommend a second (backup) feam member
who is appropriately informed and current.
Senisitivity tests, especially as part of subsequent
Threat: Growth assumptions, used as basis for 2 Nov 20: There remains uncertainty around changes to growth business case work, will help to either target
QBCS 031 2-Nov-20 |[service, infrastructure and behaviour change patterns, however overall growth and targeted levels of investment more accurately, or accommodate Live-Parked [Possible Minor Medium

recommendations, are wrong.

vehicles/patronage etc expected to return in due course

sufficient flexibility in the investment to mitigate the
issues with uncertainty.




APPENDIX C: RISK REGISTER - CLOSED RISKS



Project Description

Frankton to Queenstown SSBC and Queenstown Town Centre DBC

NZTA Lead

Tony Sizemore

Contract ID

NZTA 2018235

Supplier Lead

Contract Value

$4.4M - Sep 2020

Supplier Risk Mgmt Specidalist (if applicable)

. . AT . . Risk ., |Current Current
Risk Date Risk Description (include whether thisisa |_. " . . Current Risk| . Conseq
. o s . Risk Cause(s) Risk Consequence(s) Owning Risk Owner |-~ . Risk Controlled
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Likelihood Category .
Org Conseq Risk Level
Contract Risk Register closed risks
Threat: That proposed solutions do not fn(;'ésjlzeedrzzgh Sg;glme;?rsrg\rjtam Consequence:
QBCS 011 31-Jul-18 |adequately accommodate future growth and |. . N ’ . org . 1. Recommended and implemented options fail to provide QLDC Tony Pickard
information feeding the models is A
growth patterns. . outcomes required.
inadequate
Threat: That approval processes from partner Consequence:
QBCS 014 16-Nov-18 L PP P X P Cause: Internal processes in organisations |1. Recommended options do not receive approvals and cannot W2G Tony'Sizémore
organisations are slow or non-existent .
be implemented
. . . Consequence:
Threui. Tth a changing Q.LC Council may Cause: Local body election cycle, and 1. Rework of elements of project; or
QBCS 004 14-Nov-18 |impact Business Case requirements and . ) . stantee  SEIGIEIN
politics 2. Project perceived to not meet the needs of QLDC
engagements X
3. Delay to delivery
Threat: That PT elements do not get S:;;Z}Sancﬂr::iffgl;oi:)feh:ngoged TO lcoglzergle’s’gc;:PT change do not get implemented, and mode:
QBCS 021 4-Dec-19 |implemented because team unable to talk . ) ; . 9 9 Pl ’ ORC s 9(2)(a)] Possible Extreme Stakeholders
with ORC implementation measurers they will be shift changes are too low so PT mode shift is delay or canhot
responsible for occur.
Consequence:
Threat: There is no long term viable, economic O S U ) 1. Transport problems continue for Queenstown,and area, so PT
QBCS 013 16-Nov-18 o 9 ’ fransport growth needs are unaffordable, | p P ) ! NZTA Tony Sizemore |Rare Extreme Stakeholder High
solutions or physically impossible mode shift not achieved.
phy yimp 2. Economic development is stunteds
Consequence:
. .. . X . L. . 1. Delivered project does not meet the expectations of
QBCS 009 a | 31-Jul-18 Threui. That decision making external fo feam FZuuse. Information fo degswn makers is stakeholders so reputational damdge for all parties Stantec  EEIGIEN Possible Severe Stakeholder High
is poor or slow inadequate and/or not timely; X . . ) .
2. Project fails to gain appfopriate approvals to proceed so little
is achieved for mode shift.
o — Stakeholders
Threat: That the spatial planning exercise is Cause: Our project requirements are 1 Rev:‘ork sorT;e 961l e ree e Sesee] o lene| uEs
QBCS 020 30-Jul-19 |underway and may impact on the basic based on meeting the land use planning ’ . 9 . . QLDC Tony Pickard |Possible Severe Delivery High
. K . assumptions,so.fargets may need reanalysis, may shift, and need
premise of our project needs, which may change
rework.
Cost
Consequence:
Threat: That this investigation's findings conflict Cause: Different investiqations have 1¢Rework elements of project so delivery of business cases Stakeholders
QBCS 005 16-Nov-18 [with other business case recommendations / . ¥ s . g. delayed. W2G Tony Sizemore |Likely Moderate High
. different priorities/objectives . . . L .
decisions 2. Project fails to meet investment objectives so PT mode share Delivery
gains delayed or not fully achieveable.
Consequence:
. . . Cause: Developer led environments 1. Project decisions may be out-of-touch with current / future
Threat: That the project environment is . . . Stakeholder
X . . change quickly, anddfown'rneeds to needs and deliver poor function - so PT/mode share may not be QLDC & Almost .
QBCS 008 31-Jul-18 |dynamic and circumstances are changing - s 9(2)(a)] . Moderate High
. respond to marketforces, plus other fully acheived. NZTA certain .
quickly. . X . Delivery
development elements in process 2. Project elements may need rework and delay delivery - so
delivery time and cost increased
. o - ¢ _— Consequence:
QBCS 002 ca | 14-Nov-18 Threai. Thqf 12 AUSETN.< CeoeIen el e Cause.. Inoccyrofe or unreapshc e 1. Business case makes poor recommendations - so mode share QLD.C Tony Pickard |Unlikely Moderate [Stakeholders Medium
is unrealistic or wrong s€enarios, which the modelling has used (Planning)
targets may not be reached
Consequence:
WL AR SIS CIFS S CUSe I PIEHETEeEs Cause: Previous work and/or other parties : : ol?gr?fgﬁ)psgrj pr(c;srizrde) ?rr;;?rigrrw?—eg :gg;nrr:rzg;%%ﬁi(;isomo
QBCS 016 5-Dec-18 |and expectations about what the : . P P 14 PP . Y NZTA Tony Sizemore |Likely Minor Stakeholder Medium
X o . . favour a particular outcome not meet PT/mode shift targets
investigations will determiine . - . .
2. Negative reactions to actual investgation outcomes.- so poor
reputation




. 9 TP /7] e Risk . . |Current Current
Risk Date Risk Description (include whether thisisa |_. . . . Current Risk | _. Conseq
" q X . Risk Cause(s) Risk Consequence(s) Owning Risk Owner |~ . Risk Controlled
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Likelihood Category .
Org Conseq Risk Level
Threat: That there is increasing stakeholder Cause: Numerous investigations over the |Consequence:
QBCS 017 5-Dec-18 |frustration about ongoing investigation and years with no decisions or infrastructure 1. Pressure on project team hurry investigation W2G s 9(2)(a)] Likely Minor Stakeholder Medium
things not happening changes 2. Inadequate investigaiton and justification of actions
Consequence: Stakeholder
Threat: That the scope of the project is Cause: Multiole streams of investigation 1. Additional scope work delays project completion, and
QBCS 018 18-Jun-19 |inadequate to cover the increasing . X . S1g increases work done - so delivery time and cost increase NZTA EEBIOE (Cniikely Minor Delivery
X . A are uncovered as project continues . .
complexity as investigation progresses 2. Work to meet timeline does not cover full scope - so PT/scope
possibly misses goals Cost
Consequence:
. . - . . . . Stakeholders
Threat: That the project quality of decisions are . . . 1. Inadequate information upon which to base business case
very dependent on the timely provision of (IR WIS RO I PIREE, decisions, meaning poor recommendations - so mode share
QBCS 001 14-Nov-18 |. ) . running to different fimings and their inputs ’ Stantec  \SEIBIEN Unlikely Minor Delivery
information from other business cases and goals may not be met.
X L necessary for us to complete. . . )
investigations under way 2. Delays to delivery of the business cases - so goals achieved Cost

later




Project Description

Frankton to Queenstown SSBC and Queens

Contract ID

NZTA 2018235

Contract Value

$4.4M - Sep 2020

RESIAUATRESIAUAr  [Resiaudr |
Risk Date Risk Description (include whether this is a JCurrent Risk Status at Latest Update Current/Recommended Treatment Risk status Risk Risk (Target)
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Actions Likeliho |Conseque |Risk
ad neA | -XVPN |
Contract Risk Register closed risks
WG S AR [SIeRoR e e UL o el This risk is covered in a number of other risks, .
QBCS 011 31-Jul-18 |adequately accommodate future growth and . Rejected
and has no merit as a stand-alone
growth patterns.
GRESEIA || TeNeeg ||VIEeE e CEREEl PIeEEssEs (ieii [Befiner Risk is effectively a duplicate of QBSC 009 b Rejected
organisations are slow or non-existent
Threui: Thqt a changing Q.LC Council may 15 Dec 19: Local body elections over, and briefing to current QLDC
QBCS 004 14-Nov-18 |impact Business Case requirements and . Closed
Councillors seemed acceptable
engagements
Threat: That PT elements do not get 20 Feb 20: Have ;Urrenﬂy talked with ORC staff, but unable to get - :
. access to Councillors as a group Maintain efforts to get access 16 Councillors.
QBCS 021 4-Dec-19 [|implemented because team unable to talk . e . . Closed
X 1 Sep 20: Project team have engaged ORC (positive reception). Elevate as necessary to make this happen.
with ORC . .
JProcess now is beyond team engagement with ORC.
20 Feb 20: Current assessment has almost eliminated this risk, however
Threat: There is no long term viable, economic fsome assessment work still to occur. . o .
Qs eaNerAlle solutions 1Sep 20: Project work has showed viable solutions are available. Risk SR (L, A ReRIIeI Sl
Jnow moves to implementation stages.
20 Feb 20: Current information flow through tech notes and tech
X L . workshops, and briefings. Still get questions back indicating our story is L . L .
QBCS 009 & 31-Jul-18 'iI;hrczt:)ir. (T)f:itlfoiveaswn making external fo team et e fully elssersad ST:rSOL'qu;ommunlcohon with decision making Closed
P 1 Sep 20: With the submission of the business case reporting, and R ’
interactive review, this particular cause is eliminated
20 Feb 20: Team has a licison role with the Spatial Planning team,
Threat: That the spatial planning exercise is Jhowever we are currently ignorant on the level of changesdhat some Investigate avenues to identity Soatial Plan
QBCS 020 30-Jul-19 |underway and may impact on the basic of their models might suggest >S9 . ¥ P Closed
. . . . . : options as soon as possible
premise of our project 1 Sep 20: Spatial plan inputs have been received and ineorporated
finfo modelling .
20 Feb 20: Risk has decreased over time, however there are projects
Threat: That this investigation's findings conflict ffor which conflicts with this projects recemmeéndations still apply - Regular check in between relevant plans and
QBCS 005 16-Nov-18 [with other business case recommendations / JTown Centre Master Plan, Frankton Masterplan involvement of W2G in how to process Closed
decisions 1 Sep 20: Risk closed. Other BC workshas.impacted process, but conflicts
delivery now precluded further input on DBC outputs.
20 Feb 20: Team confinually. aware of new developments, and Progressive incorporation of fransport goals
Threat: That the project environment is regularly assess projectimpacts. Specifically liaising on Manawa. into Infrastructure Code of Practice
QBCS 008 31-Jul-18 |dynamic and circumstances are changing Have engaged with Airpert and Remarkables Park representatives Closed
quickly. 1 Sep 20: Risk closedsProject has been impacted by frequent change, [Maintain discussions with key stakeholder
but DBC delivery. marks design and assessment freeze point parties.
20 Feb 20: Léind use modelling did have an early correction in this
Threat: That the network capacity information projeet, thus consider that current scenarios are correct No action on current land use information
QBCS 002 ca | 14-Nov-18 is unre.olis’ric or wron pacity 1/8ep20: Risk closed. Spatial planning recently provided latest proposed. Maintain liaison with Spatial plan - Closed
9 iterafion of land use forecasts which (although containing some see Risk QBCS 020
changes, supported the info used in DBC analysis.).
20 Feb 20: Team is very aware of expectations, and have . . .
Threat: That there are some clear preferences communicated some "modifiers’ throuah fech notes and workshobs Focus on likely expectations in
QBCS 016 5-Dec-18 |and expectations about what the 9 S | communications leading up to, and part of Closed

investigations will determiine

29 Sep 20: Following the first stages of the delivery review, the
expectations for delivery have been clearly established. Risk closed.

engagements and consultation




RESIAUATTRESIauar  [Resrauar |
Risk Date Risk Description (include whether this is a JCurrent Risk Status at Latest Update Current/Recommended Treatment . Risk Risk (Target)
" . " 5 . Risk status | .~ . .
identifier raised threat or an opportunity) Actions Likeliho |Conseque |Risk
p-v- | neao loval
20 Feb 20: To a certain degree, some disquiet has been responded to
Threat: That there is increasing stakeholder through the RTIs.
QBCS 017 5-Dec-18 |[frustration about ongoing investigation and 1 Sep 20: Closed as a risk. The project has a timeline and Update communications after Workshop 5, Closed
things not happening Jrecommendations for delivery. The stakeholder frustration is not an
uncertainty that will impact our delivery.
20 Feb 20: Current development of scope has picked up and
Threat: That the scope of the project is |responded to significant change in overqll project complexity, so
. . ; unlikely that there are scope elements missed L .
QBCS 018 18-Jun-19 |inadequate to cover the increasing . Maintain a perspective on overall scope Closed
complexity as investigation brogresses 1 Sep 20: Scope has been formally expanded, and reached sensible
P Y 9 prog geographic limits. Further stages of work identified in deliverables.This
isk as it stands is closed
Threat: That the project quality of decisions are |20 Feb 20: Believed that most other operative business cases are now
QBCS 001 14-Nov-18 very dependent on the timely provision of fidentified and incorporated Maintain contact through W2G with other Gizsed
information from other business cases and 1 Sep 20: Connections identfied and frozen to allow delivery. Risk projects to assess on-going
investigations under way closed. -




APPENDIX D: RISK REVIEW WORKSHOP - 16
NOVEMBER 2018



(Pstantec WS OPUs  siabley Meeﬁng Notes

Meeting Title NZTA: F2Q SSBC - QTC DBC
Risk Review Workshop/Meeting

Date/Time: 16 November 2018
Place: Meeting with Skype Attendees
Attendees: NZ Transport Agency — Tony Sizemore

stantec - G I (5\vre)
wsP Opus - SEISICI (Skyre)
Abley Consultants - EICIC (Skyre)
The Property Group - SEISIEIN

NZ Transport Agency Queenstown
NZTA Queenstown 16 November 18

Raw notes from Risk Workshop. Elements to be added to risk registeriorrisk plan, as appropriate.

Risk considerations:
e Actual integration/connectedness between businessicases:
% What if our best case is not theirs?
e Funding for recommended options — if not available then work is wasted.
% Funding levels early?
e Projections for growth wrong?
% Can it come back to us?
% Even if it is wrong, when/how do we’know?
% What would the impacts be?
o Note RFT was to have 5 topsfisks= ensure transfer to register.
e Risk = conversion of strategic,model to microsim.
e Risk — no viable long term economic solutions.
e Programme risks around, property acquisition

Thoughts: household travel surveys — basis of model land use — someone thinking about doing nationally.
New project in the mix'is the Frankton Master Plan

Engagement.—need stuff from Rationale for town centre optioneering. Matthew asked for background for TC
Master, Planning.

Tony S to call SEIEIEN 2s to who has town centre Master Plan.

HOT TOPICS:
¢ Did we cover off strategic model?
o Have land use assumptions SEICIEII reasonable agreement working Okay?
e Noted that to stabilise Strategic Model that had to 4 Lane SH6A and 3000 parks in town centre to get
it to stabilise.

Property

Status —Final October 2020
Project Number — p:\2012 Onwards\NZ Transport Agency\80510559 NZTA Qtn BC Our Ref - 181116 Risk Meeting Notes v2



(P'stantec  \\S|)  OPUs  siabley

January 29, 2019
Meeting Title NZTA: F2Q SSBC - QTC DBC
Page 2 of 2

e Potential involvement in long list workshop
e Opportunities/Problems/Constraints close out exercise.

Further Risks: Our ability to deliver

Categories:

Consenting

Properties

Constructability

Construction effects

Business Case delivery

Effectiveness of Infrastructure/operations

ok wN =~

Risk to fit:
e Integration of projects = (5) and (6).
e Partners and approval processes (5)

e Local body elections (5)
e Can that impact on our listing and assessment
e Invitation by RTC rep.

Multiparty — pulled in different directions and process falls apart.
Relationship between QLDC and ORC is a bit testy — lack of understanding of areas of responsibility.

What if recommended options are not politically compatible ~ practicalities and pressure to modify — stuck to
process.

il —Risk issues:
e Needing approvals to be built into timing
e Also who has authority for approvals signing protocols
e When is the best time to engage with public.
¢ Roles and responsibilities for multiple projects operating at the same time.
e Consultation fatigue.

e Risks around early wins expectations not being met.

e Budget absorbed by other projects.

o Engagement— feedback required for short list to preferred option — influenced by consultation
between‘Workshop 4 and Workshop 5 — need to add this in.

Opportunity. =collaborative Working (rather than working within groups)

Opportunity’- Early wins — funding that may be available

Opportunity — Optimisation of SH6A can use $10m (SHB6A goes from Frankton to Steamer Wharf — staged)
Opportunity — Shundi site — possible to acquire early for arterials/bus exch?.

Customer insights useful to feed into option development — don’t have full range of options or might miss key
issues.

Future PT:
e Modelling — what if outcome doesn’t work? - Timing risk to find something that works.

Status —Final October 2020
Project Number — p:\2012 Onwards\NZ Transport Agency\80510559 NZTA Qtn BC Our Ref - 181116 Risk Meeting Notes v2



APPENDIX E: RISK REVIEW - CHALLENGE TEAM



Risk Discussion



Risks

Where have risks come from:
» Project team proposal in Jul/Aug 2018
» Risk workshop in Nov 18
« On-going workshops, and monthly reperting

« This Challenge discussion



Risks

What constitutes a risk to this project?:

» Std NZTA rating criteria -
+ Stakeholders
+ Public/media
+ Delivery (timeframe of this business case)
» Cost (of this business case - not capital'works)

 H&S and environmental

« But given that our markers-of success are mode shift and PT services, added

criteria of threat to provision of PT services / meeting mode share goals over time



Risk

Consequence: !I

Threat: That decision making
external to team is poor or slow

Threat: That PT elements do not
get implemented because team
unable to talk with ORC 6

fz?@
\Q)

Q_@

?\

1. Delivered prOJect doe %eet the expectations
of stakeholders; - so ional damage for all
parties Possible

2. Project fail gain appropriate approvals to
proceed - ittle’ is achieved for mode shift
Co @gnce:

ements of PT change do not get implemented, Possible
d mode shift changes are too low - so PT / mode
shift is delayed or cannot occur.

O
o

SV

Extreme

Extreme



L
Risk &

Consequence
Threat: There is no long term viable, 1. Transport problems continue for Queens nd Rare
economic solutions area - so PT mode shift not achieved

2. Economic development is stuniei\o

Consequence:

1. Delivered project does not he expectations of

JLICELS Uels € EERIT Ml e, ex*emalstakeholders - so reputat |on§ amage for all parties Possible

[ I 5 [P el 210 2. Project fails to gain ap e approvals to

proceed - so little is a for mode shift

Consequence:
1. Recommende' ns can not occur, so desired

JLITEETB e 2 (e 1) el 2 outcomes not achieved - so transport goals not

implement business case

. achieved or significantly delayed. Possible
recommendations, and the .
. . 2. Rewor velop outcomes that align to budgets -
recommendations, do not align . . . .
so proje vires time/cost to modify
reco%ndaﬁons
Threat: That the spatial planning equence:
exercise is underway and may > Rework some / all of the modelling based on land Possible

impact on the basic premise of our se assumptions - so targets may need reanalysis, may
project @ shift, and rework to get there.

"06

%)
Q~

Extreme

Severe

Severe

Severe




Risk

_—-I

Consequence:
1. Rework elements of project - |very of business
cases delayed

Threat: That this investigation's
findings conflict with other business
case recommendations / decisions

Likely Moderate

2. Project fails to meet i «@'lent objectives - so
PT/mode share gain‘s\d d or not fully achievable

Consequence: s\
1. Project decis may be out-of-touch with current /

Threat: That the project environment future need d deliver poor function - so PT/mode

A . . m - Almost

is dynamic and circumstances are share m e fully achieved. certain Moderate
changing quickly. %

. Projec elements may need rework and delay
g - so delivery time and cost increased



Risk

» Risk elements currently unidentified
« Considerin terms of :

e \What is under threat?

« What are the consequences of that threat?

From the call this morning — Inadvertent consequences of changing transport function =
potential threat/opportunity to business stakeholders (can clarify consequence better?)
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