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Disclaimer & Limitations:  
  
WSP New Zealand Limited (‘WSP’), Beca Limited (‘Beca’) and Tonkin & Taylor Limited (‘T&T’), 
provide the South Dunedin Futures Project services in association with each other using the “Kia 
Rōpine” brand. WSP is engaged by the Dunedin City Council in accordance with the LTES 
Contract No. 10458 (‘Agreement’) as the lead consultant and each of Beca and T&T are engaged 
by WSP as subconsultants pursuant to separate subconsultant agreements. Beca and T&T only 
assume liability to WSP in relation to the services, and only to the extent of the terms of their 
respective subconsultant agreements. WSP, Beca, and T&T are separate and independent legal 
entities, and no party is another’s agent, partner, or joint venture party, nor do they have authority 
to bind each other or act on each other’s behalf. 
  
This report (‘Report’) has been prepared by WSP (via the Kia Rōpine group) exclusively for the 
South Dunedin Future Programme team (Dunedin City Council and Otago Regional Council) 
(‘Client’) in relation to the South Dunedin Future Programme – Short List Adaptation Approaches 
stage of the programme (‘Purpose’) and in accordance with the Agreement. The findings in this 
Report are based on and are subject to the assumptions specified in the Report, the Agreement 
and associated attachments, and Client Data supplied during the data request phase. WSP 
accepts no liability whatsoever for any use or reliance on this Report, in whole or in part, for any 
purpose other than the Purpose or for any use or reliance on this Report by any third party.  
  
In preparing this Report, WSP has relied upon data, surveys, analysis, designs, plans and other 
information (‘Client Data’) provided by or on behalf of the Client. Except as otherwise stated in 
this Report, WSP has not verified the accuracy or completeness of the Client Data. To the extent 
that the statements, opinions, information, conclusions and/or recommendations in this Report 
are based in whole or part on the Client Data, those conclusions are contingent upon the 
accuracy and completeness of the Client Data. WSP will not be liable for any incorrect 
conclusions or findings in the Report should any Client Data be incorrect or have been concealed, 
withheld, misrepresented, or otherwise not fully disclosed to WSP. 
 
In addition, climate change is an evolving field, with uncertainty inherent in projections of future 
conditions, and unknowns which cannot be precisely estimated with present science. These 
matters should be considered by the Client as part of any decision-making and planning. Regular 
monitoring of actual data (e.g. sea level rise) and regular review and updates of the work 
contained in this report to take account of developments in scientific knowledge and changes in 
international and national guidance should be undertaken. 
 
This report is not intended to provide financial, investment, or legal advice. It should not be used 
as the sole basis for making financial or strategic decisions. The Client is encouraged to seek  
professional advice in these areas. Due to the nature and stage of the project, broad assumptions  
have been made to support costing of options. The status of this cost estimate represents at best 
a strategic stage. It presents a range of potential future states for South Dunedin for comparative 
uses ONLY. Cost estimates are exclusive of GST, project development, legal or marketing costs, 
escalation, operational costs/ downtime due to operations, removal of large / unforeseen ground 
objects, contaminated waste disposal or rebuild of existing properties in new location. 
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GLOSSARY 

• AAD (Annual Average Damage) - A long-term annualised estimate of average flood related 
damages across multiple events and probabilities. AAD is the primary metric for quantifying 
benefits in the shortlist economic evaluation, replacing single event AEP damage estimates. 
The reduction in Expected Annual Damage (AAD) delivered by each proposed future relative 
to the Status Quo baseline. The Status Quo which incorporates current LTP stormwater 
investment and, from the medium term onwards, coastal inundation exposure is the sole 
reference comparator in this evaluation. A standalone 'Do Nothing' scenario was included in 
earlier phases of the programme but has been removed from this shortlist analysis to align 
with the framing used across all other SDF shortlist outputs. All benefit estimates are 
therefore measured as damages avoided relative to the Status Quo trajectory, not against a 
hypothetical zero-investment baseline. 

• AEP (Annual Exceedance Probability) -The probability that a flood event of a given 
magnitude (e.g., 10%, 2%, 1% AEP) will occur in any year. AEP values are used only as modelling 
inputs, not as the basis for benefit quantification. 

• Avoided Damages / Avoided AAD - The difference between the Expected Annual Damage 
under the Status Quo scenario and the Expected Annual Damage for one of the three future 
scenarios (Futures 3 – 5). This forms the core economic benefit used in the evaluation.  

• BCR (Benefit–Cost Ratio) - The ratio of the present value of benefits to the present value of 
costs. In the revised framework, headline BCRs reflect Base Case Benefits only (AAD based 
avoided damages). 

• Efficacy modelling – Represents the outputs from the pluvial hydraulic modelling exercise 
undertaken to support the assessment of the efficacy of the proposed futures against the 
status quo (also known as stormwater modelling).  

• Futures 3, 4, 5 (Proposed Adaptation Futures) - The three futures selected following 
technical, economic and community assessment. They differ in adaptation strategy, staging, 
infrastructure mix, and extent of land use change. 

• Hedonic Uplift - Increases in land or property values arising from reduced hazard exposure 
or improved amenity. Treated as Supplementary Benefits, not included in the Core BCR, due 
to double counting risks. 

• LoS (Level of Service) Proxy - A monetised placeholder representing enhanced service or 
amenity levels (often set as a percentage of CAPEX). Considered a noncore benefit because 
of uncertain empirical basis and overlap with avoided damages. 

• Residual Risk - The remaining level of flood risk after adaptation interventions are 
implemented, informed by the residual risk modelling inputs memo. 

• Status Quo - An intervention scenario based on current LTP funding, used for comparison 
where proposed short-term and medium-term interventions are undertaken (as included in 
current Long-Term Plan) – with the remaining area subject to only essential renewals and 
limited maintenance. This represents the base against which other futures are compared. 

• Supplementary Benefits - Benefits such as hedonic uplift (including LoS) that are presented 
separately to maintain defensibility and avoid inflating BCRs.  
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KEY FINDINGS 

Dunedin City Council (DCC) has engaged Kia Rōpine (KR) to provide an economic evaluation of the 
short list of possible futures for South Dunedin, as part of the latest stage of adaptation planning 
work under the South Dunedin Future Programme. 

SCOPE 

This economic evaluation exists to answer a specific question: Does the evidence support 
investment in adaptation, and if so, which adaptation future delivers the most value for the public 
dollar? The answer requires holding two things in view simultaneously: what it will cost the 
community to act, and what it will cost the community not to. 

The evaluation covers 100 years from 2027. This is not an arbitrary timeframe. Infrastructure 
investment of the kind contemplated in each future has a design life measured in decades. The 
consequences of under-investing in the past and continuing this through the 2020s will be felt in 
damage, in lost property value, in deteriorating liveability well into the 2070s and beyond. A 100-year 
lens is the minimum needed to capture the full arc of both costs and benefits. 

Four futures are assessed: the Status Quo, which captures current planned LTP stormwater 
investments and maintains current assets without major new adaptation; Future 3 (Protect); 
Future 4 (Restore); and Future 5 (Reshape).  

All three adaptation futures are compared against the Status Quo, a scenario in which current 
proposed projects have been implemented. It is the reference against which avoided damages are 
calculated, and it represents the possible trajectory of accumulated harm, based on the existing 
urban form and approved stormwater infrastructure at time of drafting. 

Future regeneration use of the land is subject to separate decision-making and investigation with 
Council and will be assessed separately.  

APPROACH 

The analysis adopts a societal perspective, sharing the impacts on both individuals and wider 
society, and it uses a 100-year timeframe. Standard cost-benefit assessment framework using 
generally accepted best practices outlined by The Treasury, the Commerce Commission and NZIER 
were used. A sensitivity test has been undertaken for the key variable, real discount rate, with the 
Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) tested for a margin of error of ± 15%. 

This report summarises the evaluation methodology, key assumptions and exclusions and results, 
with the following key inputs/outputs: 

1. Spatial boundaries and geographical information systems (GIS) approaches for assessing 
each proposed future. 

2. Monetised whole-of-life costs for each proposed future over the return period. 

3. Monetised benefits for each proposed future over the return period. 

4.  BCR for each proposed future. 
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CORE LOGIC 

The primary metric used throughout this evaluation is Annual Average Damage (AAD). AAD is the 
annualised expected cost of modelled pluvial flood and a geospatial assessment of coastal 
inundation damage across all probability events, the 10%, 2%, and 1% Annual Exceedance Probability 
rainfall events weighted by their likelihood. Put simply, it represents what the community would 
pay each year, on average, if it were fully insured against all flood events at their expected frequency 
and severity. 

AVOIDED DAMAGES – THE CORE BENEFIT 

The primary economic benefit of each future is the reduction in expected annual pluvial & coastal 
flood losses relative to the Status Quo. The calculation is straightforward in concept: avoided 
damage equals the difference between what flood events would cost without adaptation and what 
they cost with it. 

Avoided property damage is the largest single component, representing approximately 80% of total 
core benefits across all the three proposed futures (using pluvial flood modelling outputs and DCC’s 
Flood Damage Assessment approach). The remainder comprises avoided injury and fatality costs 
(approximately 14%), avoided emergency response and recovery costs, and other co-benefits, 
including trauma, income loss from displacement, and environmental costs.  

The dominance of property damage in the benefit profile reflects the density of the exposed 
building stock, concentrated population and the severity of the projected damage trajectory. 

TOTAL BENEFITS OVER TIME  

Benefits grow over time as the Status Quo damage trajectory steepens. In the short term, all three 
adaptation futures deliver identical benefit profiles because the pluvial flood efficacy modelling 
assumes equivalent near-term reductions in flood risk. The differentiation occurs in the medium 
and long terms as each future's physical characteristics interact with changing hazard conditions. 

Table 1.1 - Total core benefits by future and period (NPV $m, 6% discount rate) 

Time Period Future 3 
Protect 

Future 4 
Restore 

Future 5 
Reshape 

Short-term (0 – 25 years) $452 $457 $450 
Medium-term (26 – 50 years) $372 $381 $378 
Long-term (51 – 100 years) $511 $514 $507 
Total - whole of life $1,335 $1,351 $1,336 

It may seem counterintuitive that the long-term epoch (51–100 years) accounts for such a large share 
of total benefits despite discounting, which reduces the present value of future cash flows.  

Status Quo damage trajectory steepens dramatically over the assessment period. Pluvial & coastal 
flood AAD rise from $11m today to $212m by 2127, indicating that the current proposed initatives will 
continue to be challenged by growing levels of exposure over the 100 years. The benefits of 
adaptation grow in proportion to the damages avoided. The damages are largest in the period when 
climate impacts are most severe. 

This timing structure is consistent with international practice in climate adaptation cost-benefit 
analysis. It is not a reason to delay investment, quite the opposite. The infrastructure that delivers 
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those long-term benefits must be planned and built in the short- to medium-term. Early action 
captures the full benefit profile and enables infrastructure catch up to occur; delay truncates it. 

As hazards intensify, the cost of inaction grows rapidly, meaning the relative benefit of early and 
sustained adaptation becomes increasingly significant over the medium and long terms, as shown 
in Figure 1.1 below. 

 

Figure 1-1 -Expected Annual Damage over 100 Years: Status Quo vs Shortlisted Futures.  

The analysis distinguishes between core avoided loss benefits and supplementary benefits that 
reflect a broader level of service gain. This separation supports a transparent, defendable appraisal. 
The core case demonstrates the minimum likely return from risk reduction, while the 
supplementary case illustrates the broader opportunities that may enhance the long-term 
performance of the preferred future. This provides decision-makers with a clear and robust 
understanding of the economic rationale before considering Benefit–Cost Ratios. 

WHAT EACH FUTURE COSTS? 

Benefits do not come free. Each adaptation future requires substantial upfront investment in 
infrastructure, property acquisition and change in use or repurpose, as well as ongoing 
maintenance and operational expenditure. Understanding the likely cost structure for each future 
is essential for assessing value for money. 

Table 1.2 – Total Costs by future – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 6% discount rate)  

Core component Status Quo Future 3 
Protect 

Future 4 
Restore 

Future 5 
Reshape 

CAPEX Investment $290 $1,220 $724 $1,287 
Repurposed Land Activities $4 $433 $447 $545 
Land & Property Acquisition $72 $343 $338 $519 
Capital Maintenance (cyclical) $15 $33 $39 $31 
Operational Expenditure (OPEX) $31 $70 $81 $66 
Total Costs $411 $2,098 $1,629 $2,448 
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Future 4 has the lowest total cost of the three possible futures, with an NPV of $1,629 m over the 
whole of life. Its cost advantage over Future 3 ($2,098m) and Future 5 ($2,48m) reflects a more 
moderate infrastructure CAPEX programme of $724m, compared to $1,220m and $1,287m, 
respectively.  

Future 4's blue-green approach relies more heavily on waterway restoration and natural flood 
storage, which are less capital-intensive than large-scale land-raising or pumping infrastructure. 

The Status Quo has the lowest absolute cost ($411m) but is shown to not keep pace with the 
projected challenges facing South Dunedin, leaving flood risk exposure, to pluvial and coastal 
sources, privately borne with consequential cascading impacts. Furthermore, the groundwater 
assessment identified 838 properties, whose use is likely to be compromised over the next 100 years, 
as they become exposed to emergent groundwater. 

CORE BENEFIT COST RATIO 

In addition to the pluvial and coastal flood AAD driven avoided damages, co-benefits are calculated 
that are quantitatively assessed and directly linked. The Core BCR (at the central 6% discount rate) 
ranges from 0.55 (Future 5) to 0.83 (Future 4) across the proposed futures. Under the Social Rate of 
Time Preference scenario, this midpoint range improves (2.85 – 3.83), with Future 4 exceeding the 
benefit-cost breakeven threshold. It is presented using a range to avoid overstating certainty. This 
range is different to the 0.1 – 1.0 in the Long List (See Section 8 for details). 

Table 1.3 – Core BCR – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 6% discount rate)  

Future Benefits Costs Core BCR 
(midpoint) 

BCR range 
(±15%) 

Rank 

Future 3 - Protect $1,335 $2,098 0.64 0.54 – 0.75 2  
Future 4 - Restore $1,351 $1,629 0.83 ★ 0.71 – 0.98 1  

Future 5 - Reshape $1,336 $2,448 0.55 0.46 – 0.64 3  

The Core BCR uses the most directly evidenced, hazard-linked benefit streams: avoided property 
damage, avoided injury and fatality costs, avoided emergency response and recovery costs, 
avoided trauma, avoided income loss from displacement, and avoided environmental costs.  

It excludes supplementary benefits such as hedonic value uplift and broader ecosystem gains, 
which are real but carry more uncertainty. This separation is deliberate; it ensures the core case rests 
on the most defendable evidence. Additional benefits can be transparently presented as upside.  

Future 4 is the highest-performing future on the core BCR at 0.83, and is the clear first-ranked 
future across all primary BCR metrics. Future 3 ranks second at 0.64 and Future 5 third with 0.55. 

The relatively low BCR for Future 5 ($2.45b in costs against $1.34b in core benefits) reflects its high 
capital intensity, as it is the most expensive of the three adaptation futures without a proportionate 
uplift in core avoided damages. Future 5's cost includes the largest property and land acquisition 
programmes ($545m and $519m, respectively), which do not directly generate avoided damages 
but are necessary to enable land-use change. 

The whole-of-life BCR is a useful single summary figure. Still, it can obscure important structural 
features of climate adaptation economics. That costs are typically frontloaded, while benefits are 
backloaded. The epoch-level BCRs make this visible. 
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Table 1.4 – BCR by epoch – whole of life (6% discount rate). 

Epoch Future 3 

Protect 

Future 4 

Restore 

Future 5 

Reshape 

Short-term (0 – 25 years) 0.28 0.36 0.23 
Medium-term (26 – 50 years) 0.82 1.33 0.80 
Long-term (51 – 100 years) 10.61 ★ 8.86 ★  14.58★ 

Core BCR (midpoint) 0.64 0.83 ★ 0.55 

Long-term BCRs of between 8.9 and 14.6 across Futures 3 - 5 are striking. They are not a modelling 
anomaly, and they should not be read as suggesting that the economics only work if you wait until 
the long term. Rather, they reflect a straightforward structural reality.  

In the long term, most capital costs have already been incurred, and the infrastructure is delivering 
risk reduction against a damage trajectory that has become very severe. The marginal cost in the 
long term is primarily maintenance and operations; the marginal benefit is avoiding property AAD 
events alone that could occur regularly. 

The practical implication is this: the infrastructure that generates those long-term BCRs must be 
built in the short- to medium-term, when BCRs are lower and uncertainty is higher. Delay does not 
improve the economics; it defers the benefit while the damage trajectory continues to steepen. 

The Long-Term (51 – 100 year) BCRs are notably stronger than the whole-of-life BCRs. This reflects 
the timing profile of the futures: most capital costs are incurred in the Short- and Medium-Term, 
while a large share of risk-reduction benefits accrues later as climate hazards intensify. When 
assessed on a standalone basis, the long-term period shows high value for money because relatively 
modest incremental costs are used to avoid very large future damages.  

The whole-of-life BCR combines all three epochs and is therefore influenced by (i) the concentration 
of costs in the early decades and (ii) the discounting of distant benefits. This pattern is consistent 
with international practice in climate-adaptation cost-benefit analysis, where upfront capital 
investment is compared with benefits that grow over time as hazards intensify.  

Higher Long-Term BCRs relative to whole-of-life BCRs mainly reflect timing and discounting effects, 
rather than a modelling anomaly. 

SUPPLEMENTARY EXTENDED BENEFITS 

With supplementary benefits included, the BCR ranges from 0.68 (Future 5) to 0.94 (Future 4) at 
the 6% central rate. These supplementary BCRs are presented for completeness and carry a double-
counting risk that is disclosed in Section 5 of this report. 

UNQUANTIFIED BENEFITS 

Several benefits were not monetised (but could be included in future analyses). All else being equal, 
these could increase the BCR. The unquantified benefits include: 

• Avoided damages to non-council utilities (other than through the CV of each property). 

• Reduced congestion and increased accessibility through urban areas.  

• Insurance coverage and avoided insurance withdrawal. 

• Regeneration benefits associated with urban development uplift of the study area. 
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NEXT STEPS 

A further CBA will be developed for the next phase of the project, Preferred Pathway in 2026, 
incorporating refined assumptions, broader benefit categories and more detailed modelling. That 
CBA should result in a narrower BCR range because of higher level of certainty about inputs.  

It is worth highlighting, currently, that this economic assessment is not in place to support future 
business case development, in relation to the implementation of the programme. This would follow 
on from the current planned activities as part of the South Dunedin Future programme.  
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1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

1.1 SCOPE 
Kia Rōpine, as part of the delivery of the wider South Dunedin Future programme, has undertaken 
an economic evaluation of the possible futures for South Dunedin. The economic evaluation has 
been prepared following a standard cost-benefit assessment framework and the generally 
accepted best practices advocated by The Treasury, the Commerce Commission and NZIER. 

The scope of this analysis/phase was confined to the proposed futures work, described in the Three 
proposed adaptation futures for South Dunedin", date March 2026.  

The economic evaluation has assessed and compared the expected whole-of-life costs and benefits 
of each proposed future, relative to the Status Quo condition – where proposed stormwater 
infrastructure investment, identified within current DCC plans has been implemented and are 
supporting the existing community. The key driver of this economic evaluation is to provide 
comparable evidence to DCC and the stakeholders to agree on the most preferred future. 

1.2 APPROACH 
Our approach was shaped by the relatively short time available. We took a social perspective where 
possible, including the costs and benefits to individuals and wider society. The work compares the 
Status Quo future (representing current infrastructure interventions under assessment) to three 
future scenarios – the Three (3) Proposed Adaptation Futures for South Dunedin (referred to 
Proposed Futures for the rest of the document). The following steps were undertaken: 

• Reviewing the CBA done for the Seven (7) Potential Adaptation Futures and Microbusiness 
Cases (referred to as Long List for the rest of the document) and its supporting models. 

• Reviewing existing literature about CBAs of pluvial flood protection systems to identify 
typical costs and benefits, and additional elements that could augment the Long List phase. 

• Recreating the CBA, with additional costs and benefits, including further refined flood 
modelling outputs of the Status Quo and Proposed Futures on flood exposure and depths.  

• Assessing model outputs through a sensitivity analysis, accounting for a margin of error, and 
identifying key variables that have the biggest impact on the assessed benefit-cost ratio 
(BCR).  

• Provide comparable BCR ranges of the proposed futures to support the next phase of the 
South Dunedin programme – the Preferred Pathway and Adaptation Masterplan 
development (referred to as Preferred Pathway for the rest of the document). 

1.3 INTERPRETING THE RESULTS 
The BCR is calculated as the net present value of all the monetised benefits divided by the net 
present value of all the monetised costs. 

A BCR of 1 is where the net present value of the monetised benefits equals the monetised costs. If 
the BCR is less than 1, the costs outweigh the benefits (and vice versa). 

The BCR in this report does not include all the costs and benefits. 
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It includes only those that could be quantified and monetised at this stage. There are other costs 
and benefits that are generally considered as part of any investment decision. This is detailed in 
Sections 5 and 6, with the expected implication to the BCR outlined. This will be captured under the 
parallel process of undertaking a multi-criteria assessment. 

1.4 DATA SOURCES 
The BCR is based on information that is subject to change, representing three Proposed 
Adaptation Futures for South Dunedin  to address future climate conditions. This will be developed 
further at the subsequent Preferred Pathway stage. 

Much of the information utilised in this analysis was prepared during the development of both the 
Long and Short-Listing phases and is at a level of detail necessary to assess the overall viability of 
the futures and their potential for success. Alternative infrastructure arrangements are feasible and 
would achieve different outcomes, both in terms of the costs and benefits resulting.  

We relied on outputs from other models. 

As identified within the report, the avoided property damage is the biggest monetised benefit in 
our analysis. To estimate the value of this benefit, we relied on outputs from: 

• DCC provided stormwater models for the study area – taken from recent modelling activities 
for the Integrated Catchment Modelling Programme. These were updated for the four 
futures. 

• DCC’s Flood Damage Assessment approach0F1 was used to estimate the cost of the flood 
damage to buildings / properties. 

• DCC provided coastal mapping outputs to support the identification of properties exposed 
to likely coastal flooding. 

• Other key monetised benefits, such as avoided fatality & injury, avoided emergency services, 
and gains in level of service, are highly correlated with the outputs listed above2. 

• Kia Rōpine identified tactical interventions for each of the futures (see modelling efficacy 
report for details of these) across three-time epochs (Short-, Medium- and Long Term). 

1.5 OUTPUTS 
This report describes the modelling methodology, including a clear documentation of the 
assumptions made and their sources. The key inputs/outputs from this project are: 

• Spatial boundaries and geographical information systems (GIS) analysis of each option of 
each proposed future. 

• Monetised whole-of-life costs for each proposed future over the return period. 

• Monetised benefits for each proposed future over the return period.  

• Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) for each proposed future. 

 
1 DCC Flood Risk Assessment Technical Note (February 2025), produced by Stantec as part of the Integrated Catchment 

Modelling Programme 
2 Note on model outputs: The quantitative results presented in this report are derived from the economic model (version as 

of 31 March 2026). Tables in the report body represent verified outputs from that model as of the sign-off date. The 

model is Excel-based, and results are presented as confirmed static values; they are not live-linked. Any subsequent 

model updates would require corresponding amendments to the report. 
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2 GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS  
This section outlines the general assumptions adopted within the economic evaluation. Other 
scenario-specific assumptions are set out in the following sections of the report. 

2.1 ASSESSMENT TIMEFRAME 
Based on a similar study (Auckland Council, 20251F

3), it was found that there is different domestic and 
international guidance on determining the timeframe for social investment proposals. The UK’s 
flood appraisal guidance recommends a default 100-year timeframe2F

4. The US FEMA Guidance 3F

5 links 
timeframe to a project’s useful life (35 – 100 years for major infrastructure like dams / levees).  

From the above, shorter timeframes (e.g. 50 years or less) are likely to miss significant future damage 
avoidance and climate change impacts, understating benefits, whereas a 101+ year timeframe 
introduces excessive uncertainty beyond long-term planning capability, such that climate resilience 
projects could overstate benefits from the accumulation of future gains.  

Through a process of elimination, an assessment timeframe of 100 years appeared reasonable as it 
adequately captures the long-term benefits from the proposed adaptation investments for pluvial 
and coastal flood mitigations, to support the analysis of the future climate resilience investment.  

The economic evaluation is undertaken with a baseline date of 1 January 2027 with a 100-year 
timeframe, which is segmented into three time periods of short term (0 – 25 years from baseline), 
medium term (26 - 50 years from baseline), and long term (51 - 100 years from baseline). All costs 
and benefits are assumed to incur halfway through the fiscal year. All values are presented in Net 
Present Value (NPV) terms.  

2.2 DISCOUNT RATE 
Headline Benefit–Cost Ratios in this report are calculated using a 6% discount rate derived from a 
weighted average of the Social Opportunity Cost of capital (SOC) and the Social Rate of Time 
Preference (SRTP), consistent with The Treasury’s guidance on public sector discount rates for cost–
benefit analysis.  

The detailed derivation of the underlying parameters is provided in Appendix A for transparency. 
The approach ensures alignment with Treasury public sector appraisal practice while maintaining 
consistency with the project’s economic modelling framework. 

2.3 COST GROWTH 
Generally accepted industry practices suggest that sufficient project cost growth should be 
accounted for to ensure rigorous and evidence-based investment proposals. The general 
expectation is increasing cost over time (inflation) to reflect rising material costs, consenting fee 
escalation, wage growth, etc. 

 
3 Auckland Council – Cost Benefit Analysis for Wairau Blue Green Network (2025) 
4Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management appraisal guidance (2010). DEFRA/Environment Agency 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/613205c1d3bf7f05b9705049/The_full_technical_FCERM_appraisal_gui

dance.pdf, accessed October 2025. 
5 US FEMA (2009). BCA Reference Guide. https://www.fema.gov/sites/default/files/2020-04/fema_bca_reference-

guide.pdf , accessed January 2026. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/613205c1d3bf7f05b9705049/The_full_technical_FCERM_appraisal_guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/613205c1d3bf7f05b9705049/The_full_technical_FCERM_appraisal_guidance.pdf
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Following The Treasury’s guidelines, the assumed short-term, medium-term, and long-term 
geometric annual cost escalation rate is 2.03%, 2.03% and 2.02%, respectively. 

The economic evaluation has sensitivity tested the assumed cost growths under the discount rate 
sensitivity assessment, with cost growths embedded in the development of the real SOCs and real 
SRTPs following the Fisher equation, consistent with The Treasury’s public sector cost benefit 
analysis guidance.  

2.4 ANNUAL EXCEEDANCE PROBABILITY 
Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) is commonly employed under climate resilience proposals to 
reflect the likelihood that a specific magnitude of flood will occur or be exceeded in any single year.  

To support the economic assessments for benefits calculations relating to fatality, injury and trauma 
damages, we have used an AEP of 2%, reflecting a flood event that occurs once every 50 years.  

AEP values are used in this evaluation as modelling inputs to derive Annual Average Damage (AAD) 
estimates; they are not used directly as the basis for benefit quantification. 

The AAD metric integrates flood damages across three modelled event severities: the 10%, 2%, and 
1% AEP rainfall events weighted by their annual probability of occurrence. This probability-weighted 
approach produces a single annualised damage figure that reflects the full range of likely flood 
events rather than a single worst-case scenario. It is consistent with The Treasury's guidance for cost-
benefit analysis of public investment, which requires probability-weighted (expected-value) loss 
estimation6. 

For the purposes of injury, fatality, and trauma benefit calculations, which require a single 
representative event to estimate population exposure, a 2% AEP event (1-in-50-year flood) has been 
applied, representing a significant but realistic flood scenario consistent with the modelled efficacy 
outputs. 

 
6 The Treasury, 'Guide to Social Cost Benefit Analysis' (2015), p.23: 'Use expected values (probability-weighted 

outcomes) in preference to single-scenario estimates.' 
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3 STATUS QUO 

3.1 BACKGROUND AND KEY ASSUMPTIONS 
We describe the main assumptions and outputs from the Kia Rōpine flood-modelling 4F

7 projections 
(known as the Efficacy modelling).  This Future approximates the current long-term plan thinking 
for investment in stormwater flood mitigation works (known as the no regret projects). These 
represent a series of pipe upgrades and new pumping infrastructure added to the current network.  

Comparing the futures economically against this baseline is in line with the other assessments 
undertaken through the programme to determine the proposed futures. This scenario has an 
important role, given that we compare the alternative futures to it, to understand the potential 
benefits of the proposed South Dunedin Future investment.  

3.1.1 FLOOD RISK – CURRENT PLANS 

We have assumed that no further flood mitigation measures will be put in place, other than those 
currently included within the Status Quo modelling to manage the identified growing coastal, 
pluvial and groundwater flood exposure for the Status Quo future. 

The proposals represent the reference point against which we test the impact of the alternative 
futures as damages-avoided benefit. If no investment is implemented, then the size of the avoided 
damages benefit would be larger than characterised.  

3.1.2 CLIMATE CHANGE 

We assumed that pluvial flooding would become more intense over the 100-year timeframe (with 
core assumptions / inputs identified (efficacy modelling)). This increase is shown to result in higher 
levels of flooding, leading to more properties becoming damaged over time and more severe.  

3.1.3 COASTAL PROTECTION 

We have assumed that no additional coastal protection infrastructure will be added to the harbour 
edge to manage the future coastal inundation exposure as presented within the risk assessment. 
For the purposes of this assessment, we have assumed that the St Clair to St Kilda coastal margin 
remains in place, for the period of the analysis, to protect the low-lying South Dunedin area.  

3.1.4 GROUNDWATER 

We have assumed that no groundwater management systems are added to the urban fabric to 
manage the current and future groundwater exposure as presented within the risk assessment, 
over and above the role that the existing stormwater and wastewater networks play. 

3.1.5 BUILDING STOCK 

We have assumed no change or improvements to the existing buildings, so we miss items where: 

• A property inside the study area is to be sub-divided, then more properties would be exposed 
to flood damage and benefits would be greater.  

 
7 Kia Rōpine (2025) – SDF Efficacy Modelling Report_Rev A_signed.pdf 
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• An existing property is to be upgraded/refurbished over time, then the avoided property 
damages would be greater than currently modelled, where benefits would be greater. 

• Impacts become untenable for property owners (no longer useful) meaning reduced costs, 
other than the 838 properties8 identified. 

At this stage, we cannot meaningfully forecast changes to housing densities or property values and 
have not included this in the analysis.  

3.1.6 FUTURE LAND USE 

We assumed no change to the current pattern of land use through the period of analysis. 

3.2 MODELLED IMPACTS – PLUVIAL FLOOD EXPOSURE 
Pluvial flood risk is known to be driven by intense rainfall, overwhelming drainage systems. A trend 
expected to worsen under climate change. The numbers below relate to the total number of 
buildings, taken from GIS assessments that are flood affected. For the purposes of the economic 
assessment, duplicated buildings for each land parcel were removed, to avoid double-counting. 

3.2.1 INCREASING LEVELS OF FLOOD AFFECTED BUILDINGS 

The number of buildings experiencing water around 50% of the building perimeter, and above-floor 
flooding rises dramatically across all three modelled return periods for all buildings (area > 30m2). 

Table 3.1: All buildings (> 30m2) - impacts with Status Quo (to nearest 100) 

Criteria Return Period (AEP) Current Day 2127 

Water around 50% of the building 

10%  1,000 2,600 

2% 1,900 3,200*5F

9 

1%  2,300 3,400 

Above floor flooding 

10%  600 1,800 

2% 1,200 2,400*5 

1%  1,500 2,600 

This shift represents a tripling of internal flooding in frequent events and almost doubling in major 
events, turning today’s episodic events into chronic, city-wide disruptions. 

3.2.2 LARGE SCALE RESIDENTIAL AND COMMUNITY DISRUPTION 

Residential buildings experience the greatest increase in impact: 

Table 3.2: Residential buildings (> 30m2) - impacts with Status Quo (to nearest 100) 

Criteria Return Period (AEP) Current Day 2127 

Above floor flooding 

10% 500 1,500 

2% 1,100 2,000*5 

1% 1,400 2,300 

 
8 DCC (2025): South Dunedin Future – Residential Capacity Analysis Storymap 
9  Approximated based on relationship from other events – as no future state 2% AEP case modelling available. 
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Consequences include: 

• Rising displacement and emergency sheltering demand 

• Increased mould, dampness, and degradation of building quality 

• Greater mental-health impacts, particularly in repeatedly flooded households (recurrent 
flooding is strongly associated with higher depression, anxiety, and PTSD rates – evidenced 
in population-level studies from the UK)  

Schools, churches, and other community facilities also face growing internal flooding, 
undermining community cohesion, and recovery. 

3.2.3 INTENSIFYING BUSINESS, INDUSTRIAL AND INFRASTRUCTURE LOSSES 

Commercial and industrial properties experience sharp increases in above-floor exposure: 

Table 3.3: Commercial / Industrial buildings (> 30m2) - Pluvial flooding impacts (to nearest 10) 

Criteria Type Current Day 2127 

Above floor flooding for 1% AEP 
Commercial 50 190 

Industrial 50 150 

Implications include: 

• Disruption of essential services and supply chains 

• Higher cleanup and reinstatement costs 

• Loss of trading days and reduced investor confidence 

3.2.4 INCREASING EVENT DAMAGES. 

The Status Quo represents an estimation of the implications/impacts of the current proposals not 
being able to keep pace with the myriad of flooding challenges (this work is not inclusive of 
groundwater flooding exposure – that would further increase the likely future damages). This 
represents an increasing liability now and into the future that is identified to be in the order of $1.45 
billion in 2025 NPV costs to the region, when accounting for: 

• Damage to properties (insured & uninsured) with AAD rising from $11m (2027) to $212m 
(2120). 

• Fatality and Injury costs. 

• Emergency Service Costs, Trauma costs amongst others. 

The $1.45 billion NPV figure reflects modelled direct property and human costs only. When factoring 
in other potential costs that result from ongoing flood exposure, such as infrastructure repair, 
private interventions, and the estimated cost of insurance withdrawal (categories that are outside 
the current quantitative model but are expected to be material), a figure of more than $2 billion of 
damages is not unrealistic. Both figures are presented to bracket the range of likely inaction costs 
at a strategic level. 
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Table 3.4: Pluvial event damages for buildings per return period for the Status Quo Scenario (Base)  

Building Level. Status Quo  
Pluvial Flood Damages ($m) 2025 QV 

Return Period (AEP) AAD 

10% 2% 1% $m 

Short Term (Present Day)  $60 $140 $200 $11 

Medium Term $290 $430*5 $540 $43*5 

Long Term $420 $540*5 $630 $60*5 

Table 3.5: Combined Coastal and Pluvial event AAD ($m, 2025 QV) 

Epochs AAD 

Short Term (Present Day)  $11 

Medium Term $78*5 

Long Term $212*5 

3.2.5 INCREASING PRESSURE ON INSURANCE AFFORDABILITY/AVAILABILITY 

As events occur more frequently and internal flooding escalates, insurance impacts become severe: 

• Greater claims frequency and severity, mirroring multi-billion dollar claim patterns seen in 
recent NZ flooding events.  

• Higher premiums, larger excesses, and more exclusions, especially for repeat losses and 
groundwater/seepage pathways. 

• Heightened risk of insurance withdrawal or non-renewal in the most exposed pockets. 
(Groundwater/seepage is already commonly excluded / only partially covered across the 
motu). 

This creates affordability challenges and threatens long-term mortgage viability. 

3.2.6 ESCALATING INFRASTRUCTURE AND NETWORK FAILURES 

With approximately 4,000 buildings exposed to flooding for a 2% AEP pluvial flood event, there are: 

• Increasing numbers of road closures and access failures, with a total road area with over 
300mm depth of stormwater increasing from 1.6ha (current day) to 16ha (2100 state) for the 
10% AEP event, with the centre line of over 150 roads impacted in the future compared to 
twenty currently.  

• Park areas with stormwater depths over 300mm, increasing from 0.5ha to 4ha, affecting 
useability for the 10% AEP event.  

• More stormwater and wastewater network surcharges. 

• Reduced emergency response mobility. 

• Decreased community confidence in essential services. 

Reviews of pluvial flooding events, underscore that even well-designed networks face substantial 
residual risk if there are no exceedance pathways or depression areas to temporarily store water. 
Without intervention, chronic implications could emerge in relation to the liveability of the area. 
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3.2.7 LONG-TERM DECLINE IN NEIGHBOURHOOD VIABILITY 

Without adaptation: 

• Flood-prone areas are shown to lose value relative to safer suburbs. 

• Rental housing quality declines under repeated damp and deterioration. 

• Community out-migration increases, particularly among families. 

• Vulnerable populations are disproportionately affected. 

Together, these trends drive entrenched inequities, rising public health burdens and declining 
urban and individual resilience. 

3.3 MODELLED IMPACTS - GROUNDWATER  
A quick review of the groundwater information shared through the Kia Rōpine report and GNS 
modelling has been undertaken sharing the implications of groundwater on properties (using the 
‘no intervention’ modelling work).  

Work undertaken by DCC6, identifies that 838 dwellings are predicted to become vulnerable to 
emergent groundwater over the 100-year period, with 58 likely to become exposed by 2050, a 
further 103 through to 2075 and then a further 678 by 2120.  

Over 2 hectares of roads across the study area are predicted to be vulnerable to emergent 
groundwater into the future, with an additional 15 hectares lying within the zones predicted to have 
groundwater within 0 to 0.7m bgl, taking the total to over 58.5 hectares. Additionally, more than 
four hectares of park are predicted to have emergent groundwater in the future compared to the 
current state of less than 1,000m². 

 

Figure 3-1 - Modelled outputs sharing current / future groundwater levels and road (km) impacted  

3.4 CONCLUSION 
A Status Quo future helps to reduce current exposure to pluvial flooding, when compared to no 
intervention. Pluvial flooding over time grows from a disruptive but recoverable hazard into a 
persistent, systemic, and increasingly unmanageable challenge, exacerbated by a growing 
groundwater impacts. By long-term horizon: 
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• Thousands more buildings are regularly affected. 

• Internal flooding triples for frequent events. 

• Insurance and infrastructure systems weaken under sustained pressure. 

• Community wellbeing and economic performance decline. 

In short, not investing in adaptation will likely lead to escalating annualised losses, reduced 
liveability, and diminishing strategic flexibility, making proactive adaptation far more cost-effective 
than continued inaction. 

This evaluation uses the Status Quo as the sole reference baseline against which the performance 
of each proposed future is measured. A standalone 'Do Nothing' comparator was included in earlier 
phases of the SDF programme but has been removed from this shortlist assessment to ensure 
consistency with the other technical outputs produced for this phase, and to reflect the more 
precise Status Quo modelling now available. All damage estimates and avoided damage benefits 
presented from this point forward are measured relative to the Status Quo trajectory. 

The combined pluvial and coastal AAD figures in Table 3.5 above ($78m mid-term; $212m long-term) 
reflect a material methodological development from earlier assessment phases. Coastal inundation 
exposure has been incorporated into the Status Quo damage trajectory. This is the primary driver 
of the increase from the pluvial-only figures shown in Table 3.4 ($43m and $60m respectively). 

Coastal exposure methodology: Properties within the coastal flood zone were identified using DCC-
provided coastal mapping outputs consistent with the SDF Risk Assessment. The 'bathtub' flood 
modelling available for the coastal zone likely overestimates flood depths; the approach adopted 
therefore, represents a conservative, early-phase approximation reviewed by the specialist team³. 
Damage was applied from 2050 onwards, consistent with Parliamentary Commissioner for the 
Environment (2015) sea level rise projections, with epoch-weighted annualisation as follows: 

• Short Term (0–25 years): No coastal damage included, coastal inundation frequency below 
threshold for this epoch given current sea level projections. 

• Medium Term (26–50 years): Annual average coastal damage = (2% × TCDE) + (1% × TCDE) 
where TCDE is the Total Coastal Damage Exposure for all affected properties. 

• Long Term (51–100 years): Annual average coastal damage = (2% × TCDE) + (1% × TCDE) + (10% 
× TCDE), reflecting increasing inundation frequency with sea level rise. 

Appendix B has further details of coastal damage approach (by building use type) and the TCDE.  

3.5 POTENTIAL AREAS FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 
With a relatively short period to undertake the analysis, and knowledge of further stages requiring 
economic assessments., a more comprehensive CBA would support the development of the 
subsequent Preferred Pathway. In relation to the Counterfactual analysis to date, we recommend: 

• Confirming the assumptions for the Status Quo scenario into the future, including whether 
BAU activities proposed in the current Long-Term Plan would be put in place and built on, 
to understand the implications of these investments. 

• Confirming assumptions about financial implications of increasing levels of flooding on the 
livability across the area, including implications on insurance availability and as to whether 
people would self-retreat and leave their homes. 
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• Undertaking further work on the likely flooding exposure related to coastal inundation to 
improve confidence in properties exposed to flooding across a 100-year time horizon. A more 
refined, depth-based assessment could be incorporated during subsequent phases. 

• Confirming assumptions made as to whether additional properties, increasing levels of 
housing density, or changes to the value of existing commercial / industrial stock, could be 
modelled over the 100-year time, as opposed to assuming the status remains over the 
period.  

• Undertaking further analysis as to the impacts on council infrastructure (over and above the 
roads and parks undertaken to date).  

• Determining the need for capturing other costs, such as: 

• Business interruption, 

o Service disruption (including the impacts of roads being closed on network use). 

o Implications for wider region from these changes (both positive and negative). 

o Insurance retreat and implications on asset values. 
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4 FUTURES DESCRIPTIONS 
The GIS information provided by KR and DCC, has been spatially mapped for the Proposed Futures 
work, under each epoch, are presented in the subsections below.  

4.1 FUTURE 3 – PROTECT 
Protect manages stormwater and groundwater mainly via a network of pipes and pump stations 
to move water out of South Dunedin. Roads help to direct and hold water during intense rainfall 
and stormwater reserves or constructed wetlands provide even more storage when required. 

To support this, Council would improve the seawall along Portsmouth Drive, and raise an area of 
Forbury Corner to expand the existing high ground and create intensified space for people to 
relocate to, away from areas of highest risk. To minimise the amount of land raising required, a 
new residential development is included in the Ocean Beach Domain area 

 

 

Figure 4-1: Future 3 – Interventions over the three-time epochs 

 

Figure 4-2: Future 3 key details 
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4.2 FUTURE 4 – RESTORE 
Restore makes space for water by creating a network of open waterways and wetlands, supported 
by pipes, pumps, overland flow paths, and coastal protection. This future represents a balance 
between engineered and nature-based solutions and creates the opportunity for an extended 
town belt-type landscape, integrating South Dunedin into Dunedin’s wider green network. 

Some property acquisitions are required to create space for these interventions 

 

 

 

Figure 4-3: Future 4 – Interventions over the three-time epochs 

  

Figure 4-4: Future 4 key details   
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4.3 FUTURE 5 – RESHAPE 
Reshape focuses on creating space for water and people through a combination of open 
waterways, green infrastructure and raised land development.  

It aims to manage flooding and groundwater risks while enabling resilient urban transformation, 
high-density housing, and long-term community viability while allowing space for water. This 
space for water provides a town-belt style amenity along the waterways. 

The economic evaluation has not captured the potential for damages to be avoided through the 
proposed changes to planning rules to the east of Otaki Street. 

 

 

 

Figure 4-5: Future 5 – Interventions over the three-time epochs 

  

Figure 4-6: Future 5 key details 
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5 BENEFITS 
Consistent with the scope of work, we have sought to monetise the most significant benefits within 
the time available to do the analysis. We have identified where further effort could be directed for 
future stages of the SDF programme. We explain the two largest identified benefits below in more 
detail and share the other benefits that have been analysed at this stage. 

5.1 ECONOMIC LOGIC AND TREATMENT OF BENEFITS 
The economic evaluation follows a standard adaptation appraisal framework drawing on national 
and international guidance for long-term climate investment. The analysis assesses each proposed 
future by comparing its whole-of-life costs with the avoided damages and co-benefits achieved 
relative to the Status Quo.  

This represents the unmanaged trajectory of Expected Annual Damage (AAD) as hazards increase 
over time. By framing benefits as “avoided losses,” the evaluation ensures a direct and transparent 
link between the hazard modelling, residual risk results, and the economic outcomes. 

The core logic of the appraisal centres on AAD as the primary monetised benefit category. AAD 
captures the annualised value of damage to buildings, infrastructure, and services arising from 
flooding and groundwater impacts, weighted by their probability.  

𝑁𝑃𝑉 = 𝑃𝑉(Avoided Damages) − 𝑃𝑉(Costs) 

Where: 

Avoided Damages = 𝐴𝐴𝐷𝐷𝑜𝑁𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 − 𝐴𝐴𝐷𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎ𝑤𝑎𝑦 

The use of AAD allows the analysis to reflect both the increasing frequency and severity of hazard 
events as climate conditions change across the short (0–25 yrs), medium (26–50 yrs), and long (51–
100 yrs) terms. AAD based avoided damages therefore provide a consistent, repeatable measure of 
the risk reduction value delivered by each Future. 

While exposure metrics and illustrative maps in this report frequently reference the 2% AEP event 
for communication and consistency with hydraulic modelling outputs, monetised benefits are not 
based on a single event scenario. All headline benefit estimates are derived using AAD, which 
integrates multiple return periods and their associated probabilities. The 2% AEP outputs are 
therefore used as presentation and exposure proxies, whereas economic valuation is grounded in 
probability-weighted expected annual losses. 

This ensures consistency with Treasury CBA practice, which requires expected-value (probability-
weighted) loss estimation rather than reliance on single-event scenarios.  

5.1.1 SEPARATION OF CORE AND SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFITS 

To maintain clarity and reduce the risk of double counting, the analysis separates benefits into core 
and supplementary categories: 

5.1.1.1 CORE BENEFITS 

These are the directly evidenced, hazard-linked benefits that flow from reducing exposure and 
vulnerability. Core benefits include: 
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• avoided building and infrastructure damage, 

• avoided emergency response and recovery costs, 

• avoided health and wellbeing impacts associated with displacement, dampness, and 
trauma, 

• avoided fatalities and injuries. 

These benefits collectively represent the conservative, defensible foundation of the economic case. 
They align most closely with Treasury good practice expectations for climate resilience appraisal.  

Care has been taken to avoid double counting across benefit categories. Property and infrastructure 
damage estimates reflect direct physical losses only. Human health, trauma, and social impacts are 
monetised separately using welfare-based valuation methods (e.g., Value of Statistical Life), 
ensuring that asset damage costs are not implicitly capturing these impacts. 

5.1.1.2 SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFITS 

These benefits are real but more uncertain in magnitude, attribution, or timing. They include: 

• potential hedonic uplift from improved amenities (not included in this iteration), 

• self-service improvements beyond risk reduction (not included in this iteration), 

• level of service improvements beyond risk reduction (including reduced impacts on 
transport disruption and service outage) – included as a proportional benefit at this stage. 

• co-benefits related to ecosystem services, urban regeneration, and long-term 
redevelopment.  

Supplementary benefits are presented transparently as an upside scenario, separate from the 
core BCR. This approach allows decision makers to understand the minimum guaranteed value 
(core case) while recognising the potential additional value that may emerge as the programme 
matures and as further evidence is developed.  

This two-tiered structure provides a clear, auditable assessment that supports both conservative 
decision making and the broader strategic case for multi-benefit adaptation investments. 

5.2 AVOIDED PROPERTY DAMAGE 
By far, this is the biggest benefit, making up approximately 80% of the total benefits, depending on 
the assumptions used.  

5.2.1 METHODOLOGY 

Currently, it is worth noting that natural hazards, such as flooding events, involve high levels of 
uncertainty around timing, frequency, and severity. To support the assessment, AAD was used.  

This approach estimated the present value cost of flood damage to buildings in the catchment area 
over the 100-year timeframe, where benefits reflect changes in Expected Annual Damage (AAD), 
informed by modelling across multiple return periods. The calculation relied on the outputs from 
two models10. We took the outputs from both models at face value: 

 
10 AAD construction: For each epoch, the economic model applies the depth-damage function to the flood modelling 

outputs at three probability levels: 10% AEP (1-in-10-year event), 2% AEP (1-in-50-year event), and 1% AEP (1-in-

100-year event). The resulting property damage estimates at each AEP are then probability-weighted to produce the 
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• Kia Rōpine provided flood modelling projections (known as the Efficacy modelling) for three 
flood event severities, undertaken at three different epochs (Present Day (aka Short Term), 
Medium Term and Long Term inside the study area.  

• Depth Damage functions taken from Dunedin Council’s Flood Damage Assessment (FDA) 
report were used to estimate the cost of flood damage to individual commercial and 
residential buildings and their contents, based on the flood modelling projections.  

Approach steps: 

• We received modelled outputs from each future for three pluvial flood events (a 10%, 2% and 
1% AEP events). A current day and two future climate scenarios (in 2050 and 2080), for the 
existing urban form and the three potential futures. See Appendix A for the Coastal 
inundation approach. 

• We applied the damage functions from DCC’s FDA report to record damage costs for all 
residential, industrial, and commercial buildings and their contents for each scenario. 

• We assessed against the Council’s FDA, calculating total net present value but did not 
annualise. 

We note that the use of the ‘fixed’ damages by depth for residential property is an approximation 
and doesn’t allow for spatial, suburb style variations across the study area. The approach to 
Commercial and Industrial properties is, on the other hand, proportional to the Capital Value of the 
property, capturing spatial and asset type differences. This blended approach is likely to simplify the 
depth-damage relationship and, hence, bring the option-damage differences closer together. 

Epoch-level benefit stacking: The 100-year assessment period is divided into three discrete epochs: 
short-term (0–25 years), medium-term (26–50 years), and long-term (51–100 years), each with its own 
modelled AAD reflecting the climate and land-use conditions representative of that period. Benefits 
in each epoch represent the NPV of avoided AAD relative to the Status Quo over the epoch duration. 
The whole-of-life BCR combines these three epoch-level NPVs. 

This epoch-based structure is consistent with Treasury guidance for long-horizon public investment 
appraisal, which recognises that climate hazard conditions are not static and that benefits must 
reflect changing exposure over time. It avoids the alternative and less defensible approach of 
applying a single present-day AAD across the full 100 years, which would significantly understate 
the benefits of adaptation in the later decades when hazard intensity is greatest11. 

5.3 OTHER BENEFITS INCLUDED 
We assessed other benefits after undertaking a further literature review to see if any other benefit 
types could be included at this stage. Following on from the Peer Review, we have revised the 
approach to avoid double counting of benefits (as described below).  

 
Expected Annual Damage, using a trapezoidal integration approach consistent with standard flood risk analysis 

practice and Treasury CBA guidance on expected-value estimation. The AAD is therefore substantially lower than any 

single AEP event damage (e.g., Short Term AAD of $11m vs a 1% AEP single-event damage of $200m) because it 

reflects the full distribution of outcomes weighted by their annual probability. 
11 This approach aligns with The Treasury's Guide to Social CBA (2015) requirements for sensitivity testing across scenario 

conditions and with DEFRA/Environment Agency Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Appraisal Guidance 

(2010), which recommends epoch-based benefit modelling for long-horizon flood risk investments. 
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The value of each individual benefit was relatively small compared to the two benefit classes 
identified above. This section describes each benefit type, with the monetisation approach and 
sources of assumptions detailed in Appendix A.  

5.3.1 AVOIDED HUMAN COSTS 

5.3.1.1 AVOIDED INJURY 

With the Proposed Futures, it’s expected that the various developments/interventions over the 
return period will gradually reduce the flood severity of a 2% AEP flood event in the South Dunedin 
catchment. Thus, the expected flood injury rate decreases under the Proposed Futures.  

This has been modelled as the monetised cost savings of minor-moderate physical injuries avoided. 
Severe physical injuries are assumed to be fatal; hence it’s captured under avoided fatalities. To avoid 
double-counting, psychological injuries avoided have been captured under trauma avoided.  

The injury and fatality estimates are derived from probability-weighted exposure consistent with 
the 2% AEP event. Injury and fatality likelihoods are applied to the expected annual population 
exposure implied by the 2% AEP flood event scenario. This ensures that human impact estimates 
are aligned with expected-value risk modelling rather than event-based extrapolation.  

5.3.1.2 AVOIDED FATALITY 

Like the above, the Proposed Futures are expected to have lower flood injury occurrence, hence 
lower flood fatality occurrence. This has been captured in the economic evaluation as the monetised 
cost savings of fatalities avoided.  

To avoid double counting, fatality and injury costs are treated as welfare losses (Value of Statistical 
Life and injury costs) and are not embedded within property damage values. Property damage 
estimates reflect physical asset loss only, while injury and fatality valuations capture societal welfare 
impacts separately. 

5.3.2 AVOIDED RESPONSE AND RECOVERY COSTS 

5.3.2.1 AVOIDED EMERGENCY SERVICE COSTS 

Emergency service costs represent a legitimate and significant emergency response and recovery 
spending by the government, covering costs associated with immediate responses, search and 
rescue, debris removal, temporary accommodation & infrastructure and public cleanup, post a 
natural disaster. 

In alignment with standard modelling practice, we have proxied flood emergency service costs as 
a constant proportion to total property damages. With the Proposed Futures, it’s expected that it 
reduces both the property flood exposure and flood damage severity, driving down total property 
damages. This in turn reduces the expected emergency service costs, reflected in the economic 
evaluation as the monetised emergency service costs avoided. 

5.3.2.2 AVOIDED SOCIAL COHESION COST 

Extreme weather shocks such as floods likely negatively impact social cohesion (community 
fragmentation), resulting in economic hardship, increased vulnerability and community isolation. 
Based on the GIS mapping identified reductions in household flood exposure under each proposed 
future, the avoided negative social cohesion were monetised. 
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5.3.3 AVOIDED INCOME LOSS FROM DISPLACEMENT 

Income loss from displacement refers to the income that is lost, disrupted and/or diminished when 
individuals, businesses, or communities are forced to relocate due to factors like natural disasters, 
environmental degradation, or large-scale development projects.  

The GIS mapping for each proposed future identified the reduction in residential properties with 
exposure to greater or equal to 50% of its perimeter being flooded given a 2% AEP event. These 
exposure reductions are then used to monetise the aggregate household displacement time 
avoided within the South Dunedin catchment over the return period, assuming that those who are 
predicted to have above floor flooding will be displaced for an average of 13 weeks. 

5.3.4 AVOIDED DIRECT AND INDIRECT TRAUMA 

There are mental health (Trauma) costs associated with flooding. People exposed to the flood risk 
may worry about themselves being seriously injured (direct), and people connected to those 
exposed to the flood risk may be concerned about their safety (indirect). Literature concludes that 
people experience higher rates of anxiety, depression and post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) 
after a flood event. 

GIS mapping identified the reduction in the number of residential properties that likely will be 
damaged by flood (direct) and the number of residential properties exposed to flood risk but 
unlikely to incur damages (indirect), under each proposed future.  

These two GIS mapping identified reductions were adopted as proxies for the reduction in the 
number of households that would have likely experienced direct trauma (properties identified to be 
exposed to above floor flooding) and indirect trauma (residential properties with exposure to 
greater or equal to 50% of its perimeter being flooded given a 2% AEP event minus the direct trauma 
properties). The economic evaluation has monetised the expected reduction in the number of 
households exposed to direct and indirect trauma.  

Treatment of benefit overlaps: The economic evaluation has been carefully structured to avoid 
double-counting across benefit categories. Three potential overlaps have been identified and 
managed as follows: 

• Income displacement and direct trauma both draw on the same population of flood-
affected households. These benefits are monetised using distinct welfare mechanisms, 
income displacement captures lost earnings, while direct trauma captures psychological 
harm – and do not overlap in their unit cost assumptions.  

• Fatalities are a subset of the total injury population. Fatality costs use the Value of Statistical 
Life (VoSL) only; non-fatal injury costs use direct medical and productivity costs only. There is 
no double-counting between these two categories.  

• Direct trauma and indirect trauma represent distinct populations with different flood 
exposure levels, monetised using different trauma likelihood rates from the literature.  

5.3.5 AVOIDED ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS – WATER QUALITY DAMAGES 

Water quality often becomes highly contaminated post severe weather events due to sewage 
overflows, agricultural runoff (sediment, nitrogen, phosphorus), and other pollutants, posing serious 
health risks and requiring extensive cleanup.  
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The economic evaluation has adopted household willingness to pay (WTP) to avoid water quality 
impairment as a proxy for the expected water quality damages resulting from a 2% AEP flood. Based 
on the GIS mapping identified reductions in the number of households exposed to flood risk, the 
economic evaluation could monetise the aggregate savings in household WTP. 

5.3.6 AVOIDED PROPERTY, BUILDING & INFRASTRUCTURE DAMAGES 

5.3.6.1 RESIDENTIAL, INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL PROPERTY DAMAGES AVOIDED 

Buildings have been categorised into residential, commercial or industrial. Flood damage was then 
attached to each building for each flood event scenario assessed (modelled pluvial flood event or 
by geospatial analysis of coastal inundation exposure).  

Multiple buildings are present within a land parcel as per the land use datasets used. GIS tools were 
used to identify parcels with multiple buildings within. The aggregated damages results removed 
duplications from the AAD calculation, through selecting the maximum flood affected building in 
each parcel and using this as the basis of the damage calculation for that address.  

5.3.6.1.1 Pluvial Flooding Exposure 

Based on GIS mapping, the economic evaluation has examined all properties and buildings 
exposed to flood risk and identified the buildings that are likely to have greater than 50% of their 
perimeter flooded during each of the three return periods modelled (the 10%, 2% and 1%AEP events). 
Flood damage estimates were then assigned to each flood-exposed building, reflective of building 
type and flood damage severity (See Appendix A for more information).   

5.3.6.1.2 Coastal Flooding Exposure 

For coastal flooding, the ‘bathtub’ flood modelling results available, has likely overestimated flood 
depths, and therefore reasonable approximations were made based on engineering judgement 
and consistency with the climate change risk assessment. This assumes that there is increasing 
frequency of coastal flooding over time due to sea level rise, consistent with Parliamentary 
Commissioner for the Environment (2015) research, and that all properties within the coastal flood 
zone are impacted to a limited degree from 2050 onwards.  

Flood damage estimates were then assigned to each flood-exposed building, reflective of building 
type with parameters identified in consultation within Kia Rōpine team to reflect an ‘appropriate’ 
assessment at this early phase – See Appendix A for more information. 

5.3.6.1.3 Summary 

The economic evaluation has aggregated the expected total flood related property and building 
damages under each proposed future as an estimation of the total residential, industrial and 
commercial property damages with the difference between each future and the Status Quo, 
representing a benefit, as damages avoided. 

5.3.6.2 INFRASTRUCTURE DAMAGES AVOIDED 

The economic evaluation has assumed that above-ground infrastructure will be impaired to 
different degrees depending on the asset type, with respect to a flood level of 2% AEP. Using the GIS 
mapping identified total length of road that likely will be flooded under each proposed future as a 
proxy for the quantum of above-ground infrastructure that likely will be damaged under a flood, 
the economic evaluation has linked this with DCC’s network valuation to monetise the likely 
infrastructure damages avoided. 
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5.3.7 HEDONIC ANALYSIS 

Hedonic uplift represents capitalised increases in land or property value arising from reduced flood 
exposure. Because these gains can overlap with avoided property damage benefits, hedonic uplift 
is treated as a Supplementary Benefit. It is excluded from headline BCR calculations and reported 
separately for transparency only.  

5.4 SUMMARY OF BENEFITS 
The tables below summarise monetised benefits in present value terms, for each proposed future. 
A breakdown of these monetised benefits under each epoch are presented in Appendix B. 

5.4.1 CORE BENEFITS INCLUDED 

Table 5.1: Core monetised NPV benefits of Proposed Futures (Nearest $m). 

Benefits – Entire Return Period ($m) Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 

Avoided Injury and Fatality $416 $423 $426 

• Injury $55 $56 $56 

• Fatality $361 $367 $370 

Avoided Response and Recovery Costs $62 $62 $61 

Avoided Income Loss from Displacement $17 $17 $18 

Avoided Trauma $15 $15 $15 

• Direct $10 $10 $10 

• Indirect $5 $5 $5 

• Social Cohesion $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Environmental Costs $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Property, Building & Infrastructure Damages $825 $833 $816 

• Residential, Industrial & Commercial $822 $831 $813 

• Infrastructure $3 $3 $3 

Total Benefits $1,335 $1,351 $1,336 
Taken from 20260331-CoreBCR+Coastal.xlsx 

The relatively high value of avoided fatality costs reflects the application of nationally recognised 
Value of Statistical Life parameters over a 100-year horizon. While low-probability, high-
consequence outcomes contribute materially to the monetised benefit stream, these estimates are 
probability-weighted and consistent with standard public-sector appraisal practice in New Zealand. 
The magnitude of these benefits reflects long-term cumulative risk exposure rather than frequent 
annual loss. 
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5.4.2 WITH SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFITS  

Table 5.2: Supplementary monetised NPV benefits of Proposed Futures (Nearest $m). 

Benefits – Entire Return Period ($m) Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 

Avoided Injury and Fatality $416 $423 $426 

• Injury $55 $56 $56 

• Fatality $361 $367 $370 

Avoided Response and Recovery Costs $35 $35 $34 

• Emergency Services $35 $35 $34 

Avoided Income Loss from Displacement $17 $17 $18 

Avoided Trauma $15 $15 $15 

• Direct $10 $10 $10 

• Indirect $5 $5 $5 

• Social Cohesion $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Environmental Costs $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Property, Building & Infrastructure Damages  $464 $473 $455 

• Residential, Industrial & Commercial $462 $470 $452 

• Infrastructure $3 $3 $3 

Hedonic Analysis  $305 $181 $322 

• Level of service $305 $181 $322 

Total Benefits $1,640 $1,532 $1,657 
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6 COSTS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 
To assess the implications of the Proposed Futures, associated costs have been estimated. The cost 
estimates are based on a high-level optioneering and efficacy modelling exercise undertaken by 
the Kia Rōpine team, consisting of a series of spatially represented adaptation options/measures 
that are aggregated up into one of the three proposed future scenarios. This section describes each 
core cost type, with the approach, unit rates and source, detailed in Appendix A.  

6.2 ONE OFF COSTS 
The economic evaluation has identified one-off costs as the largest project costs, namely the capital 
costs associated with the construction of new infrastructure assets to support each future, followed 
by the acquisition of property and land identified to provide the space for retrofitting the 
interventions for each future. 

6.2.1 INFRASTRUCTURE CAPEX  

The identified options/assets incorporated within each Future are based on engineering judgment. 
They represent one potential combination of the quantity and the type of treatment options / 
assets at specific alignments and locations, to achieve an identified and modelled resulting 
efficacy. Based on the agreed engineering judgment and the resulting schedule of quantities and 
developed unit rates, the economic evaluation has estimated the likely associated costs. 

The costs reflect a high-level estimation and are intended to be comparative only for this stage, 
given the remaining uncertainty, particularly in relation to the selections of short-, medium- and 
long-term options that may combine as part of the future.  

Modelling whole-of-life costs for each future allows a fair comparison of the three proposed futures, 
as it factors in the timing of cost occurrence. It is expected that the cost estimates will improve 
further in accuracy as the project progresses to reflect further analysis on costings and timings. 

Each option cost estimate is based on a typical detail for that option, calculated in accordance with 
available rates from a range of recent similar projects across New Zealand. The cost estimates follow 
established good practice methodologies underpinned by the Treasury’s Better Business Case 
guidance.  

Cost timing assumptions are captured in Appendix A, with appropriate inflation, discounted back 
to the present. A formal review of the unit rates has been proposed but not yet commenced. We 
have allowed the whole-of-life costs of: 

• Construction capital costs including allowances for demolition, site clearance, utility services 
replacement, and reinstatement. 

• Construction preliminaries and generals (P&G) 

• Operation and maintenance costs 

• Professional and internal management fees 

• Contingency and optimism bias 



 

 
 

South Dunedin Future Programme 
Shortlist Economic Evaluation Report- V3 
 
 

March 2026 
Page 37 

 
 

• Acquisition of properties – purchase of landholdings and buildings  

Capital costs have been adjusted to reflect optimism bias consistent with Treasury Better Business 
Case guidance for non-standard civil engineering projects at this stage of development. Given the 
early stage of option definition and design maturity, the upper-bound optimism bias adjustment 
(66%) has been applied to capital costs 6F

12. 

This approach aligns with Treasury Better Business Case recommendations for projects at strategic 
concept stage, where scope definition and risk resolution remain incomplete. The optimism bias 
allowance can be progressively reduced as design development and cost certainty improve in 
subsequent phases. 

The selected optimism bias percentage reflects the project’s current position within the Better 
Business Case lifecycle and recognises uncertainties relating to scope refinement, geotechnical risk, 
property acquisition complexity, consenting requirements, and construction staging. 

Exclusions at this stage of development include GST, contaminated waste disposal, unexpected 
ground conditions, rebuild of existing properties in new location, escalation or operational 
costs/downtime due to operations. 

Unit costs do not reflect the potential opportunities to offset costs, for example through property 
acquisition via renting or through selling land suitable for intensification after elevating it. For this 
phase of the study, the costs provided are those that are likely to be funded through Council (or 
rather through ‘public funding’), although alternative funding mechanisms could be put in place as 
opportunities are captured into the future. The cost estimates do not include costs borne by 
individual property owners to reduce risk. 

6.2.1.1 CORE ASSUMPTIONS 

• Programme duration for each option has been assumed to be the same for each outcome 
with the costs identified as being based on current conditions.  

• Most construction details have been assumed. We have built up our rates using judgement 
at this point and using previous projects to guide the ranges being applied.  

• Allowances have been made to provide for the mobilisation and demobilisation of key plant 
and equipment required for each project. As the project progresses, we will get a better 
understanding of these factors.  

• Quantities have been taken from the received layout and draft sizing exercise undertaken 
as part of the efficacy modelling (see Key Assumptions below).  

• Costs only included for the South Dunedin study area. Note that assets that protect the area 
from coastal flooding/erosion will need to extend beyond the study area. Assumed these 
costs would be captured in other budgets to reflect the additional lengths of these assets 
with an appropriate & consistent level of protection for the central Dunedin area. These costs 
would be additional to the numbers presented. 

• No costs included for the protection activities required for the St Clair to St Kilda coastal 
edge. Should on-going Coastal investigations/assessments identify that further protection is 
required then this cost would be additional to the numbers presented. 

 
12 Te Tai Ōhanga | The Treasury – techniques to quantify risk and uncertainty – Optimism Bias - https://www.treasury.govt.nz/information-

and-services/state-sector-leadership/investment-management/better-business-cases/additional-better-business-case-

guidance/techniques-quantify-risk-and-uncertainty.  



 

 

South Dunedin Future Programme 
Shortlist Economic Evaluation Report- V3 
 
 

March 2026 
Page 38 

 
 

6.2.2 PROPERTY & LAND ACQUISITION 

The Property and Land Acquisition cost component captures the economic implications of 
proactive purchase of land and buildings required to enable for repurposing of land, elevated-land 
development, or blue-green infrastructure interventions. Key inputs include: 

• The quantum of buildings identified under each option (residential, commercial, and 
industrial). 

• Property-specific capital values, based on DCC provided 2025 property Capital Value (CV). 

• Timing of acquisition aligned with intervention phases. 

Acquisition costs grow over time through the same cost escalation factors applied elsewhere in the 
model, ensuring consistency with long-term general market cost escalation. These costs are 
allocated based on intervention periods and discounted to reflect present-value terms.  

The approach provides a transparent, standardised method to compare acquisition-heavy options 
(e.g., extensive property repurpose or land regrading) against infrastructure dominant options. 

6.2.3 REPURPOSED LAND ACTIVITES 

Through the assessment work for each future, including the overlay of specific strategic 
interventions (options such as Raised Land in Future 3 and 5, or Green Open Space), a geospatial 
analysis of potential properties (all types) required to be proactively repurposed to provide space for 
the delivery of the specific options for each future.  

The costs included within this reflect the activities to remove existing assets from the identified 
future intervention parcels. Further details are presented in Appendix A, capturing  

• Removal or demolition of properties  

• Land Clearing – removing utilities and other assets.  

• Reinstatement of the current property land to green space.  

6.3 ONGOING COSTS  
The economic evaluation has identified incremental capital maintenance costs and asset operating 
expenses associated with the construction of new infrastructure assets, recurring over the 
assessment period. 

6.3.1 CAPITAL MAINTENANCE 

Capital maintenance represents periodic reinvestment required to maintain asset performance 
over its designed life. The core assumption being asset capital maintenance cost is equivalent to 
35% of the initial capital investment, required every 25 years after the initial capitalisation of the asset. 
These costs are evaluated at their respective renewal intervals and escalated using the model’s 
scenario-specific cost growth factors before being discounted back to present value. 

This generalised approach provides a suitable option-based asset lifecycle maintenance envelope. 
Ensuring high-capital, long-life structural interventions are evaluated on a like-for-like basis with 
nature-based or repurpose-heavy Futures. Including these renewal costs avoids underestimating 
long-run costs of engineered solutions and supports a balanced option comparison. 



 

 

South Dunedin Future Programme 
Shortlist Economic Evaluation Report- V3 
 
 

March 2026 
Page 39 

 
 

6.3.2 OPEX 

Ongoing operational expenditure (OPEX) covers the recurring activities necessary to operate, 
monitor, and maintain the performance of implemented interventions, whether blue-green 
systems, piped networks, pumped drainage, or other structural / non-structural measures. 

The OPEX calculation is applied annually across the assessment timeframe, accounting for inflation 
and discounting back to present value. The core assumptions are that the annual operational costs 
are allocated as a percentage of the total capital asset worth, set at 1.5% per year. Costs are 
cumulative, with additional investment resulting in operational expenditure being added.  

Additionally, electrical annual line charges and energy costs are included for pump station assets 
on top of the proportional capital investment. The modelling assumes that the energy demand 
annually increases into the future.  

This produces a lifecycle-based estimate of long-term operational commitments, which is critical 
when comparing options with high ongoing energy or maintenance loads (e.g., pump-reliant “Keep 
Water Out” configurations). 

6.4 SUMMARY OF COSTS 

6.4.1 ENTIRE PERIOD 

The table below summarises the monetised costs in present value terms, for each future over the 
full return period. A breakdown of these monetised costs under each epoch is presented in 
Appendix B. 

Table6.1 – Total Costs by future – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 6% discount rate)  

Core component Status Quo Future 3 
Protect 

Future 4 
Restore 

Future 5 
Reshape 

CAPEX Investment $290 $1,220 $724 $1,287 
Repurposed Land Activities $4 $433 $447 $545 
Land & Property Acquisition $72 $343 $338 $519 
Capital Maintenance (cyclical) $15 $33 $39 $31 
Operational Expenditure (OPEX) $31 $70 $81 $66 
Total Costs $411 $2,098 $1,629 $2,448 
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7 COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS 
STAGES 

7.1 THE OUTCOMES  
Table 7.1 – Differences between presented Long- & Proposed Futures. 

Futures 
Long List (2025 -2100) Short List (2027 -2127) - Core 

Cost ($B) 
Benefits 

($B) 
BCR 

Rank Cost 
($B) 

Benefits 
($B) 

BCR 
Rank 

Future 3 
Protect 

5.8 
(5.0 – 8.0) 

3.8 
(3.5 – 4.5) 

0.6 
(0.4 – 0.8) 

3 2.1 1.34 
0.64 

(0.54 – 0.75) 
2 

Future 4 
Restore 

2.8 
(2.0 – 4.0) 

2.8 
(2.5 – 3.5) 

1.0 
(0.6 – 1.6) 

1 1.6 1.35 
0.83 

(0.71 – 0.98) 
1 

Future 5 
Reshape 

7.1 
(6.0 – 10.0) 

4.5 
(4.0 – 5.5) 

0.7 
(0.4 – 0.9) 

2 2.4 1.34 
0.55 

(0.46 – 0.64) 
3 

7.2 CORE ASSUMPTION CHANGES 

7.2.1 APPROACH TO THE ASSESSMENTS 

As part of the Long List phase, no quantifiable assessments or evidence was utilised to assess the 
potential quantum of properties and infrastructure affected, or likely to be purchased because of 
various proposed interventions. Engineering judgement was utilised to assess the likely scale of 
interventions that could yield a suitable improvement in the exposure to both groundwater and 
stormwater flooding for the current day and future conditions.  

The interventions at both Long and Short List were mapped using geospatial information based on 
the catchment knowledge. The quantity of each asset proposed was then used within the economic 
assessment to determine the potential costs for each future. Each of the seven futures created a 
series of interventions that made up each future.  

7.2.1.1 LENGTH OF ASSESSMENT 

Following discussions with the client and a review of the general practices for social investment 
proposals and climate resilience investment planning, the economic evaluation has increased the 
assessment period from 75 years to 100 years to better model long-term flood hazards and adjusted 
the present term (baseline date) from 30 June 2025 to 1 January 2027 to reflect a more realistic 
project start date. 

7.2.1.2 TIMING OF THE INTERVENTIONS 

At the Long List phase, core assumptions as to when costs and benefits would be incurred where 
simplified, given the status of the investigation at that time. The Short List stage has allowed for 
further investigation into determining when options would be delivered across the three modelled 
epochs.  

Table 7.2 below captures the core differences between the two phases completed to date 
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Table 7.2: Monetised Costs of Proposed Futures Over the Entire Return Period 

Item Long List Short List  

Purchase of 
Properties 

• All properties purchased within first 
5 - 15 years of each future. 

• Average property value for South 
Dunedin - $450k (2022 CV). 

• Proactive acquisition distributed into 
each epoch. Evenly spread across the 
epoch period. 

• Asset specific Capital Values (2025 CV) 

Included Flooding 
Damage 
Assessments 

• Qualitative assessment of all forms 
of flooding and impacts on 
properties. 

• Quantitative pluvial and semi-
quantitative coastal property level 
assessments.  

Infrastructure 
Investments 

• Capital investment for each future 
delivered within the first 5 - 15 years.  

• Capital investments for each epoch 
spread across the first 10 years of each 
epoch. 

Benefits period  • Benefits accrue from year 1. 
• Benefits accrue from year 1 of each 

epoch onwards 

Basis of Economic 
Assessment 

• Assumed impacts of 1% AEP event 
into the future.  

• AAD applied as described above. 

7.2.2 PROPERTIES TO BE ACQUIRED 

At the Long List phase, property acquisition was assessed at a strategic level through the 
micro-business cases and the seven potential adaptation futures. These early assessments 
considered indicative numbers of properties requiring purchase under each future, informed by GIS 
mapping and the initial spatial adaptation envelopes.  

The analysis provided high-level, order-of-magnitude estimates to support shortlisting and was not 
yet linked to hydraulic performance modelling, with the Status Quo using engineering judgement 
to identify the likely quantum of affected properties. 

The modelling at the Short List stage defines spatial exposure for each future, enabling a more 
defendable, hydraulically-informed count of affected properties and associated acquisition costs.  

The cost modelling workbook then applies these property counts, capital values, cost-growth 
indices, and discounting assumptions to produce monetised acquisition costs consistent with the 
timing and scale of the actions within each Futures scenario. This represents a progression from 
high-level strategic estimates (early 2025), to efficacy-aligned and spatially validated cost estimates 
in the current stage.  

Table 7.3: Quantity and monetised costs of properties for acquisition - assumed (Long-List) or 
assessed (Short-List) – 2025 CV 

Futures 
Long List Short List 

Quantity *1 $ B *3 Quantity *2 $ B *4 
Future 3 - Protect 3,450 1.56 1,190 0.59 
Future 4 - Restore 1,375 0.62 1,162 0.45 
Future 5 - Reshape 3,750 1.69 1,738 0.84 

 
*1 -Assumed number of buildings to be ‘no longer suitable for residential purposed’ during Long List and for 
Short List Status Quo – based on a geospatial assessment undertaken that identifies when properties could be 
exposed to emergent groundwater over the next 100 years6, with the assumption that land associated with 
these low-lying buildings would be repurposed, due to anticipated untenable living conditions.  



 

 
 

South Dunedin Future Programme 
Shortlist Economic Evaluation Report- V3 
 
 

March 2026 
Page 42 

 
 

*2 - Buildings calculated using geospatial analysis for proactive acquisition only (because of the identification 
of land area to be utilised for future options/mitigations). 

*3 – Long list costs included assumptions (no quantitative analysis undertaken) identifying the number of 
buildings to be acquired (proactively – to make space for specific adaptation mitigations being implemented) 
or through purchase post events (assumed costs worn by mix of public and local/central government), 
multiplied by an average cost of $450k per property (QV Average CV 2025 for South Dunedin7F

13). 

*4 – Number of buildings to be acquired proactively taken from geospatial assessment, multiplied by the 
rateable value for the specific property (taken from DCC dataset received), with a 15% allowance for costs 
associated with purchasing the property included. Specific assessment identifies that buildings affected 
represented residential, commercial, industrial, school and church buildings. 

7.2.3 MITIGATION OPTIONS HAVE BEEN FURTHER REFINED 

There have been further refinements to the likely infrastructure required to achieve the anticipated 
outcomes in relation to exposure. The efficacy work undertaken has reviewed and iteratively 
determined a suite of options within a hydraulic model environment, with the quantities and sizes 
of assets specifically captured. The Long List was a qualitative assessment undertaken in GIS to 
identify likely needs of infrastructure for each future. Table 7.4 overleaf captures the differences 
between the two phases. 

7.2.4 PROPERTY PURCHASE FOR STATUS QUO 

The previous phase included approximately $1.2 billion dollar of reactive property acquisition within 
the Status Quo costs as properties become more increasing exposed to flooding, more regularly, 
with expected insurability and mortgage-ability challenges. 

In line with recent Government direction changes and an anticipated shift away from purchasing 
properties damaged by Natural Hazard events, this phase of the assessment does not include these 
costs within the economic evaluation. With the assumed impacts of exposure for buildings and 
finances (through the AAD calculation) rising through the Medium- and Long- Term.  

Status Quo excludes the financial impacts of these from the overall public finances assessment. 
These are still expected to occur but will now be borne by the private purse (the property owners 
themselves) – presenting a considerable equity and intergenerational challenge.  

 
13 Taken from Figure 1 of DCC Flood Risk Assessment Technical Note (February 2025), produced by Stantec as part of 

the Integrated Catchment Modelling Programme. 
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Table 7.4: Comparison of core infrastructure changes between Long and Short List phase 

 

Future
Unit Long List Short List Long List Short List Long List Short List Long List Short List

Open Channels m 0 0 0 0 4500 3526 10000 3526
Overland flow paths m 0 0 11000 0 7500 0 6500 0
Storage - 1m deep ha - 0 - 1 - 1 0 1
Storage - 1.5m deep ha 40 12 70 4 65 4 75 4
Storage - 2m deep ha - 0 - 0 - 2 0 2
Wetlands ha 0 0 0 9 0 9 0 9
Pump Station - Small  
(under 1m3/s)

ea
0 0 0 6 0 6 0 2

Pump Station - Large m3/s 2 6 10 12.4 10 12.3 10 11.8
GW Pump Station ea 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Repurposed Land Area ha 40 0 125 81 65 69 195 102
Raised Land ha 0 0 55 39 0 0 120 45
New pipe to outfall m 0 500 2000 0 2000 0 2000 0
New Outfall ea 1 1 1 4 1 4 1 3
New seawall (Minimum 
length in SDF Area)

m
0 0 2000 2100 2000 2100 0 0

Internal sea wall / bund 
(Minimum length in SDF 
Area)

m
0 0 0 0 0 0 1500 1500

Groundwater pipes 
network / inspection vents

m
49000 0 32000 10000 49000 16000 32000 9500

Stormwater Pipes 
(diameter > 900mm)

m
- 4000 8000 9291 9184 8985

Stormwater Pipes 
(diameter  < 900mm)

m
- 9000 12000 21439 23381 25309

Manholes - Sum (all sizes) ea - 540 400 673 821 853

Demolition and Site 
Clearance 

Section
2500 10 3750 1190 3450 1162 1375 1738

Utility services ha 40 2 125 95 65 85 195 118
Reinstate ha 0 0 60 81 0 69 120 102

Land Acquistions / 
Compensation

ea
2500 10 3450 1190 1375 1162 3750 1738

Properties exposed to 
elevated groundwater 

ea
838

Value (2025) of buildings 
retreated $B

1.10$      0.94$       1.60$      0.59$       0.60$      0.45$       1.70$      0.84$       

Status Quo Future 3 - Protect Future 4 - Restore Future 5 - Reshape
Physical Works
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8 BCR RANGE 

8.1 SUMMARY 
The analysis for this phase produces a benefit cost ratio for each future (Figure 8-1), showing a 
significant reduction in the expected annual flood damages of over $810m over the 100-year period. 

 

Figure 8-1: Programme Value: Cumulative Avoided Damage (Benefits) vs Programme Cost by 
Future14 

8.1.1 CORE BCR 

Table 8.1 – Core BCR – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 6% discount rate)  

Future Benefits Costs Core BCR 
(midpoint) 

BCR range 
(±15%) 

Rank 

Future 3 - Protect $1,335 $2,098 0.64 0.54 – 0.75 2  
Future 4 - Restore $1,351 $1,629 0.83 ★ 0.71 – 0.98 1  

Future 5 - Reshape $1,336 $2,448 0.55 0.46 – 0.64 3  

To date, we present the BCR using a range, sufficient for the  high-level concept stage of the analysis, 
with no design undertaken to date. There is uncertainty about the underlying assumptions and 
inputs. The range presented at this stage, differs from the ranges presented at Long List phase, 
dated February 2025, as identified within Section 7.  

Further economic evaluation will take place during the subsequent stage, which should continue 
to narrow the range, as input certainty will start to increase. Appendix B shares the BCR breakdown 
by each of the three epochs.  

 
14 All benefits = damages avoided relative to Status Quo baseline (NPV $m, 6% discount rate, 2025 $).Methodology note: 

Stacked bars show NPV avoided damages by epoch: Short-term (0–25 yrs), Medium-term (26–50 yrs), Long-term (51–

100 yrs). Hatched bars show whole-of-life programme costs. Dotted line = Status Quo cost of inaction ($1.45b NPV). 

All benefit estimates derived from combined pluvial and coastal AAD relative to the Status Quo. 
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The Long-Term (51–100 year) BCRs are notably stronger than the whole-of-life BCRs. This reflects the 
timing profile of the Futures: most capital costs are incurred in the Short- and Medium-Term, while 
a large share of risk-reduction benefits accrues later as climate hazards intensify.  

When assessed on a standalone basis, the long-term period shows high value for money because 
relatively modest incremental costs are used to avoid very large future damages.  Higher Long-Term 
BCRs relative to whole-of-life BCRs mainly reflect timing and discounting effects, rather than a 
modelling anomaly. 

The whole-of-life BCR combines all three epochs and is therefore influenced by (i) the concentration 
of costs in the early decades and (ii) the discounting of distant benefits. This pattern is consistent 
with international practice in climate-adaptation cost-benefit analysis, where upfront capital 
investment is compared with benefits that grow over time as hazards intensify.  

Path to benefit-cost breakeven: The current Core BCR for Future 4 is 0.83 at the central 6% rate. For 
the BCR to reach 1.0, the NPV of benefits would need to increase by $300m from their current 
modelled value.  

This could be achieved through further work through to the subsequent Preferred Pathway, with a 
combination of:  

• quantifying insurance withdrawal avoidance (not currently included, estimated to be 
potentially material given post-Cyclone Gabrielle insurance withdrawal patterns in low-lying 
NZ communities);  

• including regeneration and urban land value uplift benefits;  

• quantifying avoided utility and infrastructure network costs (Chorus and Transpower assets 
within the study area are not currently included); 

• determining additional hedonic analysis values, reflecting enhancements to transport levels 
of service (such as through reducing potential transport disruption and their impact on the 
local economy), 

• refining the optimism bias downward from 66% as design certainty improves.  

The BCR range should therefore be read as a conservative floor, not a ceiling, on the programme’s 
economic performance. 

8.1.2 SUPPLEMENTARY BCR 

Table 8.2 – Supplementary BCR – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 6% discount rate)  

Future Benefits Costs Core BCR 
(midpoint) 

BCR range 
(±15%) 

Rank 

Future 3 - Protect 1,640 2,098 0.78 0.66 – 0.92 2 
Future 4 - Restore 1,532 1,629 0.94 ★ 0.80 – 1.11 1 

Future 5 - Reshape 1,657 2,448 0.68 0.58 – 0.80 3 
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Figure 8-2: Core Benefit-Cost Ratio – All Scenarios & All Futures (Midpoint Estimate)15 

8.2 SENSITIVITY TESTING 
We undertook some sensitivity analyses to identify the assumptions that had the biggest impact 
on the benefit cost ratio. In this report, the ‘Status Quo’ future represents a continuation of current 
and planned BAU/LTP investment, without the additional proposed adaptation interventions, 
present in Futures 3 - 5. The following sensitivity tests were undertaken to strengthen robustness 
and address peer-review recommendations: 

8.2.1 DISCOUNT RATES 

Adopting New Zealand Treasury’s suggested 2025 SRTP for non-commercial public-sector 
proposals as the low-discount-rate scenario, the headline BCRs improve.  The following analysis is 
undertaken using both a low discount rate to represent a Social Rate of Time Preference approach 
(with a rate of 2% for the short-term epoch, declining to 1.5% for the medium-term and 1.5% for the 
long-term, consistent with NZ Treasury's public investment discount rate guidance. 

Under the SRTP scenario (2%/1.5%/1.5%), all three proposed futures exceed the benefit-cost 
breakeven threshold. Future 4's Core BCR improves to 3.83, Future 3 to 3.14, and Future 5 to 2.85. 
This result reflects the incorporation of coastal inundation exposure into the Status Quo baseline, 
which materially increases the damages avoided under each future scenario and, therefore, the 
benefits at all discount rates.  

 
15 This figure presents the midpoint Benefit–Cost Ratio for each proposed future across four discount rate scenarios. All 

BCRs reflect damages avoided relative to the Status Quo baseline (combined pluvial and coastal AAD). The Status 

Quo BCR is excluded from the chart as the three proposed futures are assessed relative to it; Status Quo BCR values 

are provided in the accompanying tables. The core 6% rate is the headline discount rate used throughout this 

evaluation. The SRTP scenario (2%/1.5%/1.5% declining across short, medium, and long terms) represents the 

Treasury benchmark for long-lived public investment; under this scenario all three proposed futures exceed the benefit-

cost breakeven threshold of 1.0. The 8% SOC scenario represents the high-end sensitivity. The supplementary 

scenario incorporates a Level of Service proxy in addition to core avoided damage benefits. SRTP bars are truncated 

at 2.2 for chart readability; actual midpoint values are annotated above each bar. 
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The finding strongly confirms that the proposed futures deliver substantial positive net social value 
under the Treasury's public investment discount rate framework and do so by a significant margin 
above the BCR = 1.0 threshold when assessed on an appropriate intergenerational basis. 

Table 8.3 – Low Discount rate applied BCR – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 2% & 1.5% discount rates)  

Future Benefits Costs Core BCR 
(midpoint) 

BCR range 
(±15%) 

Rank 

Future 3 - Protect 14,052 4,479 3.14 2.67 – 3.69 2 

Future 4 - Restore 14,132 3,685 3.83 ★ 3.26 – 4.51 1 

Future 5 - Reshape 13,957 4,904 2.85 2.42 – 3.35 3 

Adopting New Zealand Treasury’s suggested 2025 SOC for commercial public sector proposals as 
the high discount rate scenario of 8, the headline BCRs worsen.  

Table 8.4 – High Discount rate applied BCR – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 8% discount rate)  

Future Benefits Costs Core BCR 
(midpoint) 

BCR range 
(±15%) 

Rank 

Future 3 - Protect 707 1,687 0.42 0.36 – 0.49 2 
Future 4 - Restore 716 1,298 0.55 ★ 0.47 – 0.65 1 

Future 5 - Reshape 708 1,986 0.36 0.30 – 0.42 3 

This range reflects common practice for long lived public infrastructure and climate adaptation 
investments, where discounting must balance intergenerational equity and fiscal realism. 

8.2.2 PRIVATE LEVEL PROPERTY ADAPTATION UPTAKE 

A further sensitivity run was undertaken to determine the impact of an increasing level of property 
level flood resilience interventions added by a proportion of the property owners (all land use types) 
over the next 30 – 50 years. To undertake this analysis, we reduced the expected annual average 
damage per epoch to 85% of the Status Quo expected Annual Average Damages.  

The implications of this are that there are marginal reductions in the BCR, but the proportional 
change for each Future is the same and hence the BCR ranking remains the same.  

Table8.5 – Sensitivity applied – 15% reduction in AAD – for Private investment in Property Level 
adaptations – whole of life  (2025 NPV $m, 6% discount rate)  

Future Benefits Costs Core BCR 
(midpoint) 

BCR range 
(±15%) 

Rank 

Future 3 - Protect 1,206 2,098 0.57 0.49 – 0.68 2 
Future 4 - Restore 1,222 1,629 0.75 ★ 0.64 – 0.88 1 

Future 5 - Reshape 1.206 2,448 0.49 0.42 – 0.58 3 
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9 CONCLUSION 
The economic evidence supports investment in adaptation, and Future 4 (Restore) is the 
recommended option of the three shortlisted. At a central 6% discount rate, the community would 
spend approximately $280 million in net present value terms to avoid an estimated $1.45 billion in 
flood-related damages, plus a further $500–700 million in unquantified consequences such as 
insurance withdrawal, infrastructure repair, and private adaptation costs that South Dunedin 
residents would otherwise bear directly.  

The relevant comparison is the net cost of action versus the cost of inaction. The programme costs 
shown in Table 1.2 and Table 6.1 are gross figures and do not net off the avoided damages each 
future delivers. Once avoided damages are considered, the net cost of each proposed future sits 
materially below the cost of inaction, as set out in Table 9-1 below. 

Table 9-1: Net cost of action versus cost of inaction (NPV $m, 6% discount rate, 100-year period)16 

Option Gross programme 
cost 

Avoided 
damages 

Net cost to the 
community 

Saving versus 
inaction 

Status Quo — — $1,450m+ baseline 
Future 3 — 
Protect 

$2,098 $1,335 $763 ≈ $687m 

Future 4 — 
Restore ★ 

$1,629 $1,351 $278 ≈ $1,172m 

Future 5 — 
Reshape 

$2,448 $1,336 $1,112 ≈ $338m 

The cost of inaction should be read as a range: $1.45 billion (the conservative quantified floor) to 
more than $2 billion (inclusive of unquantified consequences). Both ends of that range exceed the 
net cost of any of the three proposed futures. Under the Treasury Social Rate of Time Preference 
framework, which is the appropriate discount basis for long-lived intergenerational public 
investment, all three futures return Core BCRs above 1.0, with Future 4 at 3.83, Future 3 at 3.14, and 
Future 5 at 2.85. This confirms that the economic case for adaptation in South Dunedin is robust 
under the discount rate framework most appropriate to a 100-year climate adaptation programme 

While whole-of-life Core BCRs are below 1 in the current shortlisting assessment, long-lived climate 
adaptation investments are typically characterised by significant upfront capital costs and benefits 
that increase over time as hazard intensity escalates.  

This pattern is consistent with comparable long-lived public infrastructure investments in New 
Zealand and internationally. For context, NZ transport infrastructure investments routinely proceed 
with BCRs in the 0.4–0.8 range at the business case stage, on the basis that additional unquantified 
benefits (network effects, resilience value, social equity) support the investment case.  

The long-term (51 – 100 year) BCR results and sensitivity testing demonstrate strengthening 
economic performance over time and confirm that relative Futures ranking remain stable under 
alternative discount rate assumptions. It’s expected that the BCRs would improve as the economic 
evaluation develops. The results should therefore be interpreted as indicative of relative economic 
performance at strategic concept stage, rather than as definitive investment thresholds for final 
approval. 

 
16 Cost of inaction is the conservative quantified floor of $1.45 billion NPV. Inclusive of unquantified consequences 

(insurance withdrawal, wider infrastructure repair, private adaptation), the cost of inaction is likely more than $2 billion, 

which would widen the saving to community under each future accordingly. Gross programme costs from Table 6.1; 

avoided damages from Table 5.1. 
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Further upside has been excluded from the Core BCR work at this time but further effort to 
understand and appropriately include the potential for regeneration uplift as well as the benefits of 
avoided losses in open space, avoided losses in ecosystem services, avoided damages in heritage 
buildings and value of insurability to be included.  

Alongside ongoing refinements in the modelling, with the considerations for wider-economic 
benefits, and potentials for cost efficiencies and optimisation. 

Each year without action increases costs: Annual Average Damage rises by roughly $1m per year in 
the medium term and accelerates as climate risks worsen. Capital costs also rise about 2% annually. 
Starting early on the preferred plan, even before all details are final, is likely more cost-effective than 
delaying further. 

As the programme progresses, it is expected that the opportunities for further evaluation of 
redevelopment potential will progress further and will provide more specific analysis for inclusion 
into the next stage of our assessments. At this stage, we have identified a conservative assessment 
and have identified the basis of this in this report. 

Even if some private adaptation and BAU responses reduce the Status Quo AAD further over time, 
indicative sensitivity testing suggests that the relative performance and ranking of the Proposed 
Futures is likely to remain robust under reasonable levels of private intervention. 

The shortlist economic evaluation suggests that Future 4 is the most beneficial. Future 4 yields the 
highest BCR of 0.83 over the full return period, central 6% discount rate, indicating the strongest 
return of the three proposed futures assessed. Initial sensitivity testing confirms this to be the 
favoured future, based on the evaluated economics included here. 

Furthermore, under the Social Rate of Time Preference (SRTP) scenario, appropriate for long-lived 
public investment. Future 4’s BCR improves to 3.83, exceeding the breakeven threshold of 1.0. Initial 
sensitivity testing confirms Future 4 as the preferred future based on the evaluated economics. 

Current GIS mapping suggests that, under the Status Quo future, following the assumption of the 
same level of flood risk within South Dunedin, groundwater levels are expected to gradually increase 
over the return period. This suggests increasing consequences for maintaining current 
communities within South Dunedin.  

In the absence of further local government interventions than proposed under the Status Quo 
scenario, South Dunedin is expected to become increasingly intolerable to reside and work in. 
There will be some level of private sector flood mitigation investment expected, such as property 
owners paying to raise their own land or relocating their land improvements. 
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Discount rate 
A discount rate is used to convert flows of costs and benefits over time into a net present value. 
Following The Treasury’s guidelines on determining the discount rate for government projects 8F

17, a 
weighted average of the two approaches of social opportunity cost (SOC) and social rate of time 
preference (SRTP) was deemed most appropriate.  

All headline BCRs use a 6% weighted Social Opportunity Cost (SOC), consistent with NZ Treasury 
public sector guidance for long-lived social infrastructure. Following Treasury's guidance, the 
economic evaluation has been sensitivity tested using a high discount rate of 8% (representing the 
real SOC of capital) across the full assessment timeframe, and a low discount rate applying real 
Social Rate of Time Preference (SRTP) rates of 2%, 1.5%, and 1.5% for the short-term, medium-term, 
and long-term periods respectively11F

18. 

These SRTP rates are derived from NZ Treasury’s long-term GDP growth projections adjusted for 
the Fisher equation, reflecting a conservative estimate of the declining real rate of return over the 
100-year assessment period. These rates are broadly consistent with international practice for long-
lived climate adaptation investment, where declining discount rates over time are increasingly 
accepted (e.g., UK Green Book declining long-run discount rate framework).  

They are marginally below the NZ Treasury standard SRTP of approximately 3–3.5%, which reflects a 
more conservative treatment of intergenerational equity. The SRTP sensitivity BCR results 
(Future 4: 3.83) are therefore based on rates at the lower end of the defensible range. 

Benefits  
Avoided injury 
The National Institutes of Health (NIH) studies concluded minor-moderate physical flood injury rates 
of between 2% and 4.6% 12F

19 . The economic evaluation adopted the NIH midpoint injury likelihood of 
3% and applied it to the population of exposure under each proposed future. The evaluation 
assumed an average direct cost per minor-moderate injury of $68,083 as suggested by the NZIER 
and an average indirect cost per minor-moderate injury of $272,332 (400% of direct cost) 13F

20.  

Avoided Injury = NPV of [AEP * population of exposure * injury rate * (direct cost per injury + indirect 
cost per injury)] 

Avoided fatality 

The economic evaluation adopted the literature-suggested flood caused minor-moderate injuries 
to severe injuries ratio of 6028:1075 14F

21 and applied this to the expected number of injuries under each 
proposed future over the return period. The evaluation embraced the NZIER and NZTA suggested 
value of statistical life (VoSL) of $12.5M per life.  

The NZ Treasury’s 2024 guidance indicates a VoSL range of $12.75m to $14.0m (with a midpoint of 
approximately $13.375m). The evaluation adopts the conservative NZIER/NZTA figure of $12.5m, 

 
17 Young, L. (2002). Determining the Discount Rate for Government Projects. Econstor. 
18 Discount Rates. (2025). The Treasury New Zealand. https://www.treasury.govt.nz/information-and-services/public-

sector-leadership/guidance/reporting-financial/discount-rates 
19 Bartholdson, S., & von Schreeb, J. (2018). Natural Disasters and Injuries: What Does a Surgeon Need to Know? Current Trauma 

Reports, 4(2), 103–108. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40719-018-0125-3 
20 Clough, P. 2023. The value of safety improvements.” NZIER Insight 107. Available at https://www.nzier.org.nz/publications/the-value-

of-safety-improvements-nzier-insight-107   
21 Terti, G., Ruin, I., Anquetin, S., & Gourley, J. J. (2017). A Situation-Based Analysis of Flash Flood Fatalities in the United States. 

Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, 98(2), 333–345. https://doi.org/10.1175/bams-d-15-00276.1 
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which is marginally below the Treasury 2024 lower bound. Updating to the Treasury 2024 midpoint 
($13.375m) would increase avoided fatality benefits by approximately 7%, with a marginal upward 
impact on the overall BCR. This refinement is recommended for the next stage. 

Avoided Fatality = NPV of [AEP * population of exposure * injury rate * fatality rate given injury * VoSL] 

Avoided emergency services cost 

NZIER’s economic assessment of flood risk mitigation addressed to the Greater Wellington 
Regional Council suggested that flood emergency services costs within New Zealand range 
between 4% to 11% of the total property damages 15F

22. The economic evaluation has adopted the 
midpoint flood emergency service cost range in NZIER’s study of 7.5% as the assumed flood 
emergency cost, with respect to total property damages. 

Avoided Emergency Service Cost = NPV of [emergency cost% * expected total property damages] 

Avoided income loss from displacement 

The GIS mapping has identified the likely households exposed to relocation risk with respect to 
flooding within the model catchment. The economic evaluation has assumed that households 
subject to flooding will be displaced for, on average, 13 weeks.  

It is further assumed that severe injuries are fatal, hence, the associated income losses have already 
been captured under fatality costs avoided. The average annual household income in Dunedin in 
present terms, published by Infometrics, is $111,805 per household. 

Avoided Income Loss from Displacement = NPV of [AEP * expected number of household 
displacements * average annual household income * displacement duration] 

Avoided trauma 

The GIS mapping has estimated the number of households that are likely to be directly and 
indirectly affected by flooding under the Proposed Futures over the return period, assuming an 
average household size in Dunedin of 3 people (rounded up from 2.5 per NZ Census data).  

Literature review suggests that 22.1% of the exposed households will likely experience direct trauma, 
with a current monetary cost of $24,200 per person 16F

23, and 32.5%17F

24 of the connected households will 
likely experience indirect trauma, with a current monetary cost of $12,100 per person 18F

25. 

Directly impacted – Refers to all residential properties identified through the efficacy modelling 
work to have above floor flooding, given a 2% AEP event. 

Indirectly impacted – refers to all residential properties with exposure to greater or equal to 50% of 
its perimeter being flooded given a 2% AEP event minus the Directly impacted trauma properties. 

Avoided Trauma = NPV of [AEP * average household size * (expected households directly impacted 
* direct trauma likelihood * cost of direct trauma per person + expected households indirectly 
impacted * indirect trauma likelihood * cost of indirect trauma per person)] 

Avoided social cohesion cost 

 
22 NZIER. 2024. Economics of Flood Risk Mitigation. A report for Greater Wellington Regional Council and Rivers Group of Regional 

Councils.  
23 von der Warth, R., Dams, J., Grochtdreis, T., & König, H. H. (2020). Economic evaluations and cost analyses in posttraumatic stress 

disorder: a systematic review. European Journal of Psychotraumatology, 11(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/20008198.2020.1753940  
24 Terti, G., Ruin, I., Anquetin, S., & Gourley, J. J. (2017). A Situation-Based Analysis of Flash Flood Fatalities in the United States. 

Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, 98(2), 333–345. https://doi.org/10.1175/bams-d-15-00276.1 
25 Even, D., Cohen, G. H., Wang, R., & Galea, S. (2024). The cumulative contribution of direct and indirect traumas to the production of 

PTSD. PLoS ONE, 19(8), e0307593–e0307593. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0307593  
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The economic evaluation has estimated the likely social cohesion cost by assuming a reduction in 
GDP growth per capita of 2.2%, as suggested by a recent macroeconomic implication study on 
severe flood events published by the OECD Economics Department 1 9F

26. The GDP per capita in 
Dunedin is presented in current terms by Infometrics as $64,506. 

Avoided Social Cohesion Cost = NPV of [AEP * GDP per capita * social cohesion cost factor * 
population of exposure] 

Avoided water quality damage 

The economic evaluation has reviewed the findings presented in the New Zealanders 
Environmental Attitudes 2018 report published by the Ministry for the Environment and has 
adopted the probability of households concerned for water quality of 82%.  

The evaluation has approximated the expected Dunedin resident WTP to avoid water quality 
damages as $100 per person in current terms, based on an indexation to current values of the New 
Zealand literature study highlighting the Auckland residents' WTP for moderate water quality 
improvements of $74.530F

27. 

Avoided Water Quality Damages = NPV of [AEP * impacted households * probability of households 
concerned for water quality * average household size * estimated resident WTP] 

Avoided residential, industrial & commercial property damage 

GIS mapping has modelled the likely flood level for the identified buildings. Where the flood level is 
above the building’s floor level, we have then estimated the likely flood damage severity to the 
buildings and grouped them on a discrete scale between 0 (low to no damage) and 4 (catastrophic 
damage).  

Flood damage estimates have been assigned to each flood-exposed building, depending on 
building type and flood damage severity, based on the agreed methodology that DCC have 
requested for the analysis.  

The approach is presented in the Integrated Catchment Modelling Programme output “DCC Flood 
Risk Assessment Technical Note”, published February 2025.The table below shares an example of 
the damage implications to Residential and Commercial buildings that are exposed to flooding.  

  

Avoided Property Damages = NPV of [AEP * expected total property damages] 

Duplicated buildings - The results from V3 of the work onwards, has reported the most flood 
affected building in each parcel and captured these within the AAD calculations. Further manual 
review identified that address points (particularly commercial assets) had several parcels related to 

 
26 Costa, H., & Hooley, J. (2025). The macroeconomic implications of extreme weather events. OECD Economics Department Working 

Papers. https://doi.org/10.1787/5e24a2d8-en 
27 Walsh, P. J., Guignet, D., & Booth, P. (2023). Eliciting policy-relevant stated preference values for water quality: An application to New 

Zealand. Agricultural and Resource Economics Review, 52(2), 347–378. https://doi.org/10.1017/age.2023.20 
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one address and its capital value. For this assessment, a manual review for properties showing over 
$3m damage per event was undertaken for each scenario and return period result.  

Coastal flooding – All buildings identified within the study area to be exposed coastal inundation 
(from the Risk Assessment work) were included within the analysis and could have flood damages 
calculated. Duplicated buildings were screened out so as to report one building per address. Flood 
damages were assigned to the resulting buildings as follows: 

Table A-1: Application of Damages for coastal flooding assessment (Based on DCC FDA, 2025) 

BUILDING LAND USE FLOOD CATEGORY 
APPLIED 

RESULTING COST ADDED TO EACH 
ADDRESS (DCC, 2025) 

Commercial, school & church  2 0.62 x Capital Value 

Industrial 2 0.46 x Capital Value 

Residential Floor level dependent Floor level >= 0.3m - $45,000 

Floor level < 0.3m - $170,000 

These damages were then summed to deliver the total coastal damage exposure (TCDE). With the 
identified PCE, 2015 work showing increasing likelihood of inundation with rising sea level, we then 
applied a weighting to the epoch-based damage assessment to arrive at an annualised damage (in 
line with the Pluvial approach) with the increasing likelihood of inundation captured over time by 
the application of proportional exposure, such that: 

• Medium Term – Average damages from applying (2% x TCDE) + (1% x TCDE) 

• Long Term – Average damages from applying (2% x TCDE) + (1% x TCDE) + (10% x TCDE). 

A more refined, depth-based assessment could support the subsequent Preferred Pathway stage. 

Avoided infrastructure damage 

Upon a review of the flood-related infrastructure repair spending with New Zealand28, the guide to 
the cost of road civil construction in New Zealand ,2F

29 and DCC’s infrastructure portfolio optimised 
depreciated replacement cost (ODRC), the economic evaluation has assumed an average 
infrastructure ODRC of $2.5m/km of road. 

Avoided Infrastructure Damages = NPV of [expected length of road damaged * infrastructure ODRC 
per km of road * impairment level] 

Gains in land improvement value – For information (not in this phase) 

Literature shows a consistent discount in property values near a floodplain. Motu Economics and 
Public Policy Research suggests that the value discount reflecting proximity to a floodplain ranges 
between 4% and 8% of the total property value 23F

30. The economic evaluation has assumed a land 
improvement value discount of 6% (midpoint). 

 
28 Selwyn District Council - severe weather - latest updates. (n.d.). https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/news-And-events/news/archived/severe-

weather-latest-updates-2021  
29 Ultimate Guide to Cost of Civil Construction NZ - Civil Construction Wellington. Civil Construction Wellington. 

https://civilconstructionwellington.nz/cost-of-civil-construction-nz/ 
30 Storey, B., Noy, I., Owen, S., Townsend, W., Kerr, S., Salmon, R., Middleton, D., Filippova, O., & James. (2017). Insurance, Housing 

and Climate Adaptation: Current Knowledge and Future Research. Zenodo (CERN European Organization for Nuclear Research). 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.842898 
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Gains in Land Improvement Value = NPV of [expected proceeds from sale of reinstated land 
improvements * (1 + floodplain improvement premium)] 

Gains in land redevelopment premium – For information (not in this phase) 

To capture the benefits of land raising, the economic evaluation has assumed a land redevelopment 
premium of 6%.  

Gains in Land Value Premium = NPV of [expected proceeds from sale of raised land * (1 + land 
redevelopment premium)] 

Gains in level of service – For information (not in Core BCR. Shown within 
Supplementary BCR) 

To capture the gains in level of service as a return on new infrastructure capital investment, the 
economic evaluation has assumed a level of service return of 25% with respect to infrastructure 
capital investment. 

Gains in Level of Service = NPV of [level of service return * infrastructure investment  

Costs 
Key Cost Assumptions for each Future 
 
Proactive Repurpose - Clearing space for the future interventions to be delivered. 

• House Purchase – For the properties identified for removal to make space for appropriate 
interventions, Capital Valuation of property used for each affected property. 2025 QV values 
received from Council on September 19th (RateAssessmentProperty_SD.shp) 

• Allowances for building removal at $50k per property to move/demolish the building. No 
allowance for any benefit from resale of the moved properties (e.g., as ‘relocated dwellings’).  

• Removal of utility services – allowance of $2.5m per hectare given the urban nature of the 
environment. The exact extent, nature, and purpose of these is unknown at this stage and 
represents a large uncertainty. Including for reasonable costs associated with delivery of an 
engineered clear surface ready for the overlay of construction activity related to either storage, 
green open space, raised land or other. 

• Costs associated with protecting or removing specific utilities’ equipment have not yet been 
factored into the estimate. Chorus South Dunedin facility and Transpower key substation on 
Otaki St – are large and important assets to the community and wider South Island. 

• Allowances have been made for reinstatement, including removal / replacement of all 
vegetation including grass, low shrubs, and trees. The exact extent of these is unknown at this 
stage - $35k per hectare.  

• Property Purchase – the 2025 capital value per property has been used, received from DCC 
during September. An additional allowance of 25% has been included to capture legal costs, 
above market rate purchase price potential and costs associated with applying potential 
compulsory purchase orders. 
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Capital Costs - Options / measures estimates 

• Raised Land – Allowance of $10m per hectare raised to capture material, compaction, and 
reasonable ground engineering requirements. Edge protection of raised land included. 
Representing a 2.5m average increase in land topography. Effectively $400 / m2 / m depth. 

• Open Waterway - Allowances of $10k per metre, Prices based on recent Blue Green Network 
cost estimates rounded. Representing a 30m wide corridor with a two-stage channel. Base 
channel 5m wide and 1.5m deep, side slopes of 1:4 with secondary flood plain used as corridors 
for paths / vegetation / habitat.  

• Pump Stations – Assumed at a rate of $2.5m per m3/s pumped, for each of the groundwater 
specific or stormwater asset. Not inclusive of land purchase costs, investigations, or design fees. 
For pump stations under 1m3/s a flat rate of $3m applied for that pump station. 
o Annual costs added to the Operational / Maintenance costs – as per rule below. Additional 

annual cost included (anticipated energy costs for use), following these assumptions. 

– GW – Assumed that will require constant use (52 weeks per annum) from day one. 

– SW – Assumed that the energy use will increase over time, based on  

- ST – 2 weeks per annum 
- MT – 4 weeks per annum  
- LT – 8 weeks per annum  

• New outfall to coastal marine environment – allowance of $15m per outfall for an outfall to 
represent situation of discharge to higher energy environment off south coast. 

• Groundwater network – inclusion of appropriate level of network (based on servicing existing 
public roads within the area identified to be at elevated risk of groundwater emergence with a 
1.1m SLR at 2100 – $3.5k per metre (identified core locations for additional network needed (as 
per each option)). Removed need for GW network in raised areas as under assumption that the 
land changes do not impact on GW management needs. 

• Coastal defences - Internal sea wall – assumed design to be less engineered and consist of raised 
bund able provided inland of the existing coastline to be able to hold high tidal events out of the 
South Dunedin area. Allowance of $10k per metre. 

• Coastal defences - Engineered sea wall along the inner harbour, rock faced with approximately 
3m height with 1:4 slopes and top width able to carry existing roadway around harbour. 
Allowance of $35k per metre. 

• Stormwater storage basins. Costs inclusive of excavation, lining, outlet structures, and 
appropriate landscaping: 
o 1m deep - Allowance for $3m per hectare. 
o 1.5m deep - Allowance for $4m per hectare. 
o 2m deep - Allowance for $4.5m per hectare. 

• Wetlands – Allowance for $5m per hectare with base approximately 1m below current ground 
surface. Costs inclusive of excavation, lining, outlet structures, and appropriate landscaping. 

• Contaminated land & unanticipated large, buried material – Incorporated a proportional 
increase in the capital costs for each of the mitigation option that interacts with below ground 
activities. Unit costs escalated by 35% for the options that require digging/trenching. 
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Table A-2: Stormwater pipe costs 

SW PIPES (MM) 
SUPPLY COST 

($ / METRE) 

BASE INSTALL 
MULTIPLIER*1 

DEWATERING 
ALLOWANCE*2 

($ / METRE) 

UNIT COST RATE USED 
IN ASSESSMENT 

($ / METRE) 

100 65 

2.6 150 

319 

150 75 345 

200 85 371 

225 95 397 

250 105 423 

300 250 800 

375 325 995 

450 375 

3.2 300 

1,500 

525 425 1,660 

600 475 1,820 

675 525 1,980 

700 550 2,060 

750 575 2,140 

900 750 2,700 

1050 900 

4 550 

4,150 

1200 1,025 4,650 

1300 1,100 4,950 

1500 1,150 

5 900 

6,650 

1200x900 1,650 9,150 

1200x1000 1,750 9,650 

1500x1000 1,950 10,650 

1500x1300 2,150 11,650 

1800x700 2,050 11,150 

2000x1000 2,350 12,650 

2000x1500 2,750 14,650 

2100x1000 2,450 13,150 

2100x1050 2,550 13,650 

3000x1000 3,150 16,650 

3000x1200 3,350 17,650 

Notes  

*1 Base install multiplier (excluding dewatering): reflects trenching, shoring, laying, bedding, backfill, compaction, pavement reinstatement, 
TMP, etc., but not dewatering. Multipliers rise with pipe size due to trench width, depth, shoring, and reinstatement effort—typical in urban 
environments. (Method choice and complexity increase with excavation size and ground conditions.) 
*2 Dewatering allowance  a per‑metre figure sized by pipe class (as a proxy for typical trench depths/widths). Higher allowances reflect the need 
for wellpoints/deep wells, continuous pumping, monitoring, and discharge treatment in high‑water‑table areas. (Dewatering is a major driver 
of delays and cost; discharge often requires treatment/consents in urban settings.)
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Table A-3: Manhole costs 

MANHOLES (MM) 
SUPPLY COST 

($ / UNIT) 

BASE INSTALL 
MULTIPLIER*1 

DEWATERING 
ALLOWANCE*2 

($ / METRE) 

UNIT COST RATE USED 
IN ASSESSMENT 

($ / METRE) 

0.8 1,300 

4 600 

5,800 

0.9 1,400 6,200 

1 1,500 6,600 

1.2 1,700 

5 1200 

9,700 

1.3 2,100 11,700 

1.5 2,350 12,950 

1.6 2,550 

6 2000 

17,300 

1.7 2,750 18,500 

1.8 2,950 19,700 

1.9 3,150 20,900 

2.2 4,750 

7 3500 

36,750 

2.6 5,750 43,750 

3 7,000 52,500 

3.3 7,750 57,750 

4 11,000 

8 6000 

94,000 

5.2 16,500 138,000 

6 20,000 166,000 

6.4 23,500 194,000 

10 37,500 10 10000 385,000 

Table A-4: Sump costs 

MANHOLES (MM) 
SUPPLY COST 

($ / UNIT) 
BASE INSTALL 
MULTIPLIER*1 

DEWATERING 
ALLOWANCE*2 

($ / METRE) 

UNIT COST RATE USED 
IN ASSESSMENT 

($ / METRE) 

0.6 

1,150 3.5 400 4,425 

0.7 

0.8 

0.9 

1 

1.2 

2,650 4.5 900 12,825 1.3 

1.7 

3 7,000 6 2500 44,500 

Notes  

*1 Base install multiplier (excluding dewatering): reflects trenching, shoring, laying, bedding, backfill, compaction, pavement reinstatement, 
TMP, etc., but not dewatering. Multipliers rise with pipe size due to trench width, depth, shoring, and reinstatement effort—typical in urban 
environments. (Method choice and complexity increase with excavation size and ground conditions.) 
*2 Dewatering allowance  a per‑metre figure sized by pipe class (as a proxy for typical trench depths/widths). Higher allowances reflect the need 
for wellpoints/deep wells, continuous pumping, monitoring, and discharge treatment in high‑water‑table areas. (Dewatering is a major driver 
of delays and cost; discharge often requires treatment/consents in urban settings.) 
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Operational / Maintenance Costs  

• Annual maintenance costs for capital options (not including the costs in Section 3.2.2.1) – 1.5% of 
the discounted Capital Cost per annum.  

• Pumping Stations include assessment of annual energy costs based on assumed use per 
annum and annual line charge. 

• Cyclical Capital maintenance costs for capital options (not including the costs in Section 3.2.2.1) 
– 35% of the discounted Capital Cost every 25 years. 

Exclusions 

• GST  

• Legal or marketing costs  

• Operational costs/downtime due to operations 

• Rebuild of existing properties in new location. 
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Appendix B - Summary tables 
for Benefits and Costs (for the 
three epochs).  
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Benefits Tables per Epoch for the Core BCR. 
Short-term 
Observed from the economic evaluation of the Proposed Futures over the short-term, the avoided 
costs and damages are all identical under the three futures (the Efficacy modelling (termed as 
Present Day)), reflecting the evaluation approach of an identical level of flood risk reduction spread 
over the short-term period, following an equivalent annual annuity (EAA) approach.  

Table B-1: Monetised Benefits of Proposed Futures Over the Short-Term (NPV $m) 

Benefits Short-Term ($m) Future 3 - 5 

Avoided Injury and Fatality $262 

Injury $35 

Fatality $227 

Avoided Response and Recovery Costs $12 

Avoided Income Loss from Displacement $10 

Avoided Trauma $9 

Direct $6 

Indirect $3 

Social Cohesion $0 

Avoided Environmental Costs $0 

Avoided Property, Building & Infrastructure Damages $159 

Residential, Industrial & Commercial $158 

Infrastructure $1 

Total Benefits $452 

Medium-term 
Observed from the economic evaluation of the Proposed Futures over the medium-term, following 
the consistent application of the EAA approach, the expected costs and damages avoided have 
dropped compared to the short-term, largely due to the implication of discounting. 

Table B-2: Monetised Benefits of Proposed Futures Over the Medium-Term (NPV $m) 

Benefits Medium-Term ($m) Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 
Avoided Injury and Fatality $102 $106 $109 

Injury $13 $14 $14 

Fatality $88 $92 $94 

Avoided Response and Recovery Costs $18 $19 $18 

Avoided Income Loss from Displacement $4 $5 $5 

Avoided Trauma $4 $4 $4 

Direct $3 $3 $3 

Indirect $1 $1 $1 
Social Cohesion $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Environmental Costs $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Property, Building & Infrastructure Damages $244 $248 $242 

Residential, Industrial & Commercial $243 $247 $242 

Infrastructure $1 $1 $1 
Total Benefits $372 $381 $378 
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Long-term 
Observed from the economic evaluation of the Proposed Futures over the long-term, flood 
exposure and flood consequences have dropped dramatically, as an outcome of the combined 
capital investments undertaken over the course of the previous epochs.  

Table B-3: Monetised Benefits of Proposed Futures Over the Long-Term (NPV $m) 
Benefits Long-Term ($m) Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 
Avoided Injury and Fatality $53 $55 $55 

Injury $7 $7 $7 

Fatality $46 $48 $48 

Avoided Response and Recovery Costs $32 $32 $31 
Avoided Income Loss from Displacement $3 $3 $3 

Avoided Trauma $2 $2 $3 

Direct $2 $2 $2 

Indirect $1 $1 $1 
Social Cohesion $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Environmental Costs $0 $0 $0 

Avoided Property, Building & Infrastructure Damages $422 $422 $415 

Residential, Industrial & Commercial $421 $421 $415 

Infrastructure $1 $1 $1 
Total Benefits $511 $514 $507 

 
Overall  

Table B-4: Monetised Benefits of Proposed Futures Overall (NPV $m) 
Benefits Long-Term ($m) Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 
Avoided Injury and Fatality $416 $423 $426 

Injury $55 $56 $56 
Fatality $361 $367 $370 

Avoided Response and Recovery Costs $62 $62 $61 
Avoided Income Loss from Displacement $17 $17 $18 
Avoided Trauma $15 $15 $15 

Direct $10 $10 $10 
Indirect $5 $5 $5 

Social Cohesion $0 $0 $0 
Avoided Environmental Costs $0 $0 $0 
Avoided Property, Building & Infrastructure Damages $825 $833 $816 

Residential, Industrial & Commercial $822 $831 $813 
Infrastructure $3 $3 $3 

Total Benefits $1,335 $1,351 $1,336 
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Costs Tables per Epoch 

Short-term -The quantum of capital works is relatively similar across the three Proposed Futures 

in the short-term, whereby capital expenditure and operational expenditure are roughly identical 
in present value terms. There is no expected capital maintenance required in the short-term. 

Table B-5: Monetised Costs of Proposed Futures Over the Short-Term (NPV $m) 

Costs – Short Term ($m) Status Quo Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 

Infrastructure CAPEX $216 $912 $486 $992 

Repurposed land activities $0 $384 $436 $477 

Property & Land Acquisition $24 $279 $338 $445 

Capital Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 

OPEX $14 $23 $23 $23 

Total Costs $254 $1,598 $1,284 $1,938 

Medium-term - The assessed costs in the medium-term are observed to be lower than in the 

short-term, largely due to the later costs incurring greater discounting.  

Table B-6: Monetised Costs of Proposed Futures Over the Medium-Term (NPV $m) 

Costs – Medium Term ($m) Status Quo Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 

Infrastructure CAPEX $74 $299 $229 $294 

Repurposed land activities $4 $49 $10 $68 

Property & Land Acquisition $18 $64 $0 $74 

Capital Maintenance $7 $13 $13 $13 

OPEX $11 $27 $34 $26 

Total Costs $115 $452 $287 $475 

Long-term - Like the above, long-term costs are lower due to the bulk of capital and property 

repurposing costs incurred in the short to medium term, with greater discounting over time. 

Table B-7: Monetised Costs of Proposed Futures Over the Long-Term (NPV $m)) 

Costs – Long Term ($m) Status Quo Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 

Infrastructure CAPEX $0 $9 $9 $0 

Repurposed land activities $0 $0 $0 $0 

Property & Land Acquisition $29 $0 $0 $0 

Capital Maintenance $7 $20 $25 $18 

OPEX $6 $19 $24 $17 

Total Costs $43 $48 $58 $35 

Overall  

Table B-8: Monetised Costs of Proposed Futures Overall (NPV $m)) 

Costs – Long Term ($m) Status Quo Future 3 Future 4 Future 5 

Infrastructure CAPEX $290 $1,220 $724 $1,287 

Repurposed land activities $4 $433 $447 $545 

Property & Land Acquisition $72 $343 $338 $519 

Capital Maintenance $15 $33 $39 $31 

OPEX $31 $70 $81 $66 

Total Costs $411 $2,098 $1,629 $2,448 
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BCR tables per epoch for Core BCR assessment 
Short-term 

Table B-9: Comparison of Futures Over the Short-Term (NPV $m) 

FUTURE BENEFITS ($M) COSTS ($M) BCR RANK 

Future 3 $452 $1,598  0.28  2  

Future 4 $457 $1,284  0.36  1  

Future 5 $450 $1,938  0.23  3  

Medium-term 

Table B-10: Comparison of Futures Over the Medium-Term (NPV $m) 

FUTURE BENEFITS ($M) COSTS ($M) BCR RANK 

Future 3 $372 $452  0.82  3  

Future 4 $381 $287  1.33  1  

Future 5 $378 $475  0.80  2  

Long-term 

Table B-11: Comparison of Futures Over the Long-Term (NPV $m) 

FUTURE BENEFITS ($M) COSTS ($M) BCR RANK 

Future 3 $511 $48  10.61  2  

Future 4 $514 $58  8.86  3  

Future 5 $507 $35  14.58  1  

Overall 

Table B-12: Comparison of Futures Overall (NPV $m) 

FUTURE BENEFITS ($M) COSTS ($M) BCR RANK 

Future 3 $1,335 $2,098 0.64 2  

Future 4 $1,351 $1,629 0.83 1  

Future 5 $1,336 $2,448 0.55 3  

 


