" Otago
~d Regional
=~ Council
TAIERI LIAISON GROUP
AGENDA
1. MEETING DETAILS
Date: 28 May 2025
Time: 4.30pm
Venue: Dunedin International Airport
2. WELCOME
Simon Parks/Tom Dyer
3. ATTENDANCE AND APOLOGIES
Name Role Attending | Apology
Liaison Group Members
William Kirkland East Taieri
Simon Parks East Taieri
Julie Struthers East Taieri
Colin Scurr West Taieri
David Wilson West Taieri
Matt Kerr West Taieri
Nick Rodger Dunedin International Airport Limited
Andrew Simms Mosgiel Taieri Community Board
Lloyd McCall Councillor
Otago Regional Council Staff
Tom Dyer GM Science and Resilience
Brett Paterson Manage Engineering
Dan King Team Leader Operations and Maintenance
Pam Wilson Infrastructure Engineering Lead
Kirsten Tebbutt Engagement Strategy and Planning Lead
4. MINUTES AND ACTIONS FROM PREVIOUS MEETING
Action Action Description Action Owner | Due Date Status
No.
4.3 Finalise ToR KT/Council 28 May Complete
4.4 Provide copies of ToR, Council paper, meeting notes, | KT 28 May Complete
contact details
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10.

11.

12.

13.

CHAIRPERSON’S REPORT

Simon Parks

2024/25 YEAR UPDATE

Brett Paterson, Manager Engineering
Dan King, Operations & Maintenance Lead

. ANNUAL PLAN UPDATE

Brett Paterson, Manager Engineering

. 2025/26 YEAR PLANNING

Brett Paterson, Manager Engineering
Dan King, Operations & Maintenance Lead

INTRODUCTION TO ASSET MANAGEMENT

Pam Wilson, Infrastructure Lead

STRATEGIC AND ENGAGEMENT UPDATE

Kirsten Tebbutt, Engagement Strategy and Planning Lead

QUESTIONS ON PRECIRCULATED MATERIALS

Quarterly Reports for Q1-3 — Brett Paterson, Manager Engineering
Outram Floodbank Stability Assessment — Pam Wilson, Infrastructure Lead

MEETING REVIEW

Kirsten Tebbutt, Engagement Strategy and Planning Lead

NEXT MEETING

Date:
Time:

Venue:

ATTACHMENTS

1. Quarterly Reports for Schemes and Rivers Management Q1-Q3
2. Outram Floodbank Stability Assessment

A1390749
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Quarter 1 Report FY2024/2025

July - September 2024

River Management
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Context of Report

This report is a non-financial summary of the river management work streams undertaken by ORC
Engineering across the rivers of Otago (excluding flood protection schemes).

The information provided in this report is based on planned® and unplanned activities, and the
progress achieved through metrics provided from various sources of current recording and
measuring.

The reporting is set out under the following sections:

Performance Summary

Planned Maintenance Levels of Service (LoS)

Response to Issues

Flood Repair Programme

Coastal River Mouth Openings
Notifications

1

2

3

4

5. River flow data
6

7

8. Community Engagement
9

Contracts and Procurement Update
10. River Management Global Consent Update
11. Photos

Information Sources
The information contained in this report is sourced from:

e QOperations and maintenance plans and records (excel databases, pump station data),
e Global consent records (excel database and Tiaki),

e Customer enquiry records (excel database),

e Procurement transactions (Datascape),

e Corporate Services reporting systems (Opal),

e Asset management (ConQuest),

e Water online information, and

e Project delivery records.

The systems that support these records are Tiaki (which replaces Objective as of November 2023) for
records, ConQuest and relevant financial systems.

1 Planned activities are currently those known activities that are undertaken as set out in the Long-Term Plan (2024-2034),
and as outlined in respective Scheme operating manuals.

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering Page 2 of 14



Otago
Regional
== Council

1. Performance Summary

Level of Service: Maintain channel and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Performance Measure: Percentage of planned maintenance actions achieved each year (full year
target > 85%).

522 individual river management jobs are scheduled for the 2024/25 financial year. 114 (21%) jobs
have been completed to the end of Quarter 1. Currently on track for achievement of full year target
(= 85%). In addition to this an additional 12 reactive works were completed in Quarter 1.

See Section 2 of this report for further commentary on the river management work programme and
this performance measure.

Performance Measure: Percentage of identified and reported issues that have been investigated and
appropriate action determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days (full
year target 100%).

mComplete

Qutstanding

Figure 1 Number of customer queries by action status. Overdue equates to an enquiry having no action completed for
greater than 20 working days. Outstanding equates to a query remaining open at the end of reporting period (not overdue).

27 customer queries received in Quarter 1. 27 out of 27 queries (100%) investigated and action
communicated to landholders within 20 working days. 2 enquiries are outstanding, but a first action
has been taken.

See Section 3 of this report for further commentary of customer queries and this performance
measure.

2. Planned Maintenance

Performance Measure: Maintain channel capacity and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Target: 85% of planned maintenance actions achieved each year.

There are 522 individual jobs currently planned to be completed within the 2024/25 financial year.
Of these, 414 (79%) are routine inspections including:
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e  Fortnightly or monthly inspections of ten river mouths in the Dunedin and Clutha and Waitaki
river management areas.

e Monthly inspections of the 6 river management areas as well as separate monthly inspections in
the Middlemarch and Palmerston urban area.

The remaining 108 jobs (21%) are contract related works involving vegetation management, bank
repairs and gravel redistribution with Otago’s rivers.

Figure 2 below shows contract works completed to date as well as reactive works that have been
undertaken in addition to programmed works. Figure 3 shows inspections completed up to the end
of Quarter 1.

Complete contract works by planning type - Q1

"‘10"‘ ' B Reactive: 12 tasks (55%)

Programme: 10 tasks (45%)

Figure 2 Contract works completed up to the end of Quarter 1 including programmed and reactive works.

Q1 Inspection Completion Status

B Complete: 104 tasks (98%)

Incomplete: 2 tasks (2%)

Figure 3 Progress of planned inspections up to the end of Q1.
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To the end of Quarter 1 a total of 114 jobs (22%) have been completed out of 522 Two routine river
inspections were not completed in Quarter 1.

The river management programme is on track to achieving the 85% target of this performance
measure as at the end of Quarter 1.

3. Response to Issues

Performance Measure: Maintain channel capacity and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Target: 100% of identified and reported issues that have been investigated and appropriate action
determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days.

There were 27 river management specific queries were received from landowners during Quarter 1.
These made up 42% of all queries received by the Engineering team, with 14 queries (22%) being
scheme related and a further 23 queries (36%) being referred to another team within the ORC or
referred externally to a territorial authority.

Responses for Quarter 1 were 100% on target with 27 out of 27 queries being investigated and
appropriate action determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days
(Figure 7). There were no queries actioned overdue and 2 outstanding queries (open but not
overdue) in Quarter 1.

Customer Enquiries - Quarter 1

23 (36%) ® Referred Elsewhere
27 (842%) o
B Scheme

River

14 (22%)

Figure 4 Number of customer queries by referral.

4. Flood Repair Programme

There were no flood events during Quarter 1 of the 2024/2025 year.
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5. River Flow Data

Table 1 provides an indication of high flows that have been experienced across the region and
therefore indicates areas where further works may have been identified due to subsequent erosion
or debris. It is not indicative of a flood event occurring as rivers may pass their first warning level and
are not deemed to be “in flood”.

Table 1 River flow peak flows during Quarter 1 (highlighted cells indicates flow is above first warning level).

River/location Quarterly Peak First Warning
Flow (m3/s) Level (m3/s)

5 Arrow at Cornwall 22.39 12/09/2024 -

-%‘ Shotover at Bowens 256.05 03/09/2024 508

§ Kawarau at Chards 598.44 13/09/2024 1200
Dart at Hillocks 532.00 07/09/2024 1450
Silverstream at Gordon Rd 39.48 02/07/2024 65

% Taieri at Sutton 68.20 16/09/2024 100

E Waipori at Berwick 30.97 30/07/2024 -
Lindsay at North Road 6.28 02/07/2024 51
Clutha at Cardrona confluence 439.57 13/09/2024 600

g Clutha at Clyde 1269.91 13/09/2024 3450

S Clutha at below Roxburgh 1245.38 13/09/2024 1548
Pomahaka at Glenken 137.97 03/09/2024 86

Waitaki Kakanui at Clifton Falls Bridge 33.32 02/07/2024 50
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6. Coastal River Mouth Openings

Game, and ORC Compliance.

Table 2 River Mouth Openings during Quarter 1

River Mouth No. of Notifications

Kakanui

0

Hawkesbury

Drivers

Hoopers

Tomahawk

Kaikorai

Taylors

Otokia

Sawmill

Tokomairiro

Clutha - Koau

Clutha - Matau

Total

OO/ O/0O/0O|O|O|O|O|O|N|W

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering

Coastal mouth opening is not a current performance measure; however, it is measured in terms of
the river management work programme where each river mouth is scheduled to be monitored at
least once per week. River mouth opening activities are also tracked through notifications to Fish &

In Quarter 1 there were 5 coastal mouth openings (Drivers Creek and Hawksbury Lagoon) in the
Dunedin City area. There were no coastal mouth openings in Clutha or Waitaki District in Quarter 1.
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7. Notifications

Engineering performs its activities under a Global Consent which applies across Otago’s waterways,
as per the summary in Figure 9. Activities cannot be performed within waterways from May through
to September annually, unless express approval and/or emergency works are required in accordance
with the RMA.

Global Consent seasonal window to work in waterways
1 October - 30 April

|
I 1
| Ooct | Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar |

Additional restriction due to Long Jaw Eels and Galaxid

presence in rivers (1 Feb - 31 Mar)

Figure 5 Global Consent summary of when working in waterways can occur annually.

As a condition of ORC’s Global consent RM10.408.16 -18 the Engineering Team is required to post
notification for any works taking place within the wetted bed. This work includes, but is not limited
to:

e Mechanical clean

e Gravel re-distribution

e Bank protection

e  Willow removal

o  Willow trimming

e Vegetation removal

No notifications? were issued in accordance with Global Consent for Quarter 1.

8. Community Engagement

Quarter 1 has seen limited community engagement in the form of sessions / meetings / workshops
held with the community. The Rivers team has been still maintaining engagement through our BAU.

e 5 September — Rivers staff attended the Strath Taieri Community Board meeting held in
Middlemarch.
e 19-20 September — Rivers staff attended River Managers SIG forum — Wellington.

2 Notifications are a requirement under the Global Consent that provides details of the work being undertaken including
location and extent of works. The notifications are issued to stakeholders and landowners. Stakeholders include DoC, F&G,
Forest & Bird and Iwi. The notification relates to works that the global consent grants authority to be undertaken as set out
above.
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9. Contracts and Procurement Update

Total tasks by Engineering Team

111

Sum of Value by Engineering Team
95K
=\
200K~ 4gm

NZ$12M

Total Tasks by Rivers

16

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering

Operations & Maintenance: 46 task...
Project Delivery: 31 tasks (28%)
. River Management: 23 tasks (21%)
B Commercial & Regulatory: 8 tasks (...
[ Infrastructure: 2 tasks (2%)

Management: 1 task (1%)

Project Delivery: NZ$8,415,574.40 V...
[ River Management: NZ$1,933,228.5...
Operations & Maintenance: NZ$1,7...
. Infrastructure: NZ$200,000.00 Value...
Management: NZ$95,400.00 Value (...

[ Commercial & Regulatory: NZ$80,9...

@ WO.106 Clutha River Management ...

@ W0.107 Dunedin River Manageme...
WO.105 Central Otago River Mana...
WO.109 Waitaki River Management...
WO.110 Wakatipu River Manageme...

WO.111 Wanaka River Managemen...
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10. River Management Global Consent Update

ORC Engineering is currently renewing its set of Global Consents — RM21.073.01, 02 and 03. While
this renewal process is underway, Engineering can continue operating under these consents. Table 4
details progress to date with the renewal of the Global Consents.

Table 3 Global Consent application (renewal) summary as of 30 September 2022.

22 February 2021 RM21.073.01, 02,03 Global consent application lodged.

26 February 2021 Application accepted for processing and continued consent exercising
i rights approved under s124(2) of the RMA.

10 March 2021 Request for further information (s92(1) RMA).

20 June 2021 RM10.408.16-18 expired (but rights continue under s124(2).

30 November i Meeting with Consultant Planner and Ecologist.

2021 i

January 2022 Review and amendment of EMP, and preparation of s92 response as a

i result of stakeholder engagement and discussion with consultant
! planner and ecologists.
September 2022 s The revised EMP has been reviewed by stakeholders and
5 informally reviewed by the consultant planner and ecologist.
= At the suggestion of the consultant planner and ecologist we

are considering what further limits on activity can be included
in the EMP for ecological benefit.

= The expectation is to lodge our s92 response with the
consultant planner prior to 22 December 2022.

May 2023 s Information on the proposed extent of works (for greater
: ecological benefit) was provided to the consultant planner in
December so any issues can be raised before the s92 response
is lodged.
= 592 response was lodged 29t May 2023

June 2023 = Advice received from consent authority’s ecologist that the
: EMP approach is appropriate and that a hearing would be of
i little benefit.

September 2023 = Response provided by consent authority to further

information provided.

November 2024 = Request for additional advice regarding how the consent
: authority is classifying drains and rivers (given the ‘What is a
River?’ guidance available on line)

December 2023 = Further information provided

January 2024 = Clarification regarding the categorisation of rivers and drains
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February 2024 = Draft notification assessment received, recommending
notification.
March 2024 s Fully ecological assessment requested by consent authority.
= Formal response to draft notification assessment provided,
including the removal of drain maintenance activities from the
application.
May 2024 = Advice received from consent authority that the application is
expected to be limited notified.
June 2024 = Liaison with affected parties regarding whether affected party
approval can be obtained.
= Continuing work on ecological assessment.
July 2024 s Finalise ecological commentary
August 2024 = Joint hui held with all affected parties, technical experts and
the consent authority
September 2024 = Update and circulate EMP to reflect discussions from hui
Next Steps = Continue to engage with affected parties regarding any
approvals that may be provided
= Await Consent Authority to advise of any key outstanding
concerns
11. Photos

Figure 6 Toko Bridge 3 replaced with new culvert
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oo

Figure 7 December 2024 Bridge 14 Headwalls almost complete
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Quarterly Report Accepted:

Date:

Manager Engineering
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Quarter 2 Report FY2024/2025

October - December 2024

River Management
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Context of Report

This report is a non-financial summary of the river management work streams undertaken by ORC
Engineering across the rivers of Otago (excluding flood protection schemes).

The information provided in this report is based on planned® and unplanned activities, and the
progress achieved through metrics provided from various sources of current recording and
measuring.

The reporting is set out under the following sections:

Performance Summary

Planned Maintenance Levels of Service (LoS)

Response to Issues

Flood Repair Programme

Coastal River Mouth Openings
Notifications

1

2

3

4

5. River flow data
6

7

8. Community Engagement
9

Contracts and Procurement Update
10. River Management Global Consent Update
11. Photos

Information Sources
The information contained in this report is sourced from:

e QOperations and maintenance plans and records (excel databases, pump station data),
e Global consent records (excel database and Tiaki),

e Customer enquiry records (excel database),

e Procurement transactions (Datascape),

e Corporate Services reporting systems (Opal),

e Asset management (ConQuest),

e \Water online information, and

e Project delivery records.

The systems that support these records are Tiaki (which replaces Objective as of November 2023) for
records, ConQuest and relevant financial systems.

1 Planned activities are currently those known activities that are undertaken as set out in the Long-Term Plan (2024-2034),
and as outlined in respective Scheme operating manuals.
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1. Performance Summary

Level of Service: Maintain channel and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Performance Measure: Percentage of planned maintenance actions achieved each year (full year
target > 90%).

522 individual river management jobs are scheduled for the 2024/25 financial year. 222 jobs have
been completed to the end of Quarter 2. Currently on track for achievement of full year target (2
85%). In addition to this an additional 37 reactive works were completed up to the end of Quarter 2.

See Section 2 of this report for further commentary on the river management work programme and
this performance measure.

Performance Measure: Percentage of identified and reported issues that have been investigated and
appropriate action determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days (full
year target 100%).

B Complete

Outstanding

Figure 1 Number of customer queries by action status. Overdue equates to an enquiry having no action completed for
greater than 20 working days. Outstanding equates to a query remaining open at the end of reporting period (not overdue).

38 customer queries received in Quarter 2. 38 out of 38 queries (100%) investigated and action
communicated to landholders within 20 working days. 5 enquiries are outstanding, but a first action
has been taken.

See Section 3 of this report for further commentary of customer queries and this performance
measure.

2. Planned Maintenance

Performance Measure: Maintain channel capacity and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Target: 90% of planned maintenance actions achieved each year.
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There are 522 individual jobs currently planned to be completed within the 2024/25 financial year.
Of these, 414 (79%) are routine inspections including:

e Fortnightly or monthly inspections of ten river mouths in the Dunedin and Clutha and Waitaki
river management areas.

e Monthly inspections of the 6 river management areas as well as separate monthly inspections in
the Middlemarch and Palmerston urban area.

The remaining 108 jobs (21%) are contract related works involving vegetation management, bank
repairs and gravel redistribution with Otago’s rivers.

Figure 2 below shows contract works completed to date as well as reactive works that have been
undertaken in addition to programmed works. Figure 3 shows inspections completed up to the end
of Quarter 2.

Complete contract works by planning type - Q2

57 B Reactive: 37 tasks (65%)

Programme: 20 tasks (35%)

Figure 2 Contract works completed up to the end of Quarter 2 including programmed and reactive works.

Q2 Inspection Completion Status

10

B Complete: 202 tasks (95%)
p

Incomplete: 10 tasks (5%)

Figure 3 Progress of planned inspections up to the end of Q2.

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering Page 4 of 14



Otago
Regional
== Council

To the end of Quarter 2 a total of 222 jobs (42%) have been completed out of 522. The river
management programme is on track to achieving the 85% target of this performance measure as at
the end of Quarter 2.

3. Response to Issues

Performance Measure: Maintain channel capacity and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Target: 100% of identified and reported issues that have been investigated and appropriate action
determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days.

There were 46 river management specific queries were received from landowners during Quarter 2.
These made up 26% of all queries received by the Engineering team, with 26 queries (17%) being
scheme related and a further 72 queries (42%) being referred to another team within the ORC or
referred externally to a territorial authority. In addition the Engineering category had 29 queries
(17%).

Responses for Quarter 2 were 96% on target with 44 out of 46 queries being investigated and
appropriate action determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days
(Figure 5). There were 2 queries actioned overdue and 13 outstanding queries.

Customer Queries - Quarter 2

29 (17%)
M Referred Elsewhere

72 (42%) B Scheme

River

46 (26%)

26 (15%)

B Engineering

Figure 4 Number of customer queries by referral.

4. Flood Repair Programme

In October 2024 a weather event resulted in elevated flows in rivers across the region. The
distribution of rainfall varied across the region with significant accumulations falling around coastal
Otago.
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A flood repair and recovery programme is being established for this event. The programme will be
established within the 3 month requirement and will be available to the public online as an
interactive map showing repair sites, their programmed completion, and their status. The
programme and map will be updated monthly as work progresses. The live repair programme can be
viewed by visiting the following ORC webpage and clicking the link to the dashboard near the
bottom of the page — Flood Repair Programme | Otago Regional Council (orc.govt.nz).

Figure 5 Flood recovery dashboard following October 24 weather event.

Flood Recovery Works List
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FR24.29 -
0o 4B Aren Lower Ci
O
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O FR24-33

‘Status of Recovery Works

Viork complesad

5. River Flow Data

Table 1 provides an indication of high flows that have been experienced across the region and
therefore indicates areas where further works may have been identified due to subsequent erosion
or debris. It is not indicative of a flood event occurring as rivers may pass their first warning level and
are not deemed to be “in flood”.

Table 1 River flow peak flows during Quarter 2 (highlighted cells indicates flow is above first warning level).

5 Arrow at Cornwall 28.85 24/10/2024 -
-%‘ Shotover at Bowens 443.07 24/10/2024 508
§ Kawarau at Chards 651.09 09/11/2024 1200
Dart at Hillocks 1056.27 09/11/2024 1450
Silverstream at Gordon Rd 42.19 04/10/2024 65
% Taieri at Sutton 346.35 05/10/2024 100
§ Waipori at Berwick 33.04 04/10/2024 -
Lindsay at North Road 18.75 04/10/2024 51
© Clutha at Cardrona confluence 633.05 10/11/2024 600
£ | CluthaatClyde 1548.02 10/11/2024 3450
© Clutha at below Roxburgh 1487.10 10/11/2024 1548
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Pomahaka at Glenken 289.38 03/10/2024 86
Waitaki | Kakanui at Clifton Falls Bridge 96.14 04/10/2024 50

6. Coastal River Mouth Openings

Coastal mouth opening is not a current performance measure; however, it is measured in terms of
the river management work programme where each river mouth is scheduled to be monitored at
least once per week. River mouth opening activities are also tracked through notifications to Fish &
Game, and ORC Compliance.

In Quarter 2 there were 6 coastal mouth openings in the Dunedin City area; Drivers Creek,
Hawksbury Lagoon, Sawmill Creek and Kaikorai Stream. There were no coastal mouth openings in
Clutha or Waitaki Districts in Quarter 2.

Table 2 River Mouth Openings during Quarter 2

River Mouth No. of Notifications

Kakanui 0
Hawkesbury

Drivers

Hoopers

Tomahawk

Kaikorai

Taylors
Otokia
Sawmill

Tokomairiro
Clutha - Koau
Clutha - Matau
Total

N OO O|R,r|O|O|RP|O|OCO|W|K
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7. Notifications

Engineering performs its activities under a Global Consent which applies across Otago’s waterways,
as per the summary in Figure 9. Activities cannot be performed within waterways from May through
to September annually, unless express approval and/or emergency works are required in accordance
with the RMA.

Global Consent seasonal window to work in waterways
1 October - 30 April

|
I 1
| Ooct | Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar |

Additional restriction due to Long Jaw Eels and Galaxid
presence in rivers (1 Feb - 31 Mar)

Figure 6 Global Consent summary of when working in waterways can occur annually.

As a condition of ORC’s Global consent RM10.408.16 -18 the Engineering Team is required to post
notification for any works taking place within the wetted bed. This work includes, but is not limited
to:

e Mechanical clearing

e Gravel re-distribution

e Bank protection

e  Willow removal

o  Willow trimming

e Vegetation removal

Table 3 Notifications? issued in accordance with Global Consent for planned activities to the end of Quarter 3 2024/25

District Previous This | Year to
Quarters Quarter Date
Central Otago 0 0 0
Clutha 0 0 0
Dunedin 0 0 0
Wanaka 0 0 0
Wakatipu 0 0 0
Waitaki 0 0 1
Total 0 0 1

2 Notifications are a requirement under the Global Consent that provides details of the work being undertaken including
location and extent of works. The notifications are issued to stakeholders and landowners. Stakeholders include DoC, F&G,
Forest & Bird and Iwi. The notification relates to works that the global consent grants authority to be undertaken as set out
above.
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8. Community Engagement

Quarter 2 saw Rivers staff attend a number of sessions / meetings / workshops held with the
community. The Rivers team has also been maintaining engagement through our BAU.

18 October — Rivers Staff attended Lower Waitaki Rating District committee meeting — Waitaki
Bridge Hall.

25 October — Rivers staff attended Weather Event Debrief — Palmerston Service Centre.

25 October — Rivers staff attended hui with lwi Partners and Environment Canterbury to discuss
vegetation plans — Waitaki River.
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9. Contracts and Procurement Update

Total tasks by Engineering Team

111

Sum of Value by Engineering Team

95K _
200K ,’g“

NZ$12M

Total Tasks by Rivers

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering

Operations & Maintenance: 46 task...
Project Delivery: 31 tasks (28%)
. River Management: 23 tasks (21%)
[ Commercial & Regulatory: 8 tasks (...
. Infrastructure: 2 tasks (2%)

Management: 1 task (1%)

Project Delivery: NZ$8,415,574.40 V...
. River Management: NZ$1,933,228.5...
Operations & Maintenance: NZ$1,7...
. Infrastructure: NZ$200,000.00 Value...
Management: NZ$95,400.00 Value (...

[ Commercial & Regulatory: NZ$80,9...

@ W0.106 Clutha River Management ...

@ WO.107 Dunedin River Manageme...
WO.105 Central Otago River Mana...
WO.109 Waitaki River Management...
WO.110 Wakatipu River Manageme...

WO.111 Wanaka River Managemen...
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10.River Management Global Consent Update

ORC Engineering is currently renewing its set of Global Consents — RM21.073.01, 02 and 03. While
this renewal process is underway, Engineering can continue operating under these consents. Table 4
details progress to date with the renewal of the Global Consents.

Table 4 Global Consent application (renewal) summary as of 31 December 2024.

Date

Action

22 February 2021

RM21.073.01, 02,03 Global consent application lodged.

26 February 2021

Application accepted for processing and continued consent exercising rights
approved under s124(2) of the RMA.

10 March 2021

Request for further information (s92(1) RMA).

20 June 2021

RM10.408.16-18 expired (but rights continue under s124(2).

30 November 2021

Meeting with Consultant Planner and Ecologist.

January 2022 Review and amendment of EMP, and preparation of s92 response as a result of

stakeholder engagement and discussion with consultant planner and ecologists.

September 2022 = The revised EMP has been reviewed by stakeholders and informally
reviewed by the consultant planner and ecologist.

= At the suggestion of the consultant planner and ecologist we are
considering what further limits on activity can be included in the EMP
for ecological benefit.

= The expectation is to lodge our s92 response with the consultant
planner prior to 22 December 2022.

May 2023 = Information on the proposed extent of works (for greater ecological
benefit) was provided to the consultant planner in December so any
issues can be raised before the s92 response is lodged.

o 592 response was lodged 29t May 2023

June 2023 = Advice received from consent authority’s ecologist that the EMP
approach is appropriate and that a hearing would be of little benefit.

September 2023 = Response provided by consent authority to further information
provided.

November 2024 = Request for additional advice regarding how the consent authority is
classifying drains and rivers (given the ‘What is a River?’ guidance
available on line)

December 2023 = Further information provided

January 2024 = Clarification regarding the categorisation of rivers and drains

February 2024 = Draft notification assessment received, recommending notification.

March 2024 = Fully ecological assessment requested by consent authority.
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Formal response to draft notification assessment provided, including
the removal of drain maintenance activities from the application.

May 2024 Advice received from consent authority that the application is expected
to be limited notified.

June 2024 Liaison with affected parties regarding whether affected party approval
can be obtained.
Continuing work on ecological assessment.

July 2024 Finalise ecological commentary

August 2024 Joint hui held with all affected parties, technical experts and the
consent authority

September/Novemb Update and circulate EMP to reflect discussions from hui

er 2024 Supporting ongoing discussions with Rinaka

November 2024 Written approval received from Aukaha, on behalf of Te Riinanga o
Moeraki, Kati Huirapa Ranaka ki Puketeraki, Te Rinanga o Otakou and
Hokonui Rinanga

December 2024 Arrange hui between DoC and F&G regarding pest fish species

Next Steps Hui in February 2025 regarding pest fish species
Continue to engage with affected parties regarding any approvals that
may be provided
Await Consent Authority to advise of any key outstanding concerns

11.Photos
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Figure 7 Bridge 14 site works underway
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Context of Report

This report is a non-financial summary of the river management work streams undertaken by ORC
Engineering across the rivers of Otago (excluding flood protection schemes).

The information provided in this report is based on planned! and unplanned activities, and the
progress achieved through metrics provided from various sources of current recording and
measuring.

The reporting is set out under the following sections:

Performance Summary

Planned Maintenance
Levels of Service
Response to Issues

Flood Repair Programme

Coastal River Mouth Openings
Notifications

1

2

3

4

5. River flow data
6

7

8. Community Engagement
9

Contracts and Procurement Update
10. River Management Global Consent Update
11. Photos

Information Sources
The information contained in this report is sourced from:

e QOperations and maintenance plans and records (excel databases, pump station data),

e Global consent records (excel database and Objective),

e Customer enquiry records (excel database),

e  Procurement transactions (IPOS),

e Corporate Services reporting systems (Opal),

e Asset management (ConQuest),

e Water online information, and

e Project delivery records.

The systems that support these records are currently a combination of Objective for records,
ConQuest and relevant financial systems.

1 Planned activities are currently those known activities that are undertaken as set out in the Long-Term Plan (2021-2031),
and as outlined in respective Scheme operating manuals.
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1. Performance Summary

Level of Service: Maintain channel and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Performance Measure: Percentage of planned maintenance actions achieved each year (full year
target > 90%).

522 individual river management jobs are scheduled for the 2024/25 financial year. 329 jobs have
been completed to the end of Quarter 3. Currently on track for achievement of full year target (2
85%). In addition to this an additional 52 reactive works were completed up to the end of Quarter 3.

See Section 2 of this report for further commentary on the river management work programme and
this performance measure.

Performance Measure: Percentage of identified and reported issues that have been investigated and
appropriate action determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days (full
year target 100%).

n Actioned wm Actioned overdue  m Qutstanding

Figure 1 Number of customer queries by action status to the end of Quarter 3 2024/25. Overdue equates to an enquiry
being open for greater than 20 working days.

105 customer queries received to the end of Quarter 3 with 102 out of 105 queries (98%)
investigated and action communicated to landholders within 20 working days.

See Section 3 of this report for further commentary of customer queries and this performance
measure.
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2. Planned Maintenance

Performance Measure: Maintain channel capacity and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Target: 90% of planned maintenance actions achieved each year.

There are 522 individual jobs currently planned to be completed within the 2024/25 financial year.
Of these, 414 (79%) are routine inspections including:

e  Fortnightly or monthly inspections of ten river mouths in the Dunedin and Clutha and
Waitaki river management areas.

e Monthly inspections of the 6 river management areas as well as separate monthly
inspections in the Middlemarch and Palmerston urban area.

The remaining 108 jobs (21%) are contract related works involving vegetation management, bank
repairs and gravel redistribution with Otago’s rivers.

Figure 2 below shows contract works completed to date as well as reactive works that have been
undertaken in addition to programmed works. Figure 3 shows inspections completed up to the end
of Quarter 3.

Complete contract works by planning type - Q3

34 86 B Reactive: 52 tasks (60%)

Programme: 34 tasks (40%)

Figure 2 Contract works completed up to the end of Quarter 3 including programmed and reactive

Q3 Inspection Completion Status

15

B Complete: 295 tasks (95%)
p

Incomplete: 15 tasks (5%)

Figure 3 Progress of planned inspections up to the end of Q3
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To the end of Quarter 3 a total of 329 jobs (63%) have been completed out of 522. The river
management programme is on track to achieving the 85% target of this performance measure as
at the end of Quarter 3.

3. Response to Issues

Performance Measure: Maintain channel capacity and stability, while balancing environmental
outcomes and recognising mana whenua values in rivers.

Target: 100% of identified and reported issues that have been investigated and appropriate action
determined and communicated to affected landholders within 20 working days.

105 river management specific queries have been received from landowners to the end of Quarter 3.

Responses to the end of Quarter 3 were 98% on target with 102 out of 105 queries being
investigated and appropriate action determined and communicated to affected landownders within
20 working days (Figure 6). There are no outstanding queries (open but not overdue) at the end of
Quarter 3. The average response time in relation to these queries was less than five working days.

Number of queries by action status

= Actioned = Actioned overdue Outstanding
Figure 4 Number of customer queries by action status to the end of Quarter 3. Overdue equates to an enquiry being open
for greater than 20 working days. Outstanding equates to a query remaining open at the end of the reporting period (not

overdue).

Figure 5 Breakdown of customer queries by Engineering function

Customer Queries - Quarter 3

16 (26%) M Referred Elsewhere
33 (53%) B Scheme
13 (21%) Rivers

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering Page 5 of 13



Otago
Regional
== Council

4. Flood Repair Programme

Score for 2023/24 Q3: 100% - meeting the 100% target.
There were no flood events during Quarter 3

In October 2024 a weather event resulted in elevated flows in rivers across the region. The
distribution of rainfall varied across the region with significant accumulations falling around coastal
Otago.

A flood repair and recovery programme is being established for this event. The programme will be
established within the 3 month requirement and will be available to the public online as an
interactive map showing repair sites, their programmed completion, and their status. The
programme and map will be updated monthly as work progresses. The live repair programme can be
viewed by visiting the following ORC webpage and clicking the link to the dashboard near the
bottom of the page — Flood Repair Programme | Otago Regional Council (orc.govt.nz).

Figure 6: Flood recovery Work Dashboard - September 2023 weather event.

Legend
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5. River Flow Data

Table 1 provides an indication of high flows that have been experienced across the region and
therefore indicates areas where further works may have been identified due to subsequent erosion
or debris. It is not indicative of a flood event occurring as rivers may pass their first warning level and
are not deemed to be “in flood”.

Table 1 River flow peak flows during Quarter 3 (highlighted cells indicates flow is above first warning level).

. . Quarterly Peak First Warning
ﬁRwu/locatlon Flow (m3/s) Date . Level (m3/s)

Arrow at Cornwall 3.60 18/03/2025 -
) Shotover at Bowens 128.38 18/03/2025 508
Wakatipu
Kawarau at Chards Road 208.82 01/01/2025 1200
Dart at The Hillocks 735.32 18/03/2025 1450
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Silverstream at Gordon Rd 10.35 12/03/2025 65
Dunedin Taieri at Sutton 30.55 27/01/2025 100
Waipori at Berwick 26.88 26/03/2025 -
Lindsays Creek at North Road Bridge 3.54 12/03/2025 51
Clutha at below Cardrona confluence 344.18 01/01/2025 600
Clutha Clutha at Clyde 662.42 10/01/2025 3450
Clutha at below Roxburgh Dam 680.53 29/01/2025 1548
Pomahaka at Glenken 38.65 03/01/2025 86
Waitaki  [Kakanui at Clifton Falls Bridge 42.24 20/02/2025 50

6. Coastal River Mouth Openings

Coastal mouth opening is not a current performance measure; however, it is measured in terms of
the river management work programme where each river mouth is scheduled to be monitored at
least once per week. River mouth opening activities are also tracked through notifications to Fish &

Game, and ORC Compliance.

In Quarter 3 there were 2 coastal mouth openings in the Dunedin City area; Drivers Creek. There
were no coastal mouth openings in Clutha or Waitaki Districts in Quarter 3.

Table 2 River Mouth Openings during Quarter 3 2025

River Mouth

Kakanui

No. of Notifications

o

Hawkesbury

Drivers

Hoopers

Tomahawk

Kaikorai

Taylors

Otokia

Sawmill

Tokomairiro

Clutha - Koau

Clutha - Matau

Total

N OO O OO0/ OoO/0Oo/O0o|lOo|N|O
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7. Notifications

Engineering performs its activities under a Global Consent which applies across Otago’s waterways,
as per the summary in Figure 9. Activities cannot be performed within waterways from May through
to September annually, unless express approval and/or emergency works are required in accordance
with the RMA.

Global Consent seasonal window to work in waterways

1 October - 30 April
|

I \
| Oct | Nov. | Dec | Jan_ | Feb | Mar | Apr_|

w0}

Additional restriction due to Long Jaw Eels and

Galaxid presence in rivers (1 Feb - 31 Mar)

Figure 7 Global Consent summary of when working in waterways can occur annually.

As a condition of ORC’s Global consent RM10.408.16 -18 the Engineering Team is required to post
notification for any works taking place within the wetted bed. This work includes, but is not limited
to:

e Mechanical clean

e Gravel re-distribution

e Bank protection

e  Willow removal

o  Willow trimming

e Vegetation removal

Table 3 Notifications? issued in accordance with Global Consent for planned activities to the end of Quarter 3 2024/25.

District Previous This | Year to
Quarters Quarter Date
Central Otago 0 3 0
Clutha 0 0 0
Dunedin 0 1 0
Wanaka 0 0 0
Wakatipu 0 1 0
Waitaki 1 0 0
Total 1 5 0

2 Notifications are a requirement under the Global Consent that provides details of the work being undertaken including
location and extent of works. The notifications are issued to stakeholders and landowners. Stakeholders include DoC, F&G,
Forest & Bird and Iwi. The notification relates to works that the global consent grants authority to be undertaken as set out
above.
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8. Community Engagement

9. Contracts and Procurement Update

In Quarter 3 the first meeting of the Lower Taieri Liaison Group was held, focussing on
administrative matters. The next meeting is scheduled to be held in Quarter 4.

Additionally, a focussed public meeting was held with residents from the Paretai area in February, in
respect of the response to the October 2024 flood event. The Lower Clutha Liaison Group is
expected to be the next group formed, early in the 2025/26 year.

8t February - Rivers staff attended the Strath Taieri Community Meeting to give an update of river
management activities in the Middlemarch area.

12 March — Rivers staff attended the Nature Based Solutions Workshop held in Blenheim.

13-14 March — Rivers staff attended the River Managers SIG forum held in Blenheim.

Total tasks by Engineering Team

29

137

Sum of Value by Engineering Team

95K

253K 2.1M

NZ$14M

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering

Operations & Maintenance: 58 task...
Project Delivery: 38 tasks (28%)
River Management: 29 tasks (21%)
Commercial & Regulatory: 7 tasks (...
Infrastructure: 4 tasks (3%)

Management: 1 task (1%)

Project Delivery: NZ$8,885,426.10 V...
River Management: NZ$2,164,808.5...
Operations & Maintenance: NZ$2,0...
Infrastructure: NZ$253,000.00 Value...
Management: NZ$95,400.00 Value (...

Commercial & Regulatory: NZ$80,9...
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Total Tasks by Rivers

@ WO.106 Clutha River Management ..
WO.107 Dunedin River Manageme...
WO.105 Central Otago River Mana...

WO.111 Wanaka River Managemen...

WO.109 Waitaki River Management...

WO.110 Wakatipu River Manageme...

10. River Management Global Consent Update

ORC Engineering is currently renewing its set of Global Consents — RM21.073.01, 02 and 03. While
this renewal process is underway, Engineering can continue operating under these consents. Table 4
details progress to date with the renewal of the Global Consents.

Table 4 Global Consent application (renewal) summary as of 31 March 2025.

Date Action

22 February 2021 RM21.073.01, 02,03 Global consent application lodged.

26 February 2021 Application accepted for processing and continued consent exercising rights
approved under s124(2) of the RMA.

10 March 2021 Request for further information (s92(1) RMA).

20 June 2021 RM10.408.16-18 expired (but rights continue under s124(2).

30 November 2021 Meeting with Consultant Planner and Ecologist.

January 2022 Review and amendment of EMP, and preparation of s92 response as a result of
stakeholder engagement and discussion with consultant planner and
ecologists.

September 2022 o The revised EMP has been reviewed by stakeholders and informally

reviewed by the consultant planner and ecologist.

o At the suggestion of the consultant planner and ecologist we are
considering what further limits on activity can be included in the EMP for
ecological benefit.

o The expectation is to lodge our s92 response with the consultant planner
prior to 22 December 2022.

May 2023 o Information on the proposed extent of works (for greater ecological
benefit) was provided to the consultant planner in December so any issues
can be raised before the s92 response is lodged.

o $92 response was lodged 29t May 2023

June 2023 o Advice received from consent authority’s ecologist that the EMP approach
is appropriate and that a hearing would be of little benefit.

September 2023 o Response provided by consent authority to further information provided.

November 2024 o Request for additional advice regarding how the consent authority is
classifying drains and rivers (given the ‘What is a River?’ guidance available
online)
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December 2023 o Further information provided
Uanuary 2024 o Clarification regarding the categorisation of rivers and drains
February 2024 o Draft notification assessment received, recommending notification.
March 2024 o Fully ecological assessment requested by consent authority.
o Formal response to draft notification assessment provided, including the
removal of drain maintenance activities from the application.
May 2024 o Advice received from consent authority that the application is expected to
be limited notified.
June 2024 o Liaison with affected parties regarding whether affected party approval can
be obtained.
o Continuing work on ecological assessment.
July 2024 Finalise ecological commentary
August 2024 Joint hui held with all affected parties, technical experts and the consent
authority
September/November | o  Update and circulate EMP to reflect discussions from hui
2024 o Supporting ongoing discussions with Rinaka
November 2024 o Written approval received from Aukaha, on behalf of Te Riinanga o
Moeraki, Kati Huirapa Rinaka ki Puketeraki, Te Runanga o Otakou and
Hokonui Riinanga
December 2024 o Arrange hui between DoC and F&G regarding pest fish species
February 2025 o Hui with DoC and F&G regarding pest fish species
o Continue engagement with affected parties
March 2025 o Written approvals received from Te Ao Marama, DoC
Next Steps o Continue to engage with F&G regarding any approvals that may be
provided
o Finalise EMP for Consent Authority
o Await Consent Authority to advise of any key outstanding concerns

The Engineering team is currently preparing its 2025/2026 work programmes in line with elements
of the EMP prepared under the new Global Consent.

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering
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11. Photos

Figure 8 December 2024 Bridge 14 old versus new

Figure 9 December 2024 Contour Borrow Pit reinstatement
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Context of Report

This report is a non-financial summary of the completed work streams undertaken by ORC Engineering
across its Flood Protection and Drainage Schemes.

The information provided in this report is based on planned! and unplanned activities, and the
progress achieved through metrics provided from various sources of current recording and measuring.

The reporting is set out under the following sections:

Performance Summary
Operations and Maintenance Achievements
Scheme Performance - Scheme Levels of Service
Scheme Projects

1

2

3

4

5. Flood Repair Programme

6. Customer Enquiries

7. Community Engagement
8. Contracts and Procurement Update
9. Bylaw Summary

10. Photos

Information Sources

The information contained in this report is sourced from:

e QOperations and maintenance plans and records (excel databases, pump station data),
e Global consent records (excel database and Tiaki),

e Customer enquiry records (excel database),

e Procurement transactions (Datascape),

e Corporate Services reporting systems (Opal),

e Asset management (ConQuest),

e \Water online information, and

e Project delivery records.

The systems that support these records are Tiaki (which replaced Objective in Nov 2023) ConQuest
and relevant financial systems.

1 Planned activities are planned activities that are undertaken as set out in the Long-Term Plan (2024-2034) and outlined in
respective Scheme operating manuals.
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1. Performance Summary

Level of Service: Provide the standard of flood protection and control agreed with

communities.

Performance Measure (Planned Maintenance): Major flood protection and control works are
maintained, repaired and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full
year target > 85% of planned maintenance programme completed).

Completed tasks by Location

' Lower Taieri: 3 tasks (27%)

[ Lower Clutha: 3 tasks (27%)
1 1 East Taieri: 2 tasks (18%)
B West Taieri: 2 tasks (18%)

B Tokomairiro: 1 task (9%)

Figure 1. Completed tasks by location

11/113 scheduled jobs have been completed in Quarter 1. This equates to approximately 10% of the
programme being completed so far. See Section 2 of this report for further commentary on the
Operations work programme and this performance measure.

Performance Measure (Scheme Performance): Major flood protection and control works are
maintained, repaired and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full
year target — schemes function to their constructed design standards).

Score to date = 100%. No breaches occurred during events recorded in Quarter 1 2024/2025. See
Section 3 of this report for more detail.

Performance Measure (Renewals Programme): Major flood protection and control works are
maintained, repaired and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full
year target > 90% of renewals programme completed).

Renewals programme on track for achievement of this target. See Section 4 for a summary of
projects and their status at the end of Quarter 1 2024/25.

Level of Service: Provide the standard of flood protection and control agreed with

communities.

Performance Measure: Damage identified, prioritised and a repair programme communicated with
affected communities in a timely manner (full year target — programme developed and
communicated within 3 months of the event).

No significant rainfall event recorded in Q1
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2. Operations and Maintenance Achievements

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired, and
renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: > 85% of planned maintenance programme completed.

Operations staff have identified the scheduled maintenance tasks required for the 24-25 year in line
with the budget. Q1 involved planning across all schemes with work scopes being written and sent
to suppliers to provide pricing for the work. The majority of Operations and Maintenance works is
planned to be completed in Q3/Q4 as shown in the below graph.

' East Taieri: 30 tasks (27%)
. Lower Taieri: 26 tasks (23%)
B West Taieri: 24 tasks (21%)
[ Lower Clutha: 24 tasks (21%)
. Tokomairiro: 9 tasks (8%)

Figure 2. Scheduled Maintenance tasks by location

Total tasks by Location

Total tasks by Quarter Planned

| Q4: 49 tasks (43%)
113 [ Q2: 28 tasks (25%)
I Q3: 25 tasks (22%)

0 Q1: 11 tasks (10%)

Figure 3. Scheduled Maintenance tasks by planned completion quarter
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e The mechanical drain cleaning contracts for East and West Taieri and Tokomairiro have been
signed, with Lower Clutha renewing their term maintenance contract with SouthRoads. This
work is ready to commence from early October pending pre-start meetings and contractor
programmes being provided.

e \Vegetation maintenance work procurement is underway, with the evaluation process

underway for a package vegetation contract in East Taieri and standard tree maintenance
work for Lower Clutha, Lower Taieri and Tokomairiro.

e The Lower Clutha and Lower Taieri flood bank mowing contracts has been signed and are
ready to go for the new season in Q2.

e Drain and flood bank spraying contracts have been signed. A single contractor has been
successful for all contracts. The spraying work will start early Q2.

e Quarterly Pump Station Maintenance checks have been completed. An overhaul of the
Henley Pump occurred in September during a period of low flow.

e The Scheduled Pump Maintenance term contract is in its second year. The Y2 work is
underway.

e Drain and Floodbank inspections across the schemes are underway and all inspections
completed in Q1 have been completed.
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3. Scheme Performance

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired and
renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: Schemes function to their constructed design standards.

The target for this performance measure is measured across the two different scheme functions —
flood protection and drainage.

Flood Protection Scheme Performance
Score to date: 100% - No significant rainfall event recorded in Q1

Table 1 summarises the performance of each of the schemes against their associated design
standards. There was no significant rainfall events recorded in Q1.

Table 1 Scheme performance against constructed design standards (events vs breaches).

Scheme ‘ Design Standard Events ‘ Breach
Alexandra Flood Protect the lower part of Alexandra against river levels up to
Protection 142.75 m at the Alexandra bridge, with freeboard. Represents the 0 0
Scheme worst known flood (1878).
Leith Flood No flooding in all flows up to 171 m3/s (measured at St David 0
Protection Street footbridge). Represents 1 in 100-year flood with freeboard. 0
Scheme
Clutha Flood No flooding of Barnego in all flows up to 2,850 m3/s. 0 0
Protection and
Drainage Scheme | No flooding of Kaitangata, Inch Clutha and Paretai in all flows up to
0 0
4,000 m3/s.
No flooding of Balclutha in all flows up to 5,600 m3/s. 0 0
Lower Taieri No flooding of the East Taieri Upper Ponding area from Taieri River
Flood Protection flows up to 800 m3/s. 0 0
Scheme
No flooding of the East Taieri Upper Ponding area from Silver
Stream flows up to 160 m3/s. 0 0
No flooding of the East Taieri lower ponding area from Taieri River
flows up to 2,500 m3/s. 0 0
No flooding of the East Taieri lower ponding area from Silver 0 0
Stream flows up to 260 m3/s.
No flooding of West Taieri from Taieri River flows up to 2,500 m3/s
(Taieri River flows measured at Outram). 0 0
No flooding of Mosgiel from Silver Stream flows up to 260 m3/s,
(Silver Stream flows measured at Gordon Road), being equivalent 0 0
to the 1980 flood, nominally a 100-year event.

Table 2 shows the quarterly peak flows observed during Quarter 1. Maps depicting the rainfall
distribution across Otago for each event are provided in Section 5.

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering
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Table 2 Scheme design criteria vs observed quarterly peak flows during Quarter 1 2024/ 2025

Scheme Flow/Level Recorder Design Criteria Quarterly Peak Date Peak Recorded
Alexandra Cluthaat Alexandra  142.75mASL 134.4 | 13/09/2023
Leith Leith at St David St 171 m3/s NA NA

Lower Clutha  (lytha at Balclutha 5,600 m3/s 1360 16/09/2023
Taieri Taieri at Outram 2,500 m3/s 152 02/07/2023

Drainage Scheme Performance

The performance of the drainage schemes is based on the availability of pumps in the pump stations
across each of the schemes.

An overhaul of the Henley Pump was completed in September 2024, during a period of low flow.
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4. Scheme Projects / Programmes

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired, and
renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: > 90% of renewals programme completed.

m Target not met = Target met

Figure 4 Quarter 1 Project Status Update.

For the 2024/2 financial ORC has 7 renewals projects that fall within the renewals programme KPI
performance measure. All projects are currently on track to meet that planned milestone by year end
(Figure 4).

All projects are tracked against the planned end of year status with progress notes included within the
LTP 2024-34 Asana page.

Link here - LTP 2024-34 Engineering

Table 3 presents a high-level summary of planned end of year status/milestone, current project status
and progress reporting for each renewal project.
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Scoping/Initiation Approval

(<) Bridge Repairs

() Contour Channel Resilience Upgrade: Continuation of Programme

Add task...

Pre-construction Design
(=) Lower Pond Gravity Gates Renewal
(=) Bridge Renewals: Drain 10 Bridge 2
Add task...
* Regulatory Approval
(=) Lower Clutha Drain 222 Bridge improvments
Add task...
= Construction

() Contour Channel Resilience Upgrade: C ion of Current F

() Bridge Renewals: Contour Channel Bridge 14

Table 3 Project status/progress and priority to end of Quarter 1 2024/25 (renewals only).

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering

1 Jul, 2024
—30 Jun, 2027
1Jul, 2024
—30 Jun, 2034

1Jul, 2024
— 30 Jun, 2027
1Jul, 2024
—30 Jun, 2026

1lJun, 2024
—30 Jun, 2028

1Jul, 2024
—30 Jun, 2025
1Jul, 2024
—30 Jun, 2025

$600.000
$8.000.000

SUM $E.600.0...

§1.700.000
SE00.000

SUM $2.200.0...

$600.000

SUM  $600,000

$1.000.000

£750.000

Scope completed

Bridge 14 completed. Bank design undarwvay

Detailed design underway

Design undarway

Design and consenting completed

Completed

Completed
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5. Flood Repair Programme

Performance Measure: Damage identified, prioritised and a repair programme communicated with
affected communities in a timely manner.

Target: Programme developed and communicated within 3 months of the event.

Score for 2024/25 Q1: 100% - meeting the 100% target.

There were no flood events during Quarter 1 of the 2024/2025 year.

6. Customer Enquiries

There were 14 scheme related enquiries received during Quarter 1. These made up 22% of all the
enquiries received by Engineering during Quarter 1. Figure 7 provides a breakdown of enquiries
received by Engineering function, as well as the status.

Response to scheme related customer enquiries is not a performance measure in the ORC’s current
Long-term Plan, however it is monitored to ensure that responses are being provided and followed
up in a timely manner. During Quarter 1 all scheme related enquiries were completed in a timely
manner, and none remained open at the end of the quarter.

Figure 5 and 6: Breakdown of customer queries by Engineering function (top), and summary of status (bottom)

Number of Enquiries YTD

River 27

Scheme

=
| ‘

0 5 10 15 20

25 30
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Status of Received Queries

B Open

H Closed

/. Community Engagement

Quarter 1 has not seen any specific community engagement in the form of
sessions/meetings/workshops held with the community regarding flood protection and drainage

schemes.

It is expected that the approach to community engagement will change from Quarter 2 of this

financial year, as area-specific liaison groups are established.

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering
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8. Contracts and Procurement Update

Total tasks by Engineering Team

1 Operations & Maintenance: 46 task...
‘ Project Delivery: 31 tasks (28%)
111 . River Management: 23 tasks (21%)
[ Commercial & Regulatory: 8 tasks (...
[ Infrastructure: 2 tasks (2%)

Management: 1 task (1%)

Sum of Value by Engineering Team

%‘ Project Delivery: NZ$8,415,574.40 V...

200K~ q8m [0 River Management: NZ$1,933,228.5...

NZ$1 2 M Operations & Maintenance: NZ$1,7...
. Infrastructure: NZ$200,000.00 Value...
Management: NZ$95,400.00 Value (...

[} Commercial & Regulatory: NZ$80,9...

Total Tasks by Scheme

B W0.96 Lower Clutha Operations: 16...
B WO.121 West Taieri Operations: 8 t...
42 WO.88 East Taieri Operations: 7 tas...

WO.99 Lower Taieri Operations: 7 ta...

- WO.115 Tokomairiro Operations: 4 ...

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering Page 12 of 15



Otago

Regional

== Council

9. Bylaw Summary

The Otago Regional Council provides flood protection and land drainage across around 43,000ha of

rural and urban land in Otago. The Flood Protection Management Bylaw is the regulation that

safeguards flood protection and land drainage assets owned or managed by ORC.

The Engineering team (Commercial & Regulatory Team) is responsible for administering and
managing the approval of Bylaws. The new Flood Protection Management Bylaw 2022 came into
effect on 1 September 2022.

Table 4 summarises the Bylaws that were active during Quarter 1.

Bylaw No. I Description | Scheme Assets Impacted I Status ] Comment
BFP23.0001 @ University of Otago - Water of Leith Progressing = Awaiting University
‘Global’ bylaw decision regarding
whether to proceed
BFP23.0016 | DCC— NEV 3 Waters Water of Leith, Lindsay Creek Granted
renewals
BFP24.0009 | DCC - Park and Ride Owhiro Stream Granted
BFP24.0011 | Hamer —203 Granted
Gladstone Road
North
BFP24.0014 | Fonterra Stirling Sign Granted
BFP24.0017 : Liquid Calcium Granted
Limited
BFP24.0019 : CODC Tarbert Street Alexandra Flood Protection Granted
Cable
BFP24.0021 @ CODC River Park Alexandra Flood Protection Granted
ramp and trees
BFP24.0022 : Paul Bain — 209 Dukes Granted
Road North

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering
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10. Photos

Figure 8 Climate Resilience Project: Bridge 14 headwalls almost complete.

ORC Operations Directorate, Engineering Page 14 of 15
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Context of Report

This report is a non-financial summary of the completed work streams undertaken by ORC Engineering across its Flood
Protection and Drainage Schemes.

The information provided in this report is based on planned! and unplanned activities, and the progress achieved
through metrics provided from various sources of current recording and measuring.

The reporting is set out under the following sections:

Performance Summary
Operations and Maintenance Achievements
Scheme Performance —  Scheme Levels of Service

Scheme Projects

Flood Repair Programme
Customer Enquiries
Community Engagement

Contracts and Procurement Update

© 0 N O W A W N R

Bylaw Summary

10. Photos

Information Sources

The information contained in this report is sourced from:

e QOperations and maintenance plans and records (excel databases, pump station data),
e Global consent records (excel database and Tiaki),

e Customer enquiry records (excel database),

e Procurement transactions (Datascape),

e Corporate Services reporting systems (Opal),

e Asset management (ConQuest),

e Water online information, and

e Project delivery records.

The systems that support these records are Tiaki (which replaced Objective in Nov 2023) ConQuest and relevant
financial systems.

1 Planned activities are planned activities that are undertaken as set out in the Long-Term Plan (2024-2034) and outlined in respective Scheme
operating manuals.



Otago
Regional

== Council

1. Performance Summary

Level of Service: Provide the standard of flood protection and control agreed with communities.
Performance Measure (Planned Maintenance): Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired
and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full year target > 85% of planned
maintenance programme completed).

Completed tasks by Location

" East Taieri: 10 tasks (42%)

Lower Taieri: 6 tasks (25%)
24 | Lower Clutha: 4 tasks (17%)
. West Taieri: 2 tasks (8%)

B Tokomairiro: 2 tasks (8%)

Figure 1. Completed tasks by location (Q2)

24/113 of the scheduled jobs have been completed in Quarter 2. This equates to approximately 21% of the work
programme, with approximately 30% of the total work programme complete. The mulch mowing, vegetation control
for the Taieri has started. See Section 2 of this report for further commentary on the Operations work programme
and this performance measure.

Performance Measure (Scheme Performance): Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired
and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full year target — schemes function to
their constructed design standards).

Score to date = 100%. No breaches occurred during events recorded in Quarter 2 2024/25. See Section 3 of this
report for more detail.

Performance Measure (Renewals Programme): Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired
and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full year target > 90% of renewals
programme completed).

Renewals programme on track for achievement of this target. See Section 4 for a summary of projects and their
status at the end of Quarter 2 2024/2025.

Level of Service: Provide the standard of flood protection and control agreed with communities.
Performance Measure: Damage identified, prioritised and a repair programme communicated with affected
communities in a timely manner (full year target — programme developed and communicated within 3 months of the
event).

On track for achieving this performance measure. There was one flood event (October 2024) recorded in Quarter 2.
The flood recovery programme was updated and shared on ORC’s website on 23 December, within the required
three-month timeframe of this level of service. See Section 5 for more detail.
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2. Operations and Maintenance Achievements

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired, and renewed to the key
standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: > 85% of planned maintenance programme completed.

Operations staff have identified the scheduled maintenance tasks required for the 24-25 year in line with the
budget. Q1 involved planning across all schemes, with work getting under way in Q2. The majority of Operations and
Maintenance works is planned to be completed in Q3/Q4 as shown in the below graph.

Total tasks by Location

‘ East Taieri: 31 tasks (27%)

B West Taieri: 25 tasks (22%)
1 14 Lower Clutha: 25 tasks (22%)
Lower Taieri: 24 tasks (21%)

B Tokomairiro: 9 tasks (8%)

Figure 2. Scheduled Maintenance tasks by location

Total tasks by Quarter Planned

Q4: 56 tasks (49%)
114 Q2: 26 tasks (23%)
B Q3: 21 tasks (18%)

Q1: 11 tasks (10%)

Figure 3. Scheduled Maintenance tasks by planned completion quarter

e The Mechanical Drain Cleaning contracts for East and West Taieri, Toko & Lower Clutha have been signed
and due to start.

e Vegetation Maintenance contracts have been signed with a single contractor to complete the drain spraying
and pest plant chemical control across all schemes in Taieri, Toko & Lower Clutha. The work has begun in Q2
with the contractor spending time setting up and getting to know the work. The Contractor is behind at 31
Dec 2024, a contract meeting is scheduled for early Q3, to re-work the programme to catch up on the work
required in Q3.

e The Taieri & Lower Clutha Flood bank Mowing contracts have been signed and work is ready to start for the
first mow in Q2.

e Quarter 2 Pump Station Maintenance checks have been completed.
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e The Scheduled Pump Maintenance term contract is underway, with 6 pumps across all pumping stations and
schemes due to be serviced in Year 2.

e Drain and flood bank inspections across the schemes are underway and all inspections completed in Q2 and
recorded.

3. Scheme Performance

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired and renewed to the key
standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: Schemes function to their constructed design standards.

The target for this performance measure is measured across the two different scheme functions — flood protection
and drainage.

Flood Protection Scheme Performance
Score to date: 100% - No breaches occurred during events to the end of Quarter 2 2024/2025.

Table 1 summarises the performance of each of the schemes against their associated design standards. There was a
large rainfall event affecting the Dunedin and Balclutha south coast in the first week of October 2024. High flows
occurred in the Taieri and Clutha Matau-Au catchments.

In the Taieri catchment debris were cleared from 13 separate sites, with 3 repairs to culverts. A number of riverbank
erosion sites have been identified and are under monitoring and repair.

The Clutha River flow remained high for most of October through to December, there are a number of erosion sites,
and these are under monitoring and repair.

A strategic 8m cut was made in the flood bank on the Lower Clutha flood protection scheme at the Puerua River &
Baratta Creek flood banks, this intervention was made to help alleviate flooding to an isolated section of land
effected by high water levels in the Puerua river overtopping its banks and inundating land locked farmland for a
long period of time. The Puerua river over topped the scheme flood banks from the true right side directly opposite
the Paretai pump station and above the Kaka Point Road bridge. A temporary repair has been made after water
levels receded, and the site has been added to the flood recovery programme for a full repair, along with 3 other
erosion sites on the Puerua flood banks. A strategic 60m wide cut of the Puerua training line also occurred at a
similar time to help alleviate the effects of flooding to the Paretai community, scoping to repair of this site is
underway.

Table 1 Scheme performance against constructed design standards (events vs breaches).

Scheme ‘ Design Standard Events ‘ Breach
Alexandra Flood Protect the lower part of Alexandra against river levels up to
Protection 142.75 m at the Alexandra bridge, with freeboard. Represents the 0 0
Scheme worst known flood (1878).
Leith Flood No flooding in all flows up to 171 m3/s (measured at Leith Street). 0
Protection Represents 1 in 100-year flood with freeboard. 1
Scheme
Clutha Flood No flooding of Barnego in all flows up to 2,850 m3/s. 1 0
Protection and
Drainage Scheme | No flooding of Kaitangata, Inch Clutha and Paretai in all flows up to

1 0

4,000 m3/s.
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No flooding of Balclutha in all flows up to 5,600 m3/s. Refer Note 1 1 Note 1:
and Note 2 below. Stormwater
Lower Taieri No flooding of the East Taieri Upper Ponding area from Taieri River ponded from
Flood Protection flows up to 800 m3/s. 0 .
the Hospital
Scheme
No flooding of the East Taieri Upper Ponding area from Silver 0 Creek System
Stream flows up to 160 m3/s. in Balclutha,
No flooding of the East Taieri lower ponding area from Taieri River flooding
flows up to 2,500 m3/s. 0 businesses in
No flood f the East T I d f Sil the area
o flooding of the East Taieri lower ponding area from Silver .
Stream flows up to 260 m3/s. 0 (High/Frances
No flooding of West Taieri from Taieri River flows up to 2,500 m3/s Street). The
(Taieri River flows measured at Outram). 1 Hospital Creek
stormwater
No flooding of Mosgiel from Silver Stream flows up to 260 m3/s, system is
(Silver Stream flows mgasured at Gordon Road), being equivalent 1 managed by
to the 1980 flood, nominally a 100-year event.
the Clutha

District Council.

Note 2: A strategic 8m cut was made in the flood bank on the Lower Clutha flood protection scheme at the Puerua
River & Baratta Creek flood bank. Refer to the commentary above.

Table 2 shows the quarterly peak flows observed during Quarter 2. Maps depicting the rainfall distribution across
Otago for each event are provided in Section 5.

Table 2 Scheme design criteria vs observed quarterly peak flows during Quarter 1 2024/25

Scheme Flow/Level Recorder Design Criteria Quarterly Peak Date Peak Recorded
Alexandra Clutha at Alexandra 142.75 m ASL 133.7 29/10/2024
Leith Leith at Leith Street 171 m3/s 713 m3/s 4/10/2024
Lower Clutha  Clytha at Balclutha 5,600 m3/s 1940.00 4/10/2024
Taieri Taieri at Outram 2,500 m3/s 667 5/10/2024

Drainage Scheme Performance

The performance of the drainage schemes is based on the availability of pumps in the pump stations across each of
the schemes.

There were no unplanned pump outages during Quarter 2.

The pump service contract covering a four-year period (starting this financial year) is currently being prepared for
procurement. The programme that forms part of this work will be what the KPI is measured against moving forward.

4. Scheme Projects

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired, and renewed to the key
standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: > 90% of renewals programme completed.
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m Target not met = Target met

Figure 4 Quarter 2 Project Status Update.

For the 2024/2 financial ORC has 7 renewals projects that fall within the renewals programme KPI performance
measure. All projects are currently on track to meet that planned milestone by year end (Figure 4).

All projects are tracked against the planned end of year status with progress notes included within the LTP 2024-34
Asana page.

Link here - LTP 2024-34 Engineering

Table 3 presents a high-level summary of planned end of year status/milestone, current project status and progress
reporting for each renewal project.

= Scoping/Initiation Approval

- - 1 Jul, 2024
(=) Bridge Repairs 30 Jun, 2027 $600,000 - Scope completed .
- ot 1Jul, 2024 . )
Contour Channel Resilience Uparade: Continuation of Programme ey se000000  (GREEN) Sridge 14 completed. Bank designundervay (Ve8|
Add task... SUM $E.600.0...
~ Pre-construction Design
. 1Jul, 2024 . N
Lower Pond Gravity Gates Renewal 30 Jun 2007 $1.700,000 - Detailed design underway .
- s ) 1)ul, 2024 ) )
Bridge Renewals: Drain 10 Bridge 2 20 hm 20t $500,000 - Design underway .
Add task.. SUM $2.200.0..
* Regulatory Approval
. e 1Jun, 2024 ) )
Lower Clutha Drain 222 Bridge improvments i ;I;‘Jun . $600,000 - Dasign 2nd consenting completad .
Add task... SUM  $600,000
- Construction
- ) ) 1Jul, 2024
Contour Channel Resilience Upgrade: C 1 of Current Progr a0 dom 200t $1,000,000 - Complsted .
- . . 1Jul, 2024
Bridge Renewals: Contour Channel Bridge 14 a0 dm 202t $750,000 - Completed .

Table 3 Project status/progress and priority to end of Quarter 2 2024/25 (renewals only). Key:


https://app.asana.com/1/368236223536676/project/1207732036442897/list/1207732132728606
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5. Flood Repair Programme

Performance Measure: Damage identified, prioritised and a repair programme communicated with affected
communities in a timely manner.

Target: Programme developed and communicated within 3 months of the event.

Score for 2024/25 Q2: 100% - meeting the 100% target.

In October 2024 a weather event resulted in elevated flows in rivers across the region. The distribution of rainfall
varied across the region with significant accumulations falling around coastal Otago.

A flood repair and recovery programme is being established for this event. The programme will be established within
the 3 month requirement and will be available to the public online as an interactive map showing repair sites, their
programmed completion, and their status. The programme and map will be updated monthly as work progresses.
The live repair programme can be viewed by visiting the following ORC webpage and clicking the link to the
dashboard near the bottom of the page — Flood Repair Programme | Otago Regional Council (orc.govt.nz).

Figure 5: Flood recovery dashboard following October 24 weather event.

Legend
Flood Recovery Works List

Status

f @ e
1 ) oy ' O
Monit . otV ® oW @
= 0 N

2 ) Work scheculed/underwe;
of Flood Recovery Works 3 &

FR24-30 Q 4 1033 »
Flood Recovery Works List: FR24-03

O@OOO

Status of Recovery Works Works by Atea

6. Customer Enquiries

There were 26 scheme related enquiries received during Quarter 2. These made up 15% of all of the enquiries
received by Engineering during Quarter 2. Figure 7 provides a breakdown of enquiries received by Engineering
function, as well as the status.

Response to scheme related customer enquiries is not a performance measure in the ORC’s current Long-term Plan,
however it is monitored to ensure that responses are being provided and followed up in a timely manner. During
Quarter 2 all scheme related enquiries were completed in a timely manner, and none remained open at the end of
the quarter.

Figure 6 and 7: Breakdown of customer queries by Engineering function (top), and summary of status (bottom)


https://www.orc.govt.nz/managing-our-environment/flood-protection-and-river-management/flood-repair-programme

Otago
Regional
== Council

Number of Enquiries YTD

Engineering 29

River 73

20 40 60 80 100

o

Status of Received Queries

B Open

m Closed

/. Community Engagement

Quarter 2 has not seen any community engagement in the form of sessions/meetings/workshops held with the
community regarding flood protection and drainage schemes.

It is expected that the approach to community engagement will change from Quarter 2 of this financial year, as area-
specific liaison groups are established.

In Quarter 2 the Lower Taieri Liaison Group was established via a public meeting in mid December. The first formal
meeting of the group is scheduled for February 2025.

Additionally, focussed public meetings were held with residents from the Paretai area in December, in respect of the
response to the October 2024 flood event. This builds on the meeting held during the event, at which the decision
was made to breach the Training Line at Puerua. Additional meetings will be held in Quarter 3.
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8. Contracts and Procurement Update

Total tasks by Engineering Team

1 Operations & Maintenance: 46 task...

Project Delivery: 31 tasks (28%)

23 River Management: 23 tasks (21%)
Commercial & Regulatory: 8 tasks (...
Infrastructure: 2 tasks (2%)

Management: 1 task (1%)

Sum of Value by Engineering Team

95K Project Delivery: NZ$8,415,574.40 V...
200K " 1.8m River Management: NZ$1,933,228.5...
NZ$12M Operations & Maintenance: NZ$1,7...

Infrastructure: NZ$200,000.00 Value...
Management: NZ$95,400.00 Value (...

Commercial & Regulatory: NZ$80,9...

9. Bylaw Summary

The Otago Regional Council provides flood protection and land drainage across around 43,000ha of rural and urban
land in Otago. The Flood Protection Management Bylaw is the regulation that safeguards flood protection and land
drainage assets owned or managed by ORC.

The Engineering team (Commercial & Regulatory Team) is responsible for administering and managing the approval
of Bylaws. The new Flood Protection Management Bylaw 2022 came into effect on 1 September 2022.

Table 4 summarises the Bylaws that were active during Quarter 2.

Bylaw No. I Description I Scheme Assets Impacted I Status ] Comment
BFP23.0001 University of Otago - Water of Leith Progressing | Awaiting University
‘Global’ bylaw decision regarding
whether to proceed
BFP24.0016 DIAL- Drain pipe Granted
BFP24.0018 Maungatua View Granted
Limited
BFP24.0023 Aurora poles — Lower Taieri Flood Protection Granted
Salesyard Road, Milton | Scheme
BFP24.0024 The Pickle, Granted

Constitution Avenue,
Milton
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Bylaw No. Description Scheme Assets Impacted Comment
BFP24.0025  East Taieri Wetland Granted
BFP24.0026 CODC River Park Alexandra Flood Protection Granted
Earthworks
BFP24.0027 Genesis Leith Pipe Water of Leith Granted
BFP24.0030 Bylsma —215 Granted Reissued to correct
Gladstone Road minor errors
BFP24.0031 Total Harvesting Granted
Limited
BFP24.0032 M&M Malvern Street Water of Leith Granted
BFP24.0033 Pollit — 169 Dukes Granted
Road South
BFP24.0035 97C Gladstone Road Designation Granted
South
BFP24.0036 Jones — 27 Wingatui Granted
Road
BFP24.0037 DCC — Bridges in Lower Taieri Flood Protection Granted
Riverside Road Scheme
BFP24.0038 Fish & Game — Inch Clutha Flood Protection Granted
Clutha Maimai Scheme
10. Photos

Figure 8 October 2024 Puerua Outfall damage visit after October rain event.
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Figure 9 October 2024 New pump being tested at Silverstream
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Context of Report

This report is a non-financial summary of the completed work streams undertaken by ORC Engineering across
its Flood Protection and Drainage Schemes.

The information provided in this report is based on planned! and unplanned activities, and the progress
achieved through metrics provided from various sources of current recording and measuring.

The reporting is set out under the following sections:

—_

Performance Summary

Operations & Maintenance Achievements
Scheme Performance Scheme Levels of Service
Scheme Projects / Programmes

Flood Repair Programme
Customer Enquiries
Community Engagement

Contracts and Procurement Update

© 0 N O N A W N R

Bylaw Summary

10. Photos

Information Sources

The information contained in this report is sourced from:

e QOperations and maintenance plans and records (excel & Asana databases, pump station data),
e Global consent records (excel database, SharePoint, and Tiaki),

e Customer enquiry records (excel database),

e Procurement transactions (IPOS),

e Corporate Services reporting systems (Opal),

e Asset management (ConQuest),

e Water online information, and

e Project delivery records.

The systems that support these records are currently a combination of SharePoint for records, ConQuest and
relevant financial systems.

1 Planned activities are planned activities that are undertaken as set out in the Long-Term Plan (2021-2031) and outlined in
respective Scheme operating manuals.

Page 2 of 13



Otago
Regional
== Council

1. Performance Summary

Level of Service: Provide the standard of flood protection and control agreed with

communities.

Performance Measure (Planned Maintenance): Major flood protection and control works are maintained,
repaired, and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full year target > 85% of
planned maintenance programme completed).

Total tasks by Quarter Planned

l T Q4: 56 tasks (49%)

B Q2: 26 tasks (23%)
114

,\

BB Q3: 21 tasks (18%)
B Q1: 11 tasks (10%)

Figure 1. Scheduled Maintenance tasks by planned completion quarter

Completed Tasks by Quarter

B Q3: 25 tasks (40%)

~

B Q2: 23 tasks (37%)
B Q1: 13 tasks (21%)
Q4: 2 tasks (3%)

Figure 2. Scheduled Maintenance tasks by completion quarter

63 jobs completed out of the 114 of the scheduled jobs have been completed at the end of Quarter 3, the
remaining tasks will be completed by 30 June 2025. This equates to 55% of the programme being completed
to the end of Quarter 3. See Section 2 of this report for further commentary on the Operations work
programme and this performance measure.

Performance Measure (Scheme Performance): Major flood protection and control works are maintained,
repaired and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full year target —
schemes function to their constructed design standards).

Score to date = 100%. No breaches occurred during events recorded in Quarter 3 2024/25. See Section 3 of
this report for more detail.

Performance Measure (Renewals Programme): Major flood protection and control works are maintained,
repaired and renewed to the key standards defined in relevant planning documents (full year target > 90% of
renewals programme completed).

Page 3 0f 13
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Engineering has 7 renewals projects scheduled across ORC’s flood and drainage schemes for the 2024/25
financial year. All project are on track.

Level of Service: Provide the standard of flood protection and control agreed with

communities.

Performance Measure: Damage identified, prioritised and a repair programme communicated with affected
communities in a timely manner (full year target — programme developed and communicated within 3
months of the event).

Rainfall events and subsequent flooding occurred during a sequence of rainfall events in October 2024. The
repair programme for this event was communicated in October (Quarter 2). See Section 5 for more detail.
There have been no further rainfall/flood events in Quarter 3.

2. Operations and Maintenance Achievements

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired, and renewed to
the key standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: > 85% of planned maintenance programme completed.

Total tasks by Location

East Taieri: 31 tasks (27%)
B West Taieri: 25 tasks (22%)
B Lower Clutha: 25 tasks (22%)

Lower Taieri: 24 tasks (21%)

B Tokomairiro: 9 tasks (8%)

Figure 3. Scheduled Maintenance tasks by location

Completed tasks by Location

‘ East Taieri: 21 tasks (34%)

Lower Taieri: 13 tasks (21%)
9 Lower Clutha: 13 tasks (21%)
B West Taieri: 11 tasks (18%)

B Tokomairiro: 4 tasks (6%)

Figure 4. Scheduled Maintenance tasks completed in by location.

Lower Clutha Scheme
e Mechanical drain cleaning is completed as scheduled with the exception of a single drain, which was

damaged in the October 2024 rain event. A variation to the contact is has been scoped and is out for
pricing.

Page 4 of 13
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e Roadside Mowing is nearing completion with the final cut to be completed in Q4.

e Drain and Floodbank Spraying is nearing completion with the contractor concentrating on pest plant
spraying.

e Tree maintenance work is underway and is scheduled for completion in Q4. Additional work has been
scoped and added as a variation to the contract. All work will be completed by the end of Q4.

Tokomairiro Scheme

e The planned mechanical drain cleaning has been completed in Q3. Additional work has been completed
on an additional drain and this will be completed in Q4.

e The scheduled drain spraying has been started with the remainder expected to be completed in Q4.

e Reactive maintenance in Q3 included two drain repairs: one was washed out in the October 2024 rain
event. The repair required a 70m section of rock wall to be installed to re-establishing the drain profile.
For the second drain a digger re-profile of the drain through the Tokomairiro Golf Course.

Taieri Schemes

e Most of the mechanical drain cleaning has been completed with the final two drains to be completed in
Q4.

e The Vegetation Maintenance package has begun and is planned for completion in Q4.

e Floodbank mowing is underway and due to be completed in Q4.

e Drain Spraying is underway with the twice spray drains completed and main spray drains in progress. This
is due for completion in Q4.

e Atotal of 29 reactive maintenance jobs were completed in Q3. These included repairing the Waipori
Pump Station screens, removing weed from the drain at Waipori pump station, removing trees from the
Waipori Floodbank, repairing a small section of the Silverstream flood bank to a smooth profile (TR) and
removing a fallen tree at the Taieri River Chute (TL)

Quarterly Maintenance / Inspections

e Quarterly Pump Station Maintenance checks have been completed.

e The Scheduled Pump Maintenance term contract with WAE is underway, with 2 pumps being removed
and serviced, including screen inspections and repairs during Q3

e Drain and Floodbank inspections across the schemes are underway and all inspections completed in Q3
have been recorded.

Reactive Maintenance
e Atotal of 50 reactive maintenance have added to the work schedule for the schemes and completed to
Q3. Further 23 reactive maintenance jobs will be completed in Q4.

Reactive Maintenance — Total tasks by location.

Page 5 of 13
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Total tasks by Location

‘ B West Taieri: 21 tasks (42%)
Lower Taieri: 17 tasks (34%)
50 East Taieri: 9 tasks (18%)
- Tokomairiro: 2 tasks (4%)

Lower Clutha: 1 task (2%)

Figure 5. Reactive Maintenance tasks completed in by location

3. Scheme Performance

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired and renewed to
the key standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: Schemes function to their constructed design standards.

The target for this performance measure is measured across the two different scheme functions — flood
protection and drainage.

Flood Protection Scheme Performance
Score to date: 100% - No Significant events occurred in Quarter 3 2024/2025

Table 1 summarises the performance of each of the schemes against their associated design standards.

Table 1 Scheme performance against constructed design standards (events vs breaches).

Scheme Design Standard Events ‘ Breach
Alexandra Flood Protect the lower part of Alexandra against river levels up to

Protection 142.75 m at the Alexandra bridge, with freeboard. Represents the 0 0
Scheme worst known flood (1878).

Leith Flood No flooding in all flows up to 171 m3/s (measured at St David 0
Protection Street footbridge). Represents 1 in 100-year flood with freeboard. 0

Scheme

Clutha Flood No flooding of Barnego in all flows up to 2,850 m3/s. 0 0

Protection and
Drainage Scheme | No flooding of Kaitangata, Inch Clutha and Paretai in all flows up to

4,000 m3/s. 0 0
No flooding of Balclutha in all flows up to 5,600 m3/s. 0 0
Lower Taieri No flooding of the East Taieri Upper Ponding area from Taieri River
Flood Protection flows up to 800 m3/s. 0 0
Scheme
No flooding of the East Taieri Upper Ponding area from Silver 0 0
Stream flows up to 160 m3/s.
No flooding of the East Taieri lower ponding area from Taieri River
flows up to 2,500 m3/s. 0 0
No flooding of the East Taieri lower ponding area from Silver 0 0

Stream flows up to 260 m3/s.
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Scheme Design Standard Events Breach
No flooding of West Taieri from Taieri River flows up to 2,500 m3/s
(Taieri River flows measured at Qutram). 0 0

No flooding of Mosgiel from Silver Stream flows up to 260 m3/s,
(Silver Stream flows measured at Gordon Road), being equivalent 0 0
to the 1980 flood, nominally a 100-year event.

Table 2 shows the quarterly peak flows observed during Quarter 3. There were no flows in excess of the
design criteria in Quarter 3.

Scheme I Flow/Level Recorder | Design Criteria I Quarterly Peak I Date Peak Recorded
Alexandra Clutha at Alexandra 142.75 m ASL 132.926 m ASL 22/01/2025
Leith Leith at Leith Street 171 m3/s 10.8 m3/s 12/3/2025
Lower Clutha  (jytha at Balclutha 5,600 m3/s 615 m3/s 1/1/2025
Taieri Taieri at Outram 2,500 m3/s 38.5 5/1/2025

Table 2 Scheme design criteria vs observed quarterly peak flows during Quarter 3 2024/25q. Data sourced from ORC
Environmental Monitoring Team.

Drainage Scheme Performance

The performance of the drainage schemes is based on the availability of pumps in the pump stations across
each of the schemes.

KPI Measure: Schemes function to their constructed design standards (drainage component)

We are required to report if we have had any planned or unplanned outages of any pumps. Please advise
which (if any) pumps have been out of service during Quarter 3, for how many days, and whether this was
planned/unplanned.

Planned outages:

Waipori pump F1 out on 19/02/25 until 18/03/25 for 6 yearly planned maintenance work
Kai PS—P1 out on 03/12/24 and returned 03/02/25

Paretai — P3 out on 05/02/25 and returned on 5/02/25

Smith — P2 out on 18/03/25 and is awaiting parts (planned pump reinstallation early May)

o O O O

No unplanned outages to report for Q3.
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4. Scheme Projects / Programmes

Performance Measure: Major flood protection and control works are maintained, repaired, and renewed to
the key standards defined in relevant planning documents.

Target: > 90% of renewals programme completed.

m Target not met = Target met

Figure 6 Quarter 3 Project Status Update.

For the 2024/5 financial ORC has 7 renewals projects that fall within the renewals programme KPI performance
measure. All projects are currently on track to meet that planned milestone by year end.

All projects are tracked against the planned end of year status with progress notes included within the LTP
2024-34 Asana page.

Link here - LTP 2024-34 Engineering

Table 3 presents a high-level summary of planned end of year status/milestone, current project status and
progress reporting for each renewal project.
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= Scoping/Initiation Approval

$600.000 Scope completed
() Contour Channel Resilience Upgrade: Continuation of Programme £8,000,000 Bridge 14 completed. Bank design underway
Add task.. SUM $8600.0
= Pre-construction Design
() Lower Pond Gravity Gates Renswal $1,700,000 Detailed design underway
(<) Bridge Renewals: Drain 10 Bridge 2 $500.000 Design undarway
Add task.. SUM $2.200.0..
~ Regulatory Approval
::;j: Lower Clutha Drain 222 Bridge improvments - $600,000 Design and consenting completad
Add task.... SUM  $600,000

= Construction

() Contour Channel Resilience Upgrade: Completion of Current Programme

() Bridge Renewals: Contour Channel Bridge 14

$1.000.000

§750.000

Completed

Completed

Table 3 Project status/progress and priority to end of Quarter 3 2023/24(renewals only).

5. Flood Repair Programme

Performance Measure: Damage identified, prioritised and a repair programme communicated with affected
communities in a timely manner.

Target: Programme developed and communicated within 3 months of the event.

Score for 2023/24 Q3: 100% - meeting the 100% target.
There were no flood events during Quarter 3

In October 2024 a weather event resulted in elevated flows in rivers across the region. The distribution of
rainfall varied across the region with significant accumulations falling around coastal Otago.

A flood repair and recovery programme is being established for this event. The programme will be
established within the 3 month requirement and will be available to the public online as an interactive map
showing repair sites, their programmed completion, and their status. The programme and map will be
updated monthly as work progresses. The live repair programme can be viewed by visiting the following ORC
webpage and clicking the link to the dashboard near the bottom of the page — Flood Repair Programme |
Otago Regional Council (orc.govt.nz).

Legend

Flood Recovery Works List

1 10 S,

Listof Flood Recovery Works o

Eage Tecrmo09/ Land iormanon New Zeviand. GEBCD. Commyrty mash cont outer |5t e Josiand | Otago Re9os Curo

Works by Asa

Figure 7: Flood recovery Work Dashboard - September 2023 weather event.
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6. Customer Enquiries

There were 13 scheme related enquiries received during Quarter 3. These made up 21% of all of the
enquiries received by Engineering during Quarter 3. Figure 9 provides a breakdown of enquiries received by
Engineering function.

Response to scheme related customer enquiries is not a performance measure in the ORC’s current Long-
term Plan, however it is monitored to ensure that responses are being provided and followed up in a timely
manner. During Quarter 3 all scheme related enquiries were responded to in a timely manner.

Customer Queries - Quarter 3

16 (26%)
M Referred Elsewhere
33 (53%) M Scheme
Rivers

13 (21%)

Figure 8 Breakdown of customer queries by Engineering function

/. Community Engagement

Quarter 3 has not seen any community engagement in the form of sessions/meetings/workshops held with
the community regarding flood protection and drainage schemes.

In Quarter 3 the first meeting of the Lower Taieri Liaison Group was held, focussing on administrative
matters. The next meeting is scheduled to be held in Quarter 4.

Additionally, a focussed public meeting was held with residents from the Paretai area in February, in respect
of the response to the October 2024 flood event. The Lower Clutha Liaison Group is expected to be the next
group formed, early in the 2025/26 year.
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8. Contracts and Procurement Update

Total tasks by Engineering Team

1

\

Sum of Value by Engineering Team

95K

253K 2.1M

NZ$14M

Operations & Maintenance: 58 task...
Project Delivery: 38 tasks (28%)
- River Management: 29 tasks (21%)
I Commercial & Regulatory: 7 tasks (...
Infrastructure: 4 tasks (3%)

Management: 1 task (1%)

Project Delivery: NZ$8,885,426.10 V...
M River Management: NZ$2,164,808.5...
Operations & Maintenance: NZ$2,0...
Infrastructure: NZ$253,000.00 Value...
Management: NZ$95,400.00 Value (...

[ Commercial & Regulatory: NZ$80,9...

Total Tasks by Scheme

50

b

9. Bylaw Summary

B WO0.96 Lower Clutha Operations: 19...

8 WO0.88 East Taieri Operations: 9 tas...
WO.99 Lower Taieri Operations: 9 ta...
WO.121 West Taieri Operations: 8 t...

WO.115 Tokomairiro Operations: 5 ...

The Otago Regional Council provides flood protection and land drainage across around 43,000ha of rural and
urban land in Otago. The Flood Protection Management Bylaw is the regulation that safeguards flood

protection and land drainage assets owned or managed by ORC.

The Engineering team (Commercial & Regulatory Team) is responsible for administering and managing the
approval of Bylaws. The new Flood Protection Management Bylaw 2022 came into effect on 1 September

2022.
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Table 4 summarises the Bylaws that were active during Quarter 3.

Bylaw No. Description i Scheme Assets Impacted |  Status Comment
BFP23.0001 : University of Otago - : Water of Leith : Progressing Awaiting University
‘Global’ bylaw decision regarding whether
to proceed
BFP25.0001 CDC - Replacing LCFFBO026 - Parent Balclutha Banki  Granted

stormwater pump
switchboard

BFP25.0002 CDC — Raising height of iLCFFB026 - Parent Balclutha Bank: Granted

floodbank at Hospital

Road
BFP25.0003 Downer — Fibre optic LCFFB026 — Parent Balclutha Granted
cables Bank
Scheduled Drain 425
LCFFBO15 — Parent Koau Right
Bank
BFP25.0005 ORC - Geotechnical Lower Pond Gravity Gates Granted

investigations

10. Photos

e mr A S P T m——

Figure 9 October 24 Clutha visit after rain event
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Figure 10 Bridge 14 site works underway
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Executive Summary

Otago Regional Council (ORC) is conducting engineering investigations and review relating to the
1.4-kilometre length of floodbank adjacent to Outram Township. Beca Limited (Beca) was commissioned to
provide an engineering assessment to indicate the risk of floodbank failure, to provide high-level remedial
options, and inform the Outram flood response protocols.

The assessment involved the following:

Geotechnical assessment, including liquefaction and slope stability modelling.

2D seepage modelling of three select sections of the floodbank.

Breach modelling of selected sections of the floodbank, based on existing ORC hydraulic model (to be
undertaken at a later date).

Preparation of a Floodbank Assessment Report (this report).

Key points from the geotechnical investigation were:

Outram is relatively flat, with disconnected open paleochannels throughout the township area.

The paleochannels in the western part of Outram generally had surface water in them, and act as
windows into the underlying shallow aquifer. Water within the paleochannels rise as groundwater rises.
The ground profile generally comprises loose sandy silt and silty sand, which overlie interbedded alluvial
sands and gravels generally.

The Taieri River loses water to the groundwater system which then flows beneath Outram and below the
floodbank with groundwater levels been hydraulically linked to river stage.

The groundwater flow gradient is broadly from northeast to southwest, moving beneath Outram towards
Lake Waipori.

Groundwater was encountered within installed piezometers between 2.5 and 3.5 m RL (3.52 and 7.16 m
bgl) during investigations undertaken in March 2024 during a summer drought.

Accurate long-term groundwater levels were not available.

To accommaodate for non-drought conditions and seasonal fluctuations, relatively conservative
groundwater levels ranging from 5.8 to 6.1 m RL (1.0 to 2.5 m bgl at the landside toe) were adopted.

Key findings from the geotechnical assessment were:

A sensitivity check of the floodbank importance level between IL2 and IL3 was considered given the
likely impact on the community.

Liquefaction is unlikely to trigger under a SLS earthquake but was estimated to occur in a ULS event.
Free field settlements were estimated to range from 70 - 230 mm (IL2), 100 — 270 mm (IL3).

The floodbank was calculated to be stable under static, rapid drawdown, and SLS seismic conditions.
Floodbank instability is likely under both ULS seismic cases (IL2 and IL3).

Lateral displacements (flow failure) are expected in under ULS events on both sides of the floodbank.
As the stability risks under static, rapid drawdown, and SLS seismic loading were low, and the visual
condition of the floodbank appeared to be in good condition, it is our conclusion that implementing
immediate ground improvement, or geotechnical floodbank mitigation measures may not yield
worthwhile short term benefits.

Under ULS loading, liquefaction of the soils below and adjacent to the floodbank are what affects the
floodbank’s performance. Liquefaction mitigation measures will require reconstruction of the floodbank
for which the costs are likely to be high, and a cost benefit analysis would need to be undertaken.
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Key findings from the breach modelling were:

e ORC'’s existing HEC-RAS model for the Lower Taieri floodplain was used, with minor adjustments, to
simulate breaching of the floodbank at two locations for a flood event with a peak flow of 3,939 m%/s in
the Taieri River (based on previous flood frequency analysis undertaken by ORC, this peak flow
corresponds to a 200-yer ARI event with no allowance for climate change). The type of breaching
investigated was piping failure of the floodbank.

e The model results showed significant inundation of Outram’s buildings and roads for both breach
locations. Flow velocities appear to be high in the immediate vicinity of the breach locations but quickly
reduce with distance from the breach site.

e Flood hazard maps produced for each of the breach locations showed that nearly all public roads
providing escape routes from Outram become unsafe for people and vehicles shortly after the breach
begins to develop.

The key findings from the seepage modelling were:

e A 3D ground model was compiled to provide surface contacts of the main strata units and create 2D
cross-sections across the area.

e 2D groundwater flow models were set up to provide indications of groundwater level changes due to
river levels and seepage beneath and partially through the floodbank.

o Where the river level reaches near the top of the floodbank before receding, it can cause seepage-
derived flooding in the low elevation areas across Outram i.e. paleochannels.

e Only when the river level is high, i.e., near the top of the floodbank, for multiple days does the seepage
move partially through the floodbank and daylight near the inside toe.

e The ORC hydraulic model does not overtop the floodbank under a flow rate of 3,939 m?3/s which
corresponds to a 1/200-year ARI flood without taking climate change into consideration.

High level options for improving the resilience of the floodbank include:

e Assessing whether the paleochannels could be used for drainage conveyance by connecting them and
piping and/or pumping water across the floodbank into the Taieri River channel with back-flow
prevention.

e Installation of a relief drain in the toe area of the floodbank on the landside which could intercept
seepage water and convey it to a discharge point, possibly connecting into the same outlet pipe/pump as
the paleochannels.

Further works recommended to progress an assessment of the feasibility of the potential remedial options:

e Install long-term groundwater level monitoring equipment into the recently installed piezometers adjacent
to the floodbank and throughout Outram (including in some paleo-channels) to better understand
seasonal groundwater fluctuations and response to large rainfall and river flow events.

e Given the floodbanks construction age, it may have more permeable or lower strength zones that were
not encountered in the initial investigations. Additional investigations such as geophysics along the
floodbank could be undertaken to assess the uniformity, and further CPT testing to confirm material
consistency through the floodbank and in underlying material.

e As the risk of liquefaction leading to flooding in Outram is low, a reactive approach may be appropriate,
making provisions for rapid inspections and repairs following an earthquake.

e The Bay of Plenty Regional Council Stopbank Design and Construction Guidelines (2014) provide
detailed recommendations for operations and maintenance (Part 5) and emergency works (Part 6) plans
for stopbanks. We recommend that these documents be created if they don’t currently exist, and be
regularly reviewed, especially after flood or seismic events.

e Inspection protocols should include provisions for identifying and monitoring for signs of seepage, scour
and erosion.
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Remediation options to consider and include in the guidance documents for after a seismic event are
further detailed at the end of this report.

Improvements to conveyance and drainage across the paleo-channels in Outram including further
consideration of a pumping station to move drainage water across the floodbank to river during flood
events.

Installing a relief toe drain along the landside of the stopbank. This would intercept seepage water in a
more controlled manner, decreasing the risk of slope instability, and convey it to a discharge point,
possibly connecting into the same outlet pipe as the paleochannels.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Otago Regional Council (ORC) has engaged Beca Limited (Beca) to provide a stability assessment and
associated risk of failure for a 1.4 km section of floodbank adjacent to Outram. The boundaries of the section
are the most northern extent of Holyhead Street, and Huntly Road. We are not aware of any records of the
floodbank overtopping adjacent to Outram, but the township has experienced surface water flooding after
high river level events both before and after the floodbank was constructed. Previous assessments of the
floodbank adjacent to Outram have been conducted using visual inspections, monitoring data, and nearby
investigations. ORC have highlighted the need for site specific investigations and modelling, including
information through the floodbank, due to concerns about the integrity of the floodbank, piping, and the
associated risk of failure.

An assessment of the floodbank was undertaken to determine the level of risk and potential type of floodbank
failure, to provide high level remedial options for the floodbank, and to feed into a review of the Outram Flood
Response protocols (to be carried out by others). An overview map of the site is shown in Figure 1-1.

1.2 Scope of Report

This report forms part of the overall scope of works for Otago Regional Council to assess the floodbank near
Outram township. As part of these works, Beca compiled a factual report that included the site investigation
data (Beca, 2024) which has been used in the assessments summarised in this report.

This report comprises the following items:

e Liquefaction and floodbank stability analysis.

e 2D seepage modelling of three select sections of the floodbank.

e Breach modelling of selected section of the floodbank, based on existing the ORC hydraulic model.
e Conceptual remedial options and recommendations for further works.

1.3 Site Description

Outram is located approximately 30 kilometres west of Dunedin City on the northern Taieri Plain, adjacent to
the base of the Maungatua hills which form the northern boundary of Taieri Plain. The Taieri River flows out
from the Maungatua hills to the east of Outram. A floodbank is sited along the true right bank of the Lower
Taieri River, between the river and Outram. It is approximately 4 m high and 18 m wide at the toe.

Outram is relatively flat, with disconnected open paleochannels throughout the township area. Paleochannels
are former Taieri River channels which are no longer connected to the active river channel. Some of the
paleochannels in Outram have been infilled.

The Taieri Flood Hazard map on the ORC Natural Hazards Database shows the paleochannels through
Outram, which act as seepage pathways beneath the floodbank, and are particularly noticeable near the
northern section at Holyhead Street and in the southern section at Bell Street (Figure 1-1). The open
paleochannels are predominantly in the western half of the town and are currently utilised as natural storage /
soakage areas within the town, with rainwater and manmade culverts diverting surface water into them.
There appears to be no remaining surface outlet from the paleochannels.

The floodbank has multiple access ramps throughout the section, both on the river and Outram side. The
floodbank and riverside land is currently used for stock grazing, which at the time of investigations (March
2024) included sheep and horses.
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Introduction

A site walkover was conducted with Beca and Otago Regional Council Staff on the 28 April 2023, to assess
access for investigations and agree testing locations, and to inspect the condition of the floodbank. No signs
of scour, erosion or instability was noted during the walkover or during site investigations conducted in
March 2024.

Legend
Inferred Paleochannel
Outline

Floodbank

~—— Model Section

Figure 1-1. Overview Map of Outram Showing the Floodbank, Taieri River, Paleochannels, and 2D model Sections. The
floodbank assessed in this report is outlined in yellow (Zone 1) and red (Zone 2). Paleochannels are inferred from Taieri
Flood Hazard maps and LiDAR. (Image source: Google Earth)
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2 Background Information

The following background information related to this section of floodbank has been reviewed as part of this
assessment.

2.1 Information Supplied by ORC

e Tonkin & Taylor Limited. 2005. Lower Clutha and Taieri Floodbank Systems — Geotechnical Evaluation —
Stage 2. Job no 890910.

e Barrell, D.J.A. 2015. Extent and characteristics of alluvial fans in the northeastern sector of the Taieri
Plain, Otago, GNS Science Consultancy Report 2014/45. 23 p.

e Tonkin & Taylor Limited. 2017. Floodbank Condition and Structural Integrity Assessment. Job no.
1001453.

e GeoSolve Limited. 2022a. Specification for Earthworks, Lower Taieri Flood Protection Scheme Weighting
Blanket, Outram Township, Ref: 210388.

e GeoSolve Limited. 2022b. Area A lateral Seepage Assessment Outram, East of Bell St, South of Orme St,
Letter to Otago Regional Council, ref: 210388.

e Tonkin & Taylor Limited. 2023. Taieri Flood Protection Scheme, Floodbank Risk Assessment,
1001453.0153v1.

2.2 Prior Floodbank Assessments

2.2.1 2005 T&T Lower Clutha and Taieri Floodbank Systems Geotechnical Evaluation -
Stage 2

An assessment of the Lower Taieri Floodbank system was undertaken as part of a wider Otago Floodbank
Study. Tonkin & Taylor (T&T) assessed the Lower Taieri Floodbanks in 2005, which focussed on the
floodbanks protecting Outram and included cross sections at their investigation locations.

A summary of the key findings of this report were:

e General visual evaluation noted the floodbanks on the true right bank were in good condition.

e Vegetation on the floodbank was generally well controlled.

e There were a number of crossing points, and some of these have created localised low spots in the
floodbank crest. Along the Outram portion, the floodbank crossings did not show signs of causing
adverse effects to the condition of the floodbank because the crest height remained constant and grass
cover was well maintained.

¢ Slope stability safety factors were mostly high, and indicated no significant risk in static conditions, flood
condition, or under strong seismic shaking. The lowest factor of safety reported was 1.2 for a rapid
drawdown case.

o Willow trees were planted within 5 m of the landside toe of the floodbank within Outram (willow trees
were not observed within 5 m on the riverside of the floodbank during the 2024 Beca investigations).

2.2.2 2017 T&T Floodbank Condition and Structural Integrity Assessment

The T&T 2017 report assessed the condition and integrity of 108.7 km of floodbank located on the Taieri
Plains southwest of Dunedin. This report was prepared after the July 2017 flood event which caused
widespread flooding in Otago and Canterbury (National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Research (NIWA),
2018). ORC reported that just upstream of the Outram Substation, seepage from the ground was observed
on the landside of the floodbank.
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Following the assessment, a weighting blanket was proposed by GeoSolve (2022) to attempt to remediate
the seepage issues. The earthworks specification (GeoSolve Limited, 2022) recommended the weighting
blanket be comprised of site-won sandy silt. The weighting blanket was constructed in the area directly
landside of the floodbank, east of Bell Street and south of Orme Street.

2.2.3 2023 T&T Taieri Flood Protection Scheme Floodbank Risk Assessment

T&T undertook a high-level risk assessment of the Lower Taieri River Flood Protection Scheme in 2023, with
a focus on relative risks to the community. Floodbank sections were delineated based on the T&T 2017
assessment, and each section given a risk rating defined as the product of the likelihood and consequence of
failure. The report covered the likelihood of failure based on field conditions, assumed strengths,
overtopping, the consequence of failure based on floodbank breach modelling, and a damage assessment of
both infrastructure and impact on population. The risk rating (consequence x likelihood) was presented in
four categories:

e Very low, low, medium

e High
e Very high
e Extreme

The report concluded that the risk rating for the floodbank from Outram bridge through to the Outram
Substation was high. It should be noted that T&T rated the likelihood of a floodbank failure occurring through
this section to be low to medium, however as the consequence of a failure is rated as catastrophic, this
results in an overall ‘high’ risk rating. The ‘medium’ likelihood rating was determined from the condition of the
floodbank observed by T&T in 2017.

2.3 Flood Event History

Flood events have been recorded in the Taieri Plains for over a century, with several significant floods
occurring since European settlement in the mid-1800s. Reconstructed maps of the February 1868 and May
1923 floods show that most (approximately 120 km?) of the Taieri Plains was inundated during these events.
The significance of these two events, being just two of many floods on record, is that they occurred prior to
the construction of any major, coordinated flood-protection works, and therefore reflect the underlying flood
hazard of the Taieri Plains. More recent flooding and observations include the July 2017 flood event, which
resulted in Outram experiencing flooding across the town, and observed seepage from underneath the
floodbank, especially in the southern portion of the town near Bell Street.

2.4 Floodbank Construction and Alterations

The first floodbank material was placed by horse and cart in the 1870s as part of the original Outram
floodbank construction (Otago Regional Council (ORC), 2024). From the 1980s through to the 1990s, new
material was placed over the original banks, increasing the width and raising the height of the floodbank. The
material added is a firmer silt which was generally encountered during ground investigations in the upper
1.5m.

A weighting blanket was constructed in 2022 on the landward side of the floodbank at the southern end of
Outram near the substation. Materials for this weighting blanket were taken from borrow pits located the
riverside of the floodbank, and is assumed to have similar material properties to the loose sandy silt (Unit 3)
described in this report.
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3 Site Geology

3.1 Site Geology

Outram sits on the northern edge of the Taieri Plains immediately below the Maungatua hills, which rise to
the north of the township. The main strata below Outram are comprised of outwash sediments (silts, sands,
and gravel). These materials were deposited by alluvial processes by the Taieri River and its tributaries,
forming the flat topography of the Taieri Plains. More detailed geological descriptions can be found in the
accompanying Beca Geotechnical Factual Report (2024).

The main geological units in the Outram area are shown in Figure 3-1.

Posibiarr 1387813 ;

Figure 3-1. Annotated geological map of the area (Image source: GNS Webmap 250,000, not to scale).

3.1.1 Floodbank Geometry

The floodbank rises approximately 3 to 5 m in height above the surrounding ground level, with an
approximate crest elevation between 12 to 13 m RL in the north near Holyhead Road. This gradually
decreases in height to 11 to 12 m RL at the top of the floodbank in the southern section near the Outram
Substation according to LIDAR data (Toitu Te Whenua Land Information New Zealand, 2021). The banks
were grassed and periodically have stock grazing within the floodbank area and on the surrounding plain.

The floodbanks southern section (2) near Henley Street is the tallest section of the floodbank, approximately
5 m from natural ground on the riverside to the floodbank crest.

The elevation throughout the text is referenced to New Zealand Vertical Datum 2016 (NZVD2016) as meters
reduced level (m RL). A photograph showing the floodbank, shoulder bank, Taieri River, and residential area
is shown in Figure 3-2.
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Figure 3-2. Photo of Floodbank, Shoulder Bank, Taieri River, and Residential Area (looking south, not to scale, Image
source: Beca, 2024).

3.1.2 Paleochannels

The paleochannels discussed in Section 1.3 once formed part of the Taieri River system but are no longer
directly linked to the main river channel and have no discharge point. Some portions of the paleochannel
network have been infilled during the development of the township, and others were in their natural state with
some holding water year-round. The open channels are utilised to capture surface water runoff, with an open
meandering stream in the western portion of the town, near the Taieri Rugby Club, which has no clear outlet
to the river or drainage system. The paleochannels are the first places to intercept rising groundwater levels,
and will hold some surface runoff, hence play an important part in runoff conveyance and storage. The
paleochannels can be observed in Figure 3-3 as red areas to the left (west) of the floodbank.
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Legend

/| Floodbank
//

Lidar Elevation (m RL)

o
- s

Paleochannel

— )
—

Figure 3-3. Map of LIDAR (2021) ground topography of the Outram area (created in QGIS), with the paleochannels and
Taieri River channel indicated in red having the lowest elevation. The assessed floodbank is shown in yellow.
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Geotechnical Site Investigations

4  Geotechnical Site Investigations

4.1 Existing Geotechnical Data

Existing geotechnical information reviewed as part of this assessment included bore logs from water bores
available from the ORC database, investigation data from the New Zealand Geotechnical Database (NZGD),
and limited data from previous assessment reports by others in the area. The existing investigations are
shown in Figure 4-2, along with testing undertaken as part of this scope of works and associated cross-
section locations are presented in Figure 4-1.

£ S

o p : " Legend

Beca 2024 Investigations

NZGD Investigations
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Figure 4-1. Beca 2024 and NZGD investigation locations, and corresponding cross sections used for analysis. (Image
source: Google Earth)

4.1.1 2005 T&T Lower Clutha and Taieri Floodbank Systems Geotechnical Evaluation — Stage
2

T&T undertook a ground investigation in 2005 along the western floodbank of the Taieri River on behalf of
the ORC. The investigation comprised shallow wash-bore holes which terminated at approximately 6 m
below ground level (bgl).
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Geotechnical Site Investigations

4.1.2 New Zealand Geotechnical Database

A review of publicly available data on the NZGD (presented on Figure 4-2) shows the nearest available
existing data consisted of:

e 5 test pits, terminated between 2.3 m and 4.1 m bgl, approximately 120 m east of the floodbank.

e 8 CPT tests, terminated from 12 and 15 m bgl along the northern part of the floodbank (BHO1 to SH87).

o 18 CPT tests, terminated between 8.1 m and 15.2 m bgl along the southern part of the floodbank
between the substation and 48 Bell Street.

e 4 boreholes, terminated between 6.0 and 6.3 m bgl along the landside toe of the floodbank.

NZ_Geotechnical_Database - Sample Test Location

NZ_Geotechnical_Database - Monitoring Instrument Location

4 Piezometer

| NZ_Geotechnical_Database - Investigation Log Locations
Q Machine Borehole

A\ Cone Penetrometer Test

| Q Hard Auger

@ Hend Auger Scala
A, scer

& VsVp

X Other

newzealand
New Zealand Imagery

Figure 4-2. Geotechnical data near the site (Image source: New Zealand Geotechnical Database, not to scale).

4.1.3 Beca (2024) Geotechnical Factual Report

Ground investigations were undertaken between 4" March 2024 and 19 March 2024 by Beca and are
detailed in the factual report (Beca, 2024). Investigation locations are presented in Appendix A and bore logs
are presented in Appendix B.

The investigations consisted of:

e 5x 20 m cone penetrometer tests (CPTSs).

e 4x19.5-19.95 m cored machine boreholes through the floodbank, with standard penetration tests
(SPTs) at 1.5 m centres.

e 3 x 6 m wash-drilled machine boreholes adjacent to the floodbank.

e 1 x 8 m wash-drilled machine borehole on the corner of Bell and Beaumaris Streets.

e 2x9and 15 m cored machine boreholes at 8 Skerries Street and 102 Formby Street.

e 6 piezometer installations within the boreholes not drilled through the floodbank.

e 1 rising head test within the piezometer installed in BHO4a.

e 7 falling head tests within piezometers, including existing piezometer T&T_02.

The investigation and laboratory results were used to inform the ground model, presented in Section 5.
Sample locations within the boreholes are shown in the borehole logs attached in Appendix B.
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5 Ground Model

5.1 Ground Model

A combination of borehole data from recent drilling as well as surface topography and groundwater level
data was used to create a 3D geological model of Outram, using the Leapfrog software (version 2023.2.3).
The geological and groundwater model domain included the township, the floodbank, the Taieri River, and
part of the eastern floodplain.

5.2 Ground Conditions

The ground profile generally comprises loose sandy silt and silty sand, which overlie interbedded alluvial
sands and gravels generally from +3.0 m RL. The ground conditions were relatively consistent across the
site, as shown on the cross sections presented in Appendix C. However, there were some non-continuous silt
lenses encountered during investigations. The thicknesses and strength of sandy silt and gravelly sand (Units
3 and 4) vary and were related to the location of paleochannels. These materials are described further in the
sections below.

5.2.1 Floodbank Materials

The floodbank embankment materials consisted of silty sand and sandy silt which were capped by clayey
silts. ORC staff have indicated that the sandy material was site-won from the local area. Strength data was
generally consistent through all floodbank boreholes.

5.2.2 Weighting Blanket

A weighting blanket was constructed in the southern section of the floodbank of site-won materials. From the
GeoSolve (2022) report and ORC correspondence, we understand that the material was generally sandy silt,
and was sourced from borrow pits on the riverside of the floodbank.

5.2.3 Unit 1 — Hard Silt (Embankment Fill)

Unit 1 is described as a hard silt with minor clay, gravel, and low plasticity. Unit 1 was only encountered from
the surface of the floodbank down to 1.5 to 1.7 m bgl and was typically brown with orange mottles. From
correspondence with ORC, and previous T&T reporting (Tonkin & Taylor Limited, 2005), we understand that
this layer was added to raise the floodbank height to its current level.

5.2.4 Unit 2 - Loose Sandy Silt (Embankment Fill)

Unit 2 was encountered within the floodbank and consisted of site won fill and was inferred to have been
derived from Unit 3. Unit 2 was generally 2 to 3 m thick and typically described as loose silty sand and sandy
silt, non-plastic, and brown. Uncorrected standard penetration test (SPT) results ranged from 4 to 8 blows
per 300 mm penetration.

5.2.5 Unit 3 — Loose Sandy Silt (Holocene River Deposits)

Unit 3 consisted of in-situ floodplain silty sands and sandy silts. The thickness was generally 3 to 5 metres
throughout the investigations, and typically described as loose silty sand and sandy silt, non-plastic, and
brown.
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5.2.6 Unit 4 — Medium Dense Gravelly Sand (Holocene River Deposits)

Unit 4 was encountered throughout the site area and comprised thickly interbedded, medium dense gravelly
sand and sandy gravel. Borehole investigations experienced some core loss within this lithology, and we
assume this is due to the interbedded properties of the material.

5.2.7 Unit 5 — Stiff Silt (Holocene River Deposits)

Unit 5 was encountered in BHO1 and CPT1 and comprised a grey to bluish grey, low plasticity silt with minor
clay. The thickness of this unit ranged from 1.5 to 2.0 m and was interpreted to have been deposited by
meandering river channels and, as such, thin discontinuous silt layers may be encountered on site.

5.2.8 Unit 6 — Dense to Very Dense Sandy Gravel (Holocene River Deposits)

Unit 6 was the basal unit encountered on site and underlies Units 1 to 5. It was generally encountered at -6.5
RL, being encountered at the shallowest in BHO2 at -4.5 RL and deepest within BHO3 at -7.5 RL. Unit 6 is
generally described as a brown, well graded, dense to very dense fine to coarse sandy fine to coarse gravel
with minor silt. The gravels were generally unweathered and subrounded to rounded, consisting of basalt,
quartz, and schist. The uncorrected SPT N values ranged from 39 to 50+.

5.2.9 Ground Profile

A representative ground profile is summarised in Table 5-1. Cross sections are presented in Appendix C with
cross section locations shown on Figure 4-1. Note that this ground profile is representative only, and actual
conditions across the site are variable.

Table 5-1. Ground Profile

Geological Unit Description Thickness | Depth to SPTN CPT Cone
Unit (m) Top of Value Resistance

Unit Range q. (MPa)
(m bgl) (blows/
300 mm)

Hard silt, some clay,
1 minor fine sand, dry, 1.5 0 12 31-34 15 - 30

Embankment low plasticity

fill Loose fine silty
2 sand/sandy silt, 2.0 1.5 10.5 4-8 1-5
moist, low plasticity

Loose fine sandy
silt/silty sand, moist
Medium dense fine
to medium gravelly,
4 fine to coarse 8.02 9.0 3.0 17 -27 9-16
Holocene sand/sandy gravel,
River deposits | some silt,
interbedded

5 Stiff silt, some clay 1.0 14 -2.0 N/A 5

Dense fine to coarse

6 sandy fine to coarse >3.0 15 -6.5 39 - 50+ 20-40

gravel, minor silt

Notes: ' Elevations are based on LiDAR survey Otago - Coastal Catchments LIDAR 1 m DEM in terms of NZVD (2016).
2 Depth of unit 4 is variable, and ranges from — 5 to — 7.5 m RL in investigations.

5.5 3.5 8.5 4-12 1-6
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5.3 Groundwater

Groundwater was encountered within installed piezometers between 2.5 and 3.5 m RL (3.52 and 7.16 m bgl)
during investigations undertaken in March 2024 during a summer drought (New Zealand Government, 2024).

Long term groundwater monitoring has not been undertaken near the floodbank. To accommodate for non-
drought conditions and seasonal fluctuations, relatively conservative values ranging from 5.8 to 6.1 m RL (1.0
to 2.5 m bgl at the landside toe) were adopted for long term stability analysis and were intended to represent
very high, conservative groundwater levels.

The groundwater conditions in the Outram area are discussed in more detail in Section 10.3.1.

5.4 Design Soil Parameters
Design soil parameters have been assigned to each of the soil units and are displayed in Table 5-2.

These parameters were generated based on in-situ data, laboratory testing results, and experience gained
from similar soils in environments representative of the Taieri River.
Table 5-2. Adopted Material Parameters

Unit Weight
Unit Name kN
Y ()

Friction Angle Cohesion

Q) C’ (kPa)

m3

- Weighting blanket 0
1 Hard silt (embankment fill) 18 30 3
2 Loose sandy silt (embankment fill) 17 28 0
3 Loose sandy silt 17 30 0
4 Medium dense gravelly sand 18 32 0
5 Stiff silt 18 28 2
6 Dense to very dense sandy gravel 20 38 0

5.5 Hydraulic Conductivity

The hydraulic conductivity (K) of encountered materials was derived from a combination of sources including
falling head test (FHT) analysis in seven piezometers, calculations based on particle size distribution (PSD),
CPT data, and textbook values.

There was some variance in the K values with the falling head test results generally resulting in lower K
values than the other methods in similar strata+. This is likely because the piezometers tested were screened
across several strata which generally included fine grain materials with lower conductivities (i.e., silt), hence
bringing the overall K value down. The PSD and CPT analyses derive K values from smaller sections of
ground sampled by the drillers, hence there was a larger spread of K values including many higher K values,
particularly in the gravel and sand. K values derived from PSD and FHT analysis are summarised in Table
5-3.

Note that the unit assigned to each borehole ID below is an approximation based on the main lithology
encountered. In some cases, for the FHT analysis, the screened zone covered two units, but the dominant
unit is listed in the table.
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Table 5-3. Hydraulic Conductivity (K) Values

Depth Tested Hydraulic Conductivity, K (m/s)

Borehole ID (m bgl) From PSD Analysis From FHT
(geometric mean) Analysis
1 BHO1 Deep 1.2-15 7.7E-09 -
5 BHO1 Shallow 2.3-26 2.TE-07 -
BHO3 Shallow 25-3.0 1.8E-06 -
3 BHO2 Deep 42-45 2.8E-06 -
BHO4 2.7-3.0 9.7E-07 -
BHO1 Deep 9.8-10.3 2.3E-04 -
BHO3 Deep 14.3-14.6 1.8E-04 -
4 BHO1a 6.0-12.0 - 4.2E-05
BHO3a 5.0-11.0 - 1.6E-05
BHO4a 2.0-6.0 - 1.6E-07
BHO06 2.0-8.0 - 7.9E-05
5 BHO05 3.0-5.0 - 2.1E-05
BHO7 6.5-10.5 - 5.9D-05
- T&T02 - - 5.7E-05
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6 Floodbank Stability Assessment Criteria

6.1 Floodbank Assessment Criteria and Profile

The Bay of Plenty Regional Council has produced a guideline for the design and construction of floodbanks
titled “Stopbank Design and Construction Guidelines” (BOPRC, 2014) This guideline has been adopted by
many councils around New Zealand and has been used in this assessment of the Outram floodbank.

6.1.1 Floodbank Profiles

Three cross sections were cut through the floodbank and into the wider Outram township on the 3D
geological model. These profiles have been selected based on the proximity to ground investigation testing,
locations of the paleochannels, and seepage observed during previous flooding. These cross-section
locations are shown on Figure 4-1.

The floodbank geometry was generally consistent throughout the site. For the geometry, the 2021 LiDAR was
reviewed throughout the Outram floodbank section, and the critical (i.e. steepest) slope angles were
estimated within 100 m of each of the floodbank sections. The floodbank was 3 to 5 m in height, with the
riverside slope angles being 24 to 27°, and 19 to 23° on the landside. Because a topographic survey was not
undertaken on the floodbanks, slopes may be steeper locally to those modelled from the LiDAR data.

6.2 Site Subsoil Class

Based on the GNS geological map and associated cross section (Bishop, 1996), along with nearby borehole
data (Opus Limited (Opus), 2004), the site subsoil class along the extent of the floodbank investigation is
inferred to be D (deep or soft soil site) in accordance with NZS 1170.5:2004.

Investigations at the SH87 bridge, approximately 250 m north of the site, show the schist bedrock at
approximately 12 m depth. However, investigations 20 to 30 m south of the bridge show the bedrock is no
longer within the top 35 m in this area. This suggests the bedrock depth deepens out into the Taieri Plains
from the toe of the Maungatua Range, which is also shown on published geological cross sections.

6.3 Seismic Criteria

The seismic criteria was determined in line with AS/NZS 1170.0 and NZS 1170.5, in conjunction with the
BOPRC 2014 guideline. The importance level was determined based on the protection needs for people and
infrastructure. The Outram floodbank currently protects the following structures:

e Urban housing.

e  Qutram School, 1 Beaumaris Street.

e Outram Hall — Civil Defence key emergency site, 45 Holyhead Road, Outram.
e QOutram Fire Station, 5 Bell Street.

e Qutram Substation, 526A Allanton Road.

The BOPRC (2014) guideline state that floodbanks protecting farmland or urban housing should be
considered Importance Level 2 (IL2) structures. If the floodbank is protecting a hospital, school, or major
electrical substation, a higher importance level could be assigned. We have carried out a sensitivity check of
both IL2 and IL3 cases to compare the site response in each case using a design life of 50 years. Table 6-1
presents the seismic design criteria adopted for the Outram floodbank.
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Table 6-1. Floodbank Design Criteria

Criteria Value Comment
Design Life 50 years In accordance with NZS 1170.0.

According to NZS 1170.0 Table 3.2 for Normal structures, or
structures as a whole may contain people in crowds or contents of
IL2/1L3 high value to the community or pose risks to people in crowds.
Both IL2 and IL3 cases have been assessed for sensitivity
analysis.

Importance Level

(IL)

6.4 Seismic Loads

Table 6-2 presents the seismic loadings for the assessment of liquefaction, slope stability, and slope
displacements based on MBIE Module 1 (2021). These loads were based on the Site Soil Class of C as
recommended by MBIE Module 1 for all sites.

Table 6-2. Seismic Design Loadings

. . Annual Peak Ground
Design Case SUOGTLEL Importance Probability of | Acceleration Eart.hquake
Class Level Magnitude (M)
Exceedance (9)
2
SLS 3 1/25 0.06
C 6.0
2 1/500 0.23
ULS
3 1/1000 0.29
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7 Liquefaction and Cyclic Softening

7.1 Overview

Liquefaction describes the short-term loss of strength of a loosely packed cohesionless (sandy) soil during an
earthquake or other dynamic loading. Liquefaction occurs when the soil particles are disturbed and densify
during dynamic loading, temporarily raising pore water pressures and reducing the effective stress between
particles to near zero. This causes the affected soil to behave essentially like a liquid until the excess pore
pressures are dissipated.

Liquefaction can have several significant effects where it occurs, including large lateral displacements (lateral
spreading), post liquefaction settlements (due to the densification and loss of material to the surface) and
potentially large and uneven settlement of shallow founded structures.

Cyclic softening is a liquefaction related phenomenon that occurs where cohesive soils are sheared during
strong earthquake shaking. Cyclic softening can cause a significant strength loss in sensitive soils and may
result in several consequences including slope instability, foundation settlement or tilting.

We have carried out a liquefaction analysis using CLiq (version 3.5.2.17), based on the data from the CPT
investigations completed in March 2024, and also two CPTs from the NZGD (CPT185409 and CPT185413)
which were within 10 m of BHO1 at the northern end of the site. We used NZGD data to supplement the
recent investigation data near BHO1.

7.2 Liquefaction Assessment Methodology

7.2.1 Soil Susceptibility

Following Boulanger & Idriss (2014) recommendations, site soils were categorised into two types: those that
behave in a 'sand-like' manner under seismic shaking (potentially subject to classical cyclic liquefaction) and
those that behave in a 'clay-like' manner (not liquefiable but may undergo cyclic softening). Soils were
quantitatively assessed from CPT tests using the soil behaviour type (SBT) index, Ic. Soils were generally
classified as 'clay-like' where Ic > 2.6 and 'sand-like' where Ic < 2.6. Additionally, soils with a plasticity index
(Ip) less than 12 were typically assumed to be 'sand-like', while those with an Ip greater than 12 were
considered 'clay-like'".

The liquefaction assessment for the site considered:

e Unsaturated soils above the groundwater table were not considered susceptible to liquefaction (Units 1
and 2).

e Soils encountered below the groundwater level may be susceptible to liquefaction. Unit 6 is dense to
very dense and was generally not shown to undergo liquefaction in our assessment.

e The soils encountered in the investigations were typically granular (‘sand-like’), and therefore were not
considered susceptible to cyclic softening. Unit 5 is stiff to very stiff and on that basis is not expected to
undergo cyclic softening.

e A design groundwater level of +6 m RL (about 2.5 m bgl) has been adopted for the liquefaction
assessment.
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7.3 Liquefaction Assessment Results
The results of the liquefaction assessment are presented in Appendix D and summarised in Table 7-1.
Liquefaction assessment results indicate:

e Assessment of CPTs data indicated liquefaction is not continuous and occurs in discrete layers
throughout Units 3 and 4 due to the interbedding of the medium dense sandy gravels and gravelly sands.

e Units 3 and 4 are potentially liquefiable, where Units 1 and 2 are likely not subject to liquefaction as they
are above the groundwater table and unsaturated.

e Unit 6 is not likely to liquefy because its dense to very dense, based on the results of modelling.

e However, given the variable nature of the site geology and our limited investigation data, liquefaction may
occur within units that are noted as non-liquefiable if they become saturated (Units 1 and 2) or if
interbedding of softer granular soils is present (Unit 6).

The expected liquefaction and cyclic softening susceptibility and triggering assessments are discussed
further below.

7.3.1 Liquefaction Triggering Assessment
The main findings from the assessment are summarised below:

e The assessment indicates widespread liquefaction is likely to occur under both IL2 and IL3 ULS
earthquake cases (PGAs of 0.23g and 0.29g) with a return period of 500 and 1000 years respectively.

e Liquefaction triggering occurs from 0.15g (1/250 year event) with the majority of liquefaction triggering
occurring by 0.25g (1/1000 year event).

Free field settlement was estimated as:

e Not anticipated under SLS.
e Between 70 and 230 mm under ULS (IL2).
e Between 100 and 270 mm under ULS (IL3).

Because of the interbedded nature of the river deposits, liquefaction occurs in multiple layers separated by
non-liquefiable material. Liquefiable layers generally occur from +6 m RL, with layers generally being 0.5 to
1.5 m thick, with non-liquefiable layers between these on average being 0.5 to 1.5 m thick. CPT04 and 05
presented the thickest liquefiable layers, with CPT04 showing 5 to 6 m of liquefaction-susceptible soil below
the groundwater table, and CPT05 showing 7 to 10 m of liquefaction-susceptible soil from 1 m below the
groundwater table.

The residual liquefied shear strength values for the different materials encountered on site are presented
below.
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Liquefaction and Cyclic Softening

Table 7-1. Liquefaction Assessment Summary

SLS | ULS(IL2) | ULS (IL3) | Adopted
Depth to Depth of Seismic Seismic | Seismic | Liquefied

Geological Unit | Top of Unit | Liquefaction Event Event Event Shear
(mRL) (m RL) (1725 (1/500 (1/1000 Strength
year)' year)' year)' Ratio

Hard silt
! (embankment fill) 12 n/a

Loose sandy silt
(embankment fill)

2
3 Loose sandy silt 8.5 6.0to0 3.0
4

n/a

10.5 n/a

Medium dense

3.0 3.0t0-6.5
gravelly sand
5 Stiff silt -2.0 n/a
Dense to very
6 dense sandy -6.5 n/a
gravel

Note: ' NL = Non-Liquefied, P = Partially Liquefied, and L = Liquefied
7.4 Floodbank Settlements

7.4.1 Static

Long term consolidation settlements are not expected at this site given the granular nature of the subsurface
soils. Settlements were likely to have occurred during construction of the floodbank and are not expected to
increase with time. Should additional fill be added to increase the floodbank width or height, further static
consolidation settlements analysis should be undertaken.

7.4.2 Seismic

The BOPRC (2014) guidelines’ seismic vulnerability criteria (Table A1.1) recommends that floodbanks do not
undergo significant deformation. Horizontal deformation should be limited to 0.91 m (maximum) with 0.3 m of
vertical settlement. The seismic settlements estimated for this floodbank were within the thresholds of the
BORPC guidelines, being less than 0.3 m of settlement.

Estimated settlements are provided in Table 7-2, which were rounded to the nearest 10 mm.

Table 7-2. Estimated Liguefaction-induced Settlements

Investigation Point ID Settlement in ULS IL2 (mm) Settlement in ULS IL3 (mm)
CPT185409 110 160
CPT185413 110 160
CPTO1 70 100
CPTO02 110 150
CPTO3 130 170
CPTO04 120 180
CPTO5 230 270
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8 Floodbank Stability Assessment

8.1 Slope Stability Assessment Criteria

The target factors of safety (FoS) for slope stability assessments were conducted in general accordance with
the BOPRC guidance. The adopted minimum target FoS are presented in Table 8-1 for the different load
cases considered.

Table 8-1. Target Factors of Safety for Slope Design

Load Case Soil Groundwater Target Factor | Permanent Displacement Limit
Conditions Conditions of Safety
Static Long . Long term
Term Drained Groundwater Levels 1.5 N/A
Static Short ~1.2
Term (rapid Undrained palehilt) T N/A
drawdown) groundwater (riverside)
Seismic Undrained, | Longterm ] No_mgmﬁcant deformgtlon,
Event (SLS) Liquefied Groundwater levels >14 limited to 0.91 m (horizontal)
with 0.3 m of vertical settlement
N . No significant deformation,
Seismic Undrained, | Long term >1.0" limited to 0.91 m (horizontal)
Event (ULS) Liquefied Groundwater levels . ;
with 0.3 m of vertical settlement

Note: ' Bridge Manual — 3" Edition.

8.2 Slope Stability Assessment Methodology

Quantitative stability analyses of the existing floodbank under static and seismic cases have been carried out
using the GeoStudio Slope/W software (Version 2024.1.0), utilising the Morgenstern and Price limit
equilibrium method, and were coupled with the SEEP/W models. The Mohr-Coulomb material parameters
shown in Section 7 were adopted.

The floodbank geometry (presented in Section 6.1.1) was generally consistent throughout the site, and the
profile locations and associated zones are shown on Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2. Zones 1 and 2 indicate
similar levels of anticipated performance. The models have been run assuming the following:

e For the long term static case, a surcharge of 12 kPa was applied because the bank is trafficable and is
currently used to access ORC owned grazing areas currently leased to nearby residents.

e No surcharge was added for static short term or seismic cases.

e The models have adopted the ground parameters presented in Table 5-2

e For liquefiable soils, a liquefied shear strength ratio of 0.09 has been adopted.

e Failure modes include non-circular.

The analysis considered the following failure mechanisms:

e Mechanism #1: Stability of the riverside (eastern slope) of the floodbank.
e Mechanism #2: Stability of the landside (western slope) of the floodbank.

The following groundwater levels were adopted:

e Long term static groundwater table of +6 m RL.
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e Short term static/rapid drawdown model used:
o 2 hrflood at top of floodbank.
o 12 hr drawdown to river level from flood height.
o Considered 0.5 day intervals (7 days).

Key assumptions made for the stability analyses are detailed below:

e Hard silt (Unit 1) caps the floodbank and does not extend down the side slopes.

e No liquefaction under SLS loading.

e Thin layers of silts and clays encountered in some CPTs were discontinuous and therefore have been
modelled based on the total sum thickness of the liquefied layers and the depth of liquefaction in CPT04
and CPT05:

o ULS IL2 — was modelled as a 5 m thick liquefiable layer below +6 m RL.
o ULSIL3 —was modelled as a 7 m thick liquefiable layer below +6 m RL.

e Seismic yield cases were modelled with 5 m thick liquefiable layer below +6 m RL.

e A sensitivity check was undertaken for section C-C’ which had a 2 m thick non-liquefiable layer. A5 m
thick layer of liquefiable soils from +4 m RL as modelled.

¢ Along-term groundwater level of +6 m RL has been adopted.

The results of the stability analysis are presented in Table 8-2. Green cells exceed the design FoS, yellow
cells meet the design FoS, and red cells are less than the design FoS. Selected Slope/W analysis outputs are
presented in Appendix E.

Table 8-2. Slope Stability Analysis Results Summary

Landside Slope | Riverside Slope

Analysis Section Stability Case FoS FoS
Static — long term 1.5 2.0 1.6
AN Static — short term (High GWL) 1.2 2.0 1.7
] Seismic SLS (1/25) 1.1
(Zone 1) T
Seismic ULS (IL2) 1.0
Seismic ULS (IL3) 1.0
Static — long term 1.5
BB Static — short term (High GWL) 1.2
Seismic SLS (1/25) 1.1
(Zone 1) s
Seismic ULS (IL2) 1.0
Seismic ULS (IL3) 1.0
Static — long term 1.5
oo Static — short term (High GWL) 1.2
Seismic SLS (1/25) 1.1
(Zone 2) —
Seismic ULS (IL2) 1.0
Seismic ULS (IL3) 1.0

The long-term static cases showed the floodbank was stable, which is consistent with the observations of the
floodbank performance. The short term (high groundwater) static case showed that both the landside and
riverside banks were stable, which is also consistent with the observations of the floodbank performance and
previous floodbank reporting by others. Further slope stability assessments will be required in future stages if
optioneering for ground improvement is undertaken.
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8.3 Lateral Seismic Displacements

8.3.1 Background

Permanent slope (or embankment) displacement resulting from earthquake loading may occur from the
following three mechanisms:

e During an earthquake and prior to the development of liquefaction, the inertial load of the soil can
temporarily exceed the soil strength resulting in global instability with displacement.

e During an earthquake and following the triggering of liquefaction, lateral spreading may be observed;
lateral spreading is the lateral movement and consequential lateral stretch cracking of the ground surface
that may be observed, when the ground translates towards nearby riverbanks, slopes, or cuttings (i.e.
free faces). The assessment of lateral spreading is complex, and many phenomena influence the
predicted magnitude of displacement. Variations in the earthquake characteristics, ground conditions (as
observed across the site), groundwater levels, pore pressure dissipation pathways and free face heights
all affect the magnitude of any lateral spreading displacement.

e Flow failure is a similar phenomenon to lateral spreading but occurs after earthquake shaking has
stopped. As a result of liquefaction, the surface crust of soil ‘flows’ towards the free face and can occur
on very shallowly sloping sites. Flow failure is typically associated with large magnitude ground surface
displacements.

Much of the floodbank alignment is susceptible to all three mechanisms of seismic slope displacement.
Liguefaction is expected to occur at the site following a 1/250 AEP design earthquake. Following triggering of
liquefaction, the more damaging mechanisms of lateral spreading and flow failure may occur on both sides of
the floodbank.

The ground displacement from lateral spreading and flow failure are greatest at the free face (i.e. river edge)
and the magnitude and severity reduce with distance from the free face. CIRIA (2013) reports the effects of
lateral spreading or flow failure mechanisms on flood defence performance can include:

e Loss of freeboard due to settlement and lateral displacement.

e Longitudinal and transverse cracking (particularly between the ends of areas of movement and
nonmovement).

e Piping failure from seepage though the embankment due to crack formation.

8.3.2 Methodology

Seismic displacements were addressed using the long-term static groundwater models. The floodbank
slopes were assessed for stability in 1/25 year (SLS), 1/500 year (ULS IL2), and 1/1000 year (ULS IL3) year
earthquakes.

Key methodology details for assessing lateral seismic displacements are provided below:
Soil strength parameters are based on liquefied strength as presented in Table 7-1.

e Seismic displacements were assessed following three methods, Jibson (2007), Ambraseys and Srbulov
1995, and Bray and Travasaurou, 2007.

e For Ambraseys & Srbulov, the focal depth of earthquake was 7.5 km, with the horizontal distance from
the earthquake to the site of about 26 km.

The slopes did not achieve the target FoS for ULS design cases (>1.0), indicate that seismic displacement
may occur in these cases.
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8.3.3 Assessment Results

The mechanisms of lateral spreading are expected to occur towards adjacent free faces leading to lateral
translation and stretch of the ground. This stretch would result in cracking of the ground which could reflect
up though earth embankments such as the floodbank (unless mitigated). The magnitude of lateral spread
deformation is dependent on the severity of strong ground motion, height and offset of the free face and
groundwater conditions at the time of the earthquake. The vertical component of deformation associated with
laterally spreading ground is observed as settlement.

The lateral movement assessment indicated slope movements in the order of 50 to 590 mm are possible
following a ULS earthquake event. No displacement of the slope is expected for a SLS earthquake event.

Lateral displacement calculations were not performed for yield PGAs = 0 (i.e., flow failure). These sections
may have displacements post-earthquake resulting in failure of the floodbank.

Table 8-3. Seismic Slope Stability Analysis Results Summary

FoS Yield PGA Displacement (mm) 50t
Achieved ()] Percentile
Landside 0.23 1.0 0.02 110-420
A-A Riverside 1.0 0.03 70 -260
(Zone 1) Landside 0.29 1.0 0.02 150 - 590
Riverside 1.0 0.03 90 - 390
Landside 1.0 0 Flow Failure
B-B’ Riverside 023 1.0 0.035 50 -210
(Zone 1) Landside 0.29 1.0 0 Flow Failure
Riverside 1.0 0.035 70 - 320
Landside 0.23 0.9 0 Flow Failure
c-C Riverside 0.7 0 Flow Failure
(Zone 2) Landside 0.29 0.9 0 Flow Failure
Riverside 0.7 0 Flow Failure

Lateral displacement yield PGA assessments are presented in Appendix E.

8.4 Discussion

The floodbank was calculated to be stable under static and SLS earthquake (1/25 year AEP) conditions. The
floodbank was also found to be stable under a rapid drawdown flood case, which indicates the floodbank is
expected to perform well during a 1/200-year flood event and failure is not expected as the water resides.

The investigations indicated the floodbank materials were generally consistent throughout the length of
floodbank. However, our investigations were conducted at discrete locations, and given the construction
methods at the time the floodbank was constructed, there may be portions of the floodbank that vary in
strength and material than those modelled. Further CPT and geophysical investigations, specifically between
CPT04 and BHO1, would reduce this uncertainty.

In ULS seismic cases, free field liquefaction induced settlement was within the Bay of Plenty Stopbank
Design and Construction Guidelines of 0.3 m. Lateral movements were assessed using yield PGAs and
liquefied soil parameters, which assess the potential for movement of liquefaction prone soil. The yield PGAs
were lower than the 1/25 seismic PGA (0.06g), which resulted in estimated horizontal displacements up to
600 mm. Where yield PGAs were 0, this indicated flow failure is likely to occur with movement towards the
free face causing failure of the floodbank.
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9 Floodbank Breach Modelling

9.1 Introduction

To inform a review of the Outram flood response protocols, ORC has requested that breach modelling be
undertaken for the true right floodbank of the Taieri River, adjacent to Outram. A breach of the floodbank in
this area during a period of high flow in the river has the potential to cause significant flooding in the
township. The purpose of the breach modelling was to investigate the extent and severity of flooding caused
by floodbank breaching in two different locations during a particular average recurrence interval (ARI) river
flow event.

The following sections describe the breach modelling methodology and provide a summary of the results.

9.2 Hydraulic Model

In June 2023, ORC provided an existing HEC-RAS hydraulic model (‘2018LowerTaieriSP’) that they
developed to investigate and better understand flooding in the Lower Taieri floodplain. A report (‘20210121
Taieri Model Development Report DRAFT’) discussing the methodology used to build the model and develop
the model hydrology was also provided. The agreed scope for this project stated that Beca would use the
provided model for the breach modelling and, if necessary, make minor changes to the 2D mesh around
Outram and the adjacent floodbank.

9.2.1 Model Extents

Due to covering most of the Lower Taieri floodplain, the HEC-RAS model was large and complex. Figure 9-1
has been copied from 20210121 Taieri Model Development Report DRAFT and shows the model extent.

N

7

Taien River Track Ny

Figure 9-1. Extent of HEC-RAS model provided by ORC. Figure taken from 202710121 Taieri Model Development Report
DRAFT (not to scale).
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Outram is located at the northern extent of the model, immediately downstream of the Taieri River inflow
boundary. Figure 9-2 shows Outram, the adjacent reach of the Taieri River, and the model inflow location for
the Taieri River.
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TAIERI RIVER BRIDGE /
| MODEL INFLOW BOUNDARY
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Figure 9-2. Locality plan of area of Outram and Taieri River. Changes to the HEC-RAS model provided by ORC have
been limited to this area (Image source: Google Earth).

The following sections of this report focus on the details of the HEC-RAS model for the extents shown in
Figure 9-2. The details of the model outside of these extents have not been changed as part of this project
and can be found in 202710121 Taieri Model Development Report DRAFT.

9.2.2 Terrain

As discussed in 20210121 Taieri Model Development Report DRAFT, the HEC-RAS model terrain was built
by ORC using a combination of LiDAR, river cross section data, and stopbank crest survey data. The LiDAR
used was captured in 2016. Our review of more recent LiDAR (captured in 2021) indicated that there were
no significant changes to the ground surface in Outram and its immediate surroundings since the 2016
LiDAR was flown. Because of this, we have not made any changes to the model terrain as part of this project.

9.2.3 2D Mesh
9.2.3.1 Taieri River

The ORC provided model has a mesh resolution of 15 m x 15 m for the Taieri River adjacent to Outram. A
breakline has been included by ORC to better represent the channel bed. This was considered appropriate
for the breach analysis, so no changes were made to the mesh in this area.
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9.2.3.2 Outram Township

The ORC provided model has a mesh resolution of 50 m x 50 m for Outram and its surrounds. As ORC want
to understand the flood risk to different properties and roads, particularly roads that provide escape routes
out of the town. A mesh size of 50 m x 50 m is relatively coarse and is unlikely to provide results that are
appropriate for this level of detail, so we have added a refinement region to reduce the mesh size to 5 m x
5 m for the area shown in Figure 9-3.

m . -

A

5m x 5m mesh
size (decreased
from 50m x 50m)

Figure 9-3. HEC-RAS model mesh resolutions within area of interest (Image source — Google Earth).

9.2.4 Manning’s Roughness

We used satellite imagery to make minor changes to the existing Manning’s layer in the provided model.
These changes were made to represent areas of recent residential development within Outram and
vegetation growth within Outram and the river channel that appear to have occurred in the time since ORC
built the model. Roughness values used for the changes were consistent with what was already in the model.

9.2.5 Structures

The ORC provided model uses 2D flow area connections to represent floodbanks as broad crested weirs on
either side of the Taieri River (and elsewhere in the model). 20210121 Taieri Model Development Report
DRAFT states that, for higher accuracy, the station-elevation data of the weirs was based on surveyed crest
levels rather the LiDAR ground surface. We have not received any updated survey information as part of this
project, so no updates to the station elevation data have been made to the Taieri River floodbank at Outram.
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9.3 Hydrology

The report 20210121 Taieri Model Development Report DRAFT provided by ORC discusses how 50 years of
historic flow data have been used to estimate design flows and hydrograph shapes for the Taieri River at
Outram. Figure 9-4 has been copied from the report and shows these design hydrographs.
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—10-yr 20-yr 50-yr 100-yr 200-yr

Figure 9-4. Design hydrographs for Taieri River at Outram. Copied from Figure 19 of ‘20210121 Taieri Model
Development Report DRAFT.

The provided HEC-RAS model contained hydrology files setup for the hydrographs shown in Figure 9-4,
other than the 200-year. We created an inflow hydrograph for the 200-year design event for use in the
breach modelling by plotting the hydrograph for the 100-year event and scaling it to the 200-year peak
design flow of 3,939 m®/s (taken from Table 12 of 20210121 Taieri Model Development Report DRAFT).

9.4 Floodbank Breach

9.4.1 Type of Breach
Floodbank breaching typically occurs via one (or both) of the following failure mechanisms:

e Overtopping. This occurs when the water level in the river exceeds the crest level of the floodbank,
causing water to spill over the top of the floodbank and erode it from the surface downwards.

¢ Piping failure. This occurs when water from the river seeps through or under the floodbank, creating flow
channels that gradually expand. Over time, the loss of material through these channels causes a localised
section of floodbank to collapse due to decreasing structural support.

These breach types behave, and are modelled in HEC-RAS, differently, so determining which type to
investigate was an important input to the modelling process. Initial model runs were undertaken using the
100-year and 200-year ARI Taieri River inflow hydrographs to check peak water levels against the floodbank
crest. These initial results showed that the 200-year ARI flow does not quite cause water levels in the river to
overtop the floodbank at Outram, indicating a significant (i.e. greater than 200-year ARI) flood event is
required to cause overtopping.

As discussed in Section 1.1, we are not aware of any records of the floodbank at Outram overtopping,
despite surface water flooding having been observed in the township following periods of elevated water
levels in the Taieri River. This has raised concerns over the structural integrity of the stopbank and its
susceptibility to piping failure. Following discussion with ORC, it was agreed that the breach modelling would
focus on breaching caused by piping failure of the floodbank.
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9.4.2 Design Event

Floodbank Breach Modelling

Although the floodbank at Outram has a 100-year level of service for flood protection (according to ORC), it
was agreed with ORC that the breaching would be modelled using the 200-year ARI flood event. This is
because the 200-year ARI flood is close to the maximum flow that the Taieri River can accommodate before
overtopping the true right floodbank at Outram. Adopting this event for the breach modelling was a
conservative approach as it represented a worst-case scenario for piping failure of the floodbank (i.e. the
greatest possible driving head).

The 200-year ARI flood event has also been adopted for the seepage modelling, refer Section 10.

9.4.3 Breach Locations

The floodbank locations used for the breach modelling were mostly consistent with the cross-section
locations used for the slope stability and seepage analyses discussed in Sections 8 and 10, respectively.
Figure 4-1 shows these cross-section locations. Although these other analyses have used three cross
sections, the breach modelling has only been undertaken for breaching of the floodbank at sections A-A and
C-C, as agreed with ORC. This is because an additional set of model results for a breach at section B-B is
unlikely to provide any additional understanding to the project.

9.4.4 Breach Details for Modelling

HEC-RAS requires a range of inputs to model floodbank breaching caused by piping failure. These inputs are
summarised in Table 9-1. Refer to Figure 9-5 and Figure 9-6 for diagrams showing what these inputs

represent.

Table 9-1. Summary table of breach details used as inputs for HEC-RAS modelling

Value Selected for this

Comments/Justification

Failure location

Project
Sections A-A and C-C
as shown in Figure 1.

See section above discussing breach locations.

Failure mode

Piping failure

See section above discussing overtopping and piping
failure.

Initial piping elevation

Base of floodbank

e 8 mRL for A-A
e 7mRLforC-C

Worst case scenario — conservative approach.

Final base elevation

Base of floodbank

e 8 mRL for A-A
e 7mRLforC-C

Worst case scenario — conservative approach.

Final base width

80m

Mid-range value based on historic studies of
stopbank breaches.

Side slopes 2H:1V Typical value. Unlikely to have a significant impact on
results due to high length to height ratio of breach
profile.

Breach development 2 hours Based on a lateral erosion rate of 40 m/hour. This is a

time

mid-range rate based on historic studies of stopbank
breaches.

Trigger mechanism

Set time — 3 hours
before peak flow in
Taieri River occurs.

This allows the breach to fully develop 1 hour before
peak river flow occurs. This is conservative as it
represents a worst-case scenario of the maximum
water level in the river coinciding with the fully
developed breach profile.
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Value Selected for this | Comments/Justification
Project

Piping and weir Piping = 0.5 Standard default values from HEC-RAS
coefficients Weir = 1.44

Stopbank Crest

Taieri River

Outram

Initial Piping Elevation\

v
v

—
—

Figure 9-5. Cross section sketch of the Taieri River floodbank showing the initial stage of piping failure.

Stopbank Crest
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Figure 9-6. Long section sketch of fully developed breach profile.

9.4.5 Flood Hazard

For assessing flood hazard as part of this project, we have adopted the combined flood hazard curves
produced by Smith et al. (2014) and reported in Australian Rainfall and Runoff (2019). Figure 9-7 presents
these flood hazard curves, which reflect the vulnerability of people and assets when interacting with
floodwater, as a combined function of water depth and velocity.
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Figure 9-7. General flood hazard vulnerability curve.

We have used this method to define hazard categories in Outram and its immediate surroundings. The
hazard maps for each of the breach locations are presented in Section 9.5.

9.5 Results

9.5.1 Overview

Results maps showing the maximum water depths for each of the breach model simulations are shown in
Figure 9-8 and Figure 9-9.
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Figure 9-9. Maximum water depth model results for floodbank breach at Section C-C (Image source: Google Earth).
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These results show significant inundation of Outram for both breach locations. The paleochannels (discussed
in Section 3.1.2) appear to initially act as natural overland flow paths for floodwater and represent the
deepest areas of inundation (up to almost 6 m water depth).

Appendix G contains maps showing the following results of each model simulation:

e Maximum depth.

e Maximum velocity.

o Maximum water surface elevation.
e Maximum flood hazard.

The maximum velocity results maps show localised areas of high velocity (3 to 4 m/s) in the immediate
vicinity of the breach locations but indicate a rapid reduction to less than 2 m/s as water leaves the breach
site. Flow velocities are generally low (less than 1 m/s) throughout the extent of Outram due to the flat
topography of the area.

9.5.2 Flood Hazard Maps

Figure 9-10 and Figure 9-11 show the flood hazard maps for each of the breach locations. We have included
the NZ Building Outlines layer from LINZ to show what individual buildings sit within the different hazard
categories. We have also included the centrelines of the public roads providing access in and out of Outram
to show the viability of residents using these roads to escape flooding.

BREACH LOCATION|
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Figure 9-10. Flood hazard map for floodbank breach at Section A-A (Image source: Google Earth).
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Figure 9-11. Flood hazard map for floodbank breach at Section C-C (Image source: Google Earth).

The flood hazard maps are similar for the two breach locations. In both cases the paleochannels (and areas
adjacent to the channels) show a combination of mostly H5 and H6, representing areas of significant flood
hazard. The flood hazard in other areas throughout Outram varies between no hazard and H4. The results
are discussed in more detail in the following sections.

9.5.2.1 Buildings

Table 9-2 shows the approximate number of buildings located within each hazard category for each of the
breach locations. It is important to note that these numbers are only indicative due to being manually
counted.

Table 9-2. Number of buildings by hazard category

Hazard Category | Breach location A-A | Breach location C-C

HO (no hazard) 28 75
H1 73 47
H2 61 34
H3 181 178
H4 73 82
H5 132 129
H6 3 6

Total 551 551
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The number of buildings in the higher hazard categories (H3-H6) are relatively similar, while there is more
variance in the lower hazard categories (HO-H2). Figure 9-7 shows that buildings are susceptible to structural
failure in H5 and H6. There are a reasonably high number of buildings (roughly 25% of Outram’s buildings)
located within these hazard categories for each of the breach locations.

9.5.2.2 Roads / Access Routes

The roads shown as black dashed lines in Figure 9-10 and Figure 9-11 are the only public roads that provide
access out of Outram. The hazard maps (and other results included in Appendix G) show that a breach at
both locations has a significant impact on these access routes.

Figure 9-10 shows that the breach at section A-A causes all access routes to be cut off by areas of H5,
meaning that most people located within Outram would have no way of evacuating the town once a breach
has developed. Figure 9-11 shows that the breach at section C-C would have similar impacts, except State
Highway 87 appears to provide a safe exit route from buildings located in the northern part of the town. It’s
important to note that the model inflow boundary for the Taieri River is located on the downstream side of the
bridge, meaning that the impact of the flood event on the bridge has not been investigated as part of this
project. This would need to be done to confirm whether State Highway 87 does in fact provide a safe access
route from some of the town in the event of a floodbank breach at section C-C.

The hazard maps show maximum water depth multiplied by the maximum flow velocity, but do not provide
any information on how long these hazard categories take to develop. The best opportunity for people to
evacuate the town would be before the flooding reaches its maximum extents. To help understand the
feasibility of this, the maps shown in Figure 9-12 and Figure 9-13 have been produced to show how long it
takes, from the beginning of the breach formation, for 300 mm water depth to develop. A flow depth of
300 mm has been selected as it represents the upper depth limit of the H1 category, which is considered
safe for people and vehicles (refer Figure 9-7), so would allow for people to safely evacuate the township.

< ~3g 4 ~ e

BREACH LOCATION
(SECTION A-A)

Figure 9-12. Arrival time results map for breach at section A-A. Colours represent time taken since beginning of breach
formation for water depth to reach 0.30 m (Image source: Google Earth).
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BREACH LOCATION
(SECTION C-C)
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Figure 9-13. Arrival time results map for breach at section C-C. Colours represent time taken since beginning of breach
formation for water depth to reach 0.30 m (Image source: Google Earth).

The results generally indicate that people will have a longer time window to evacuate the further they are
from the breach site, as would be expected. For a breach at section A-A the roads on the south side of
Outram would likely provide the most suitable means of leaving the town, while the roads on the north side of
town would be most suitable for a breach at section C-C.

The results also indicate that, for both breach locations, it only takes one hour from the beginning of the
breach formation for roughly 50% of the township to become inundated by at least 300 mm of water. After
two hours this increases to almost the entire the town, potentially cutting off all evacuation routes. This
means that, for the scenarios used in the breach modelling, the first hour of the breach development is
crucial for allowing people to safely evacuate the town.

It's important to note that the alarm being raised immediately upon the start of the breach development is
unlikely, especially at night. It is feasible that up to 30 minutes of potential evacuation time could be lost
before a township-wide alarm could be raised. Any delay between the beginning of the piping failure and the
alarm being raised would shorten the window available for safe evacuation and limit the effectiveness of that
evacuation.

It is also important to note that these results will be heavily influenced by the breach formation time, which
has been set as two hours in this instance (refer Table 9-1). Sensitivity testing of this time (and the other
parameters in Table 9-1) could be undertaken to better understand the impact of a floodbank breach on
evacuation routes.
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10 Seepage Modelling

10.1 Introduction

Two-dimensional (2D) groundwater flow models were developed using the finite element software SEEP/W
(version 2023.1.0) to indicate the response of groundwater to flood-induced seepage caused by high river

levels in the Taieri River adjacent to Outram. Three locations were chosen for groundwater modelling using
different flood scenarios and different antecedent (starting) groundwater conditions.

The objective of the seepage modelling was to indicate which scenarios (if any) may increase the risk of
seepage failure in the floodbank and/or increase groundwater flooding risk in the township. The modelling
utilised different river flood stages / recurrence intervals (RI) to estimate hydraulic responses in the
groundwater levels across the floodbank, and to identify potential engineering interventions.

10.2 Model Development

The first part of building the groundwater models was to take the 3D Leapfrog model (as described in
Section 5.1) as the ‘parent’ geological model and cut it into three, 2D cross sections which were exported
into SEEP/W. These cross sections retained the stratigraphical and topographical outputs from the 3D
geological model.

10.2.1 Model Extents

Each 2D groundwater model is centred through the Outram Township and the floodbank, extending beyond
the Township extent to the west, and beyond the floodbank and Taieri River in the east. The cross-section
locations are shown in 2D in Figure 10-1.

The extent of each seepage model was chosen to:

e Simulate the regional groundwater flow gradient, which generally moves in parallel with the elevation of
the surface topography.
e Prevent undue influence of boundary conditions in the prime area of interest, i.e., near the floodbank.

The dimension details of the seepage models are shown in Table 10-1.
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Figure 10-1. Overview map of Outram, its key features, and the Leapfrog and SEEP/W Model Extents. (Image source:
Google Earth)

Table 10-1. SEEP/W model dimension details

Model Length (m) Model Height (m) G"::‘::dt‘:’li' ?;L‘:_p ]

A-A 2,060 21.50 12.24
B-B' 2,177 20.40 12.17
c-¢ 1,527 19.20 11.90
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10.2.2 Model Topography

Paleochannels once formed part of the Taieri River system but are no longer directly linked to the main river
channel and have no discharge point. The paleochannels are discussed in Section 3.1.2 and shown in Figure
3-3. ORC’s overland flow path and paleochannel map is shown in Appendix F.

10.2.3 Model Layers and Hydraulic Parameters

The 2D models were developed with four main stratigraphic layers plus the floodbank fill within the model
domain, as defined in Section 5 of this report. Note that cross section C- C’ has an additional material layer
which is a manmade ‘weighting blanket’ comprised mainly of locally borrowed silt (GeoSolve, 2022).

Broadly speaking, the cross sections have the following similarities:

e There is a sandy gravel at the base of each model.

e There is a gravelly silty sand along both banks of the Taieri River.

e There is a silt layer between the gravelly sand and the floodbank which continues across the entire
surface of each model (apart from the floodbank).

While the hydraulic properties of each unit were kept the same in each section, their depths and extents vary
in each model, which was based on available borehole data. The silt provides increased hydraulic separation
between the gravelly sand and sandy gravel and the floodbank and can be seen in Figure 10-2 (note that the
figure has 15 times vertical exaggeration).

The hydraulic conductivity values (K) adopted in the modelling were indicated by falling head test analysis as
described in the Beca (2024) or were calculated based on laboratory PSD calculations using the
HydrogeoSieveXL v 2.3.10 spreadsheet (Devlin, 2015). The K values used in the modelling are shown in
Table 10-2. Assigning appropriate hydraulic conductivity values required balancing values from a range of
sources as discussed in Section 5.5. The PSD to conductivity analysis results were preferred for use in the
model as the higher conductivities represent a more conservative model.

A pragmatic approach was taken to assigning geological layers, and the material parameters described
above by amalgamating similar materials and averaging out test values where there was significant variability.

There is uncertainty about the groundwater levels, particularly the high groundwater levels during flood
events in the Taieri River, as there is very limited data available. Note that we recommend increasing the
groundwater level monitoring regime.

The actual level of service offered by the floodbanks is not clear. The ORC hydraulic model does not overtop
the floodbank with a flow rate of 3,939 m?/s, though it represents a flood level near the top of the floodbank.
This flow rate corresponds to a 1 in 200-year flood scenario which does not account for climate change.

| Outram Residential Area

: Floodbank (Silt)
i Weighting Blanket |
Paleochaiinel (silt) :

Groundwater Level Taleri River

(dashed blue line)

sand -
Sandy Gravel

Figure 10-2. C — C’ Cross Section Showing the Distribution and Thickness of Hydraulic Units (Note: 15x vertical
exaggeration).
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The coefficient of compressibility values shown in Table 10-2 were taken from textbook values (Freeze &
Cheer 1979) based on their main material type, as were the anisotropy values. Low storage volumes were
selected based on a mixture of PSD analysis (where available) and textbook values. These values were
selected to model reasonably conservative parameters.

Table 10-2. SEEP/W material parameters

K (x) : Coefficient of
(‘fn (,’;)) ) A?I'(s‘,’,::)‘(’.?y Compressibility
y (x/1/kPa)

Sandy Gravel 2.0 E-04 17.28 0.60 1.0E-06
Gravelly Silty Sand 5.0E-06 0.43 0.30 1.0E-05
Silt 1.4 E-07 0.01 0.10 1.0E-05
Floodbank (Silt) 1.4 E-07 0.01 0.10 1.0E-06
Weighting Blanket (Silt) 1.0 E-07 0.01 0.05 1.0E-04

10.3 Boundary Conditions

Boundary conditions represent parts of the model where groundwater or surface water flow into or out of the
model domain due to external factors. The key boundary conditions in this model are the Taieri River, the
groundwater levels, and the rainfall recharge. Each of these boundaries is described in detail below.

10.3.1 Regional Groundwater Level and Flow

Constant head boundaries were applied on the side boundaries (the vertical edges) of the model to simulate
sub-regional flow. These levels were based on a small number of observed data points from the recently
constructed piezometers, and from scarce available historic data.

The groundwater head boundaries were set to different elevations to simulate approximate average
conditions and approximate high groundwater conditions to account for the seasonal range in groundwater
levels. Note that with the lack of long-term monitoring data, the groundwater levels in the model are
approximate and require further monitoring to better understand groundwater levels in the area.

To derive an approximate seasonal range in groundwater levels, historic groundwater levels in bore 144/0838
on Orme Street were found, beginning in April 1997, shown in Figure 10-3 (note that the data references the
Otago Datum). The important point to take away from this data is the seasonal range, which is about 1.5 m,
with some short periods of significantly higher groundwater level in 2000, 2010, and 2013.
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Lower Taieri at Outram Bore 144/0838
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Figure 10-3. Groundwater Levels at Bore 144/0838 on Orme Street in Outram from 1997 to 2016.

Note that only average and peak groundwater levels were assessed, and no ‘low’ groundwater levels were
used in any scenario as this would not be relevant in this flood modelling assessment.

The direction of regional groundwater flow is broadly from the northeast to the southwest. Regionally,
groundwater moves perpendicular to the contour lines as shown in Figure 10-4.
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Figure 10-4. Contours / potentiometric surface from the 1994 survey of Groundwater Levels. Source: ORC, 2010. Lower
Taieri Groundwater Allocation Study Report.

The groundwater levels assigned in the model were based on observed levels in the monitoring piezometers
and are summarised in Table 10-3. These levels were measured in late summer when groundwater levels are
typically at their lowest. High groundwater levels were calculated as the measured levels plus 1.5 m. The
groundwater levels on the eastern side of the site (i.e., on the upgradient side of the model domain and over
the floodbank and river from Outram), were set to be slightly higher than the ‘average’ river level to generate
a groundwater gradient from northeast to southwest. Note that there is uncertainty around these levels until
more monitoring data is available.

Table 10-3. Summary of constant head boundary conditions representing regional groundwater levels

Average Conditions Peak Groundwater Level

Cross Section Location Specified Head Specified Head
(mRL) (approximate) (m RL)
East 6.1 7.6
A-A
West 3.5 5.0
East 6.1 7.6
B-B'
West 3.0 4.5
East 5.8 7.3
c-C
West 3.0 4.5

10.3.2 Taieri River

The Taieri River is a large river which runs to the east of Outram Township after flowing across steep hill
country of the Taieri Gorge into the flat terrain of the Taieri Plains, which it cuts across before discharging to
the coast about 30 km south of Dunedin.

u
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As it flows past Outram, the river has a mean flow of 42.2 cubic metres per second (cumecs), a median flow
of 25.3 cumecs, and a mean annual low flow (MALF) of 6.6 cumecs (Booker, Woods, 2014). The river flows
within 60 m of some residential properties on the eastern outskirts of Outram, with the floodbank between the
river and the town. The highest flow recorded at Outram is 2,530 m?/s in 1980, with other high flow events of
1,470 m%/s in 1994 and 1,690 m?/s in 2017.

The river stage level is input to the groundwater model as a step-datapoint function in the flood scenarios
with levels rising from average flow conditions, up to the top of the floodbank and then gradually back to
average flow (taken from the ORC hydraulic model).

At the approximate average river flow level, the river level is higher than the adjacent groundwater levels
observed in early 2024 on the western side of the river and indicates that the river is losing water to ground,
i.e., providing recharge to groundwater in the vicinity of Outram with preferential flow through the
paleochannels under the floodbank.

The peak river flows recorded in the Taieri River in Outram each year over 50 years from 1968 to 2018 are

shown in Figure 10-5. Note the large spike in 1980 which corresponds with a large flood event which resulted
in significant damage in the local area.

3000
2500 | ﬂ
2000 |

1500 |

Peak Flow (m?/s)

1000 |

500 |

1968 1973 1978 1953 1983 1993 1998 2003 2008 2013 2018
Year

Figure 10-5. Taieri at Outram Annual Maxima Series. (Source: ORC, 2021)

A hydraulic model was provided to Beca from ORC which was used to derive the average or ‘starting’ river
levels and to export both 1 in 100 and 1 in 200-year flood flows as shown in Figure 10-6.The flood responses
are typical of most rivers with a sharp rise in river level followed by a gradual decline in flow after the peak. In
the 1 in 200-year event, the model fails and crashes after the peak flow. This instability could not be resolved.
Hence there is no data for most of the flow recession in the 200-year event. This does not impact our ability
to assess the effects of flood flows on the floodbanks.
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Figure 10-6. Hydraulic Model Flood Flow Outputs for 1 in 1—and 1 in 200-year Flood Events. (Source: ORC Hydraulic
Model)

10.3.3 Rainfall Recharge

Rainfall recharge was added to the early groundwater model iterations to simulate recharge from the surface.
The rainfall recharge applied was based on a 1 in 50-year rainfall volume over 48 hours from NIWA’s Climate
and Weather of Otago report (Macara, 2015). The rainfall volume used in the model is shown in the blue
circle in Table 10-4. The percentage of rainfall used as recharge in the model was 5%.

Table 10-4. Maximum recorded short period rainfalls and calculated return periods from HIRDS (Source: Macara, 2015)

Location 10min 20min 30min 1hr 2hrs 6hrs 12hrs 24hrs 48hrs 72hrs
Dunedin [Musselburgh) a 17.9 269 28.5 288 294 530 89.9 120.7 1623 175.0
b Feb Feb Feb Feb Feb Jun Jun Jun Mar Mar

2005 2005 2005 2005 2005 2015 2015 2015 1948 1968

100+ 100+ 100+ 100+ 20 26 65 60 95 80
4.1 58 7.2 103 148 265 382 55.2 67.2 75.5

5.6 8.0 9.9 141 200 348 49.4 70.1 85.4 95.9
d: max fall calculated with ARI 2 years [mm]

e: max fall calculated with ARI 5 years (mm| 69 9.9 12.2 174 244 418 58.6 82.1 100.1 1123
b mas fllzalcetutad wilih o4 08 yaes (g 84 121 149 24 296 497 689 956 1165 1307

g: max fall calculated with ARI 20 years [mm)

hy max il calculated with ARLS0 years imm) 10.9 15.7 194 278 379 623 851 1164 [141.8 | 159.1
The model area is underlain by a silt material which inhibits rapid infiltration, meaning the direct rainfall
recharge to groundwater over the area is expected to be relatively small and slow.

Legend

a: highest fall recorded [mm)

b: manth and year of occurrence

¢: calculated return period of a |years)

-0 00N

> O

During the groundwater modelling process, it was discovered that when a recharge surface was applied to
the model, (except for the river and paleochannels), the model was not able to render the surface flooding on
the screen, hence having rainfall in the model made it difficult to interpret the results of each scenario and
visually observe when and where groundwater was breaching the surface. As a result, Scenario 3 was
created to account for a prior period of rainfall which had raised antecedent groundwater levels up to a
higher level, closer to the ground surface in parts of Outram.
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10.4 Simulation of Flood Levels

In the groundwater models, a conservative flood scenario is to place the river stage at the top of the
floodbank. The ORC model indicates the top of floodbank level represents a flood condition in excess of a 1
in 200-year event, though the actual recurrence interval of the top of floodbank level reaching the top of the
floodbank in Outram is not known.

Hydrographs of river discharge were sourced from ORC’s hydraulic model simulating both 1 in 100 and 1 in
200-year events. River flood levels over time were derived by matching the shape of the discharge curve,
starting from average river levels at the beginning of the storm and peaking with levels near the top of the
floodbank (12 m RL in Section A — A’) around 30 hours after the start of the flood.

The river levels used in the A — A’ groundwater model are shown as blue dots in Figure 10-7.

4000
P 44— Top of stop bank m RL ———1in 100 Year Flood "
3500 1in 200 Year Flood '
3000 @ @ River Stage (1 in 200 Year Flood) 10.8 D_:I
T E
2500 o
7 98 &
o n
E 2000 g
3 88 &
L 1500 B
©
78 S
1000 =
>
500 6.8
4&—— Average river level (m RL) —Q
0 5.8
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Days

Figure 10-7. Plot Showing Flood Discharge Against Simulated Stage/ Level.
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A screenshot of the top of the floodbank flood level for cross-section A — A’ is shown in Figure 10-8 to indicate how the river stage is input into the
groundwater model. Note the high-pressure head areas in red in the riverbed and extending out to the floodbank to the west and along the floodplain to the
east. The phreatic surface or water table is shown by the dotted blue line. The model shown in the figure has five times vertical exaggeration.

Phreatic surface (water table)

Floodbank

River Level (top of stop bank)

Groundwater flow vector
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Figure 10-8. Peak Flood Scenario with River Level at the Top of Floodbank in Model A — A’.
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10.5 Steady State Model

A steady-state model was developed to represent average groundwater and river levels prior to flood
scenarios. Key observations of the antecedent conditions are summarised below:

The groundwater gradient is from east to west (right to left on Figure 10-9) with higher head near the
river and lower head on the western side of Outram. This reflects the trend of regional piezometric head
shown in Figure 10-4.

The river is generally losing water to ground through Outram, with the average river head being higher
than average groundwater head (based on observed and available information). Note that there may be
times when the groundwater level is at its peak, and contributes flow to the Taieri River, but in normal
conditions the river appears to be losing water to ground.

There is surface water in some parts of the paleochannel which can be seen in C — C’ cross sections in
Figure 10-9. Note that in the cross-sections below the vertical exaggeration is set to 15 to allow the main
features to be visible.

The steady state models represent average conditions and are shown in Figure 10-4.The groundwater
level is shown by the dotted blue line, the different colours represent the different strata, and the light
blue shape above the strata is the surface water level. These steady-state models fed into the transient
models for each section.
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Figure 10-9. Simulated Model Head in Average Water Table Conditions: A — A’ at the Top, B — B’ in the Centre and C — C’ at the Bottom
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10.6 Transient Model Scenarios and Results

Transient models were created from each steady-state model and run for 30 days each. Three scenarios
were used to assess the model’s response to different conditions:

e Scenario 1: A flood event where the river level reached approximately 2/3rds of the way up the floodbank
for a duration of 0.5 days, before returning to starting levels after about 6.5 days to model a 3,047 m3/s
flood flow, which corresponds to a 1 in 100-year flood event, with low — average antecedent groundwater
levels.

e Scenario 2: A flood event where the river level reaches near the top of the floodbank for a duration of
0.5 days, before returning to starting levels about 10 days after the peak to model greater than a 3,939
m3/s flood flow, or a 1 in 200-year flood event. This scenario was run with no rainfall recharge, and with
low — average groundwater levels for the antecedent conditions.

e Scenario 3: The same river level conditions for Scenario 2 are used but coinciding with high groundwater
levels (1.5 m higher than observed in April 2024), which were intended to simulate a period of higher
rainfall infiltration before the increase in river levels. The key details of each scenario are summarised in
Table 10-5.

Table 10-5. SEEP/W model scenario details

Starting Groundwater Level

Scenario Description Cross Section | (m RL) on the Western Side Peak River
. Level (m RL)
of the Site

River Level at 2/3rds A-A 3.48 10.24

1 floodbank height with B-B 3.00 10.17

average GWL c_C’ 3.00 9.90

River Level at top of A-A 3.48 12.24

2 floodbank with average B-B 3.00 1217

GWL c-C 3.00 11.90

A-A 498 12.24

River Level at top of )
3 | floodbank with high GWL B-B 4.50 12.17
c-¢C 4.50 11.90

Note: m RL refers to NZVD2016.

Key observations of each scenario in model B — B’ are shown in Table 10-6.
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Table 10-6. Key observations from model B-B’ from each scenario run

Cocoraro | Doscrpton | e

1 1in 100-year | ¢ Inthe model, the seepage face moved a small way through the floodbank during high river levels, but as the river level
river stage resided, the seepage face did not move through the entire floodbank. The permeability and storage properties of the
and average floodbank material retards shorter duration groundwater flow.
starting ¢ In the model, surface flooding in Outram did not occur from groundwater breaching the surface. This is likely because
groundwater the flood event was too short-lived, the river level was not high enough, and the antecedent groundwater levels did not
levels have time to rise to the surface.

e The flood scenario induced minor groundwater level rise underneath Outram and its floodbank, as well as increasing
the water level in the paleochannels. In the model, this took about 3 days for peak groundwater/ paleochannel levels to
occur after the peak river level occurred, i.e., there is a delay in the response.

e The peak river level is shown in the row directly below.

Groundwater predominantly moving Scenario 1 peak river level Infiltration of flood water saturating
down and left {(west) the surface material

e el i . iy L
o o e =
o

............
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Cocoraro | Descrpton | e

2 Top of e Inthe model, the seepage face moved part way through the floodbank during high river event, but with the river level
floodbank receding, the seepage face did not move through the entire floodbank for the same reasons described in Scenario 1
stage and above.
average e There was some surface flooding in the lowest lying parts of Outram driven by groundwater pushing up through the
starting surface strata. The groundwater reached the surface approximately 3 days after the peak of the flood but did not
groundwater continue to rise significantly above the surface before it began to subside. This was a subdued and delayed response to
levels the flood, as it took much longer for water to move through the ground than flowing over the surface as it would in a

rainfall-runoff induced flood.
e The levels in the main paleochannel increased by approximately 300 mm, about 3 days after the flood peak. For
reference, the paleochannel in cross-section C — C’ is about 200 m from the floodbank.
e A screenshot of the top of floodbank river level is shown in the row directly below.
. ) Larger early infiltration depth of flood water
Groundwater infiltration is slow due to the Scenario 2 peak river level into the surface material (compared to
fine-grained silty materials at the surface # scenario 1)
, oot e sa e L £"‘-*--—---—-r---
i o lemrmmmmm—y g™ e e s e mme s s e
i —— = = ,,-:-f:“"
e G S -
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Cocoraro | Doscrpton | o

3 Top of ¢ In the model, the seepage face did not migrate through the floodbank for the same reasons explained in Scenario 1 and
floodbank 2.
stage and e Surface flooding in the low-lying parts of Outram was modelled to occur about 3 days after the peak river level. The
high starting flooding occurred as a result of groundwater pushing up through the upper sand and silt layers driven by the high head
groundwater in the river.
levels e The water level in the C — C’ paleochannel increased by about 600 mm, peaking about 3 days after the peak river level.
e Once the river level subsided, and groundwater levels were higher than the river level, the groundwater strata started to
release water from storage and recharge the river until the original equilibrium was reached.
e A screenshot of the top of floodbank river level is shown in the row directly below.

Paleochannel part full due to interception of Scenario 3 peak river level " 100dplain almost entirely saturated due to

: : higher starting groundwater levels
high starting groundwater level A tirde e Boodbark ‘

is slow to saturate

o o o s

Screenshots of model C — C’ through different timesteps are shown in Table 10-7. The table shows the model in chronological order with the early steps at the
top and late steps at the bottom.
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Table 10-7. Model C — C’ — Scenario 3 groundwater flow model outputs indicating the change in groundwater head across various river stages

Description of Result Model Image

1 0 The top screenshot is at initial Water Total Head
conditions before the river level rise. H=55-6m FET
Note the high starting groundwater E g_s‘f-m i T &
levels. O7-75m = iy
O75-8m
The colours on each screenshot Os8-85m
represent the total water head in g g-f’égm
metres. The legend showing water 095-10m R i
total head to the right applies to all gio-toem e
screenshots in this table, with high H11-115m S
head in red and low head in blue Bz115m
colours.
2 1 Then second screenshot is when the
river reaches the top of the
floodbank. This increases the
pressure (head) on the bed of the =
river and on the floodbank as 1< g
represented by the =t ' ' s/
red/orange/yellow colours. The S e
arrows show that water in the flood = ,/
channel is infiltrating to ground and /—-“""’f’_ = I S
moving both left and right through I — T e
the ground. e e e e e e *_, . -
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Description of Result Model Image

3 23 The third screenshot shows river

levels beginning to decline, about 1-
day (23 hours) days since the peak.
Now the areas of high headare | ™ | »~ — "=
migrating outwards, and the phreatic

surface is moving upwards. — [ ]
g -
Grloun(;waterI Ievils Tnd o irorence. | B2 - ] ~
paleochannel water levels increase. _—
= ‘-_-",.‘ - ==
[ [/ = )

4 54 The fourth screenshot shows the
river level declining 2.25 days (54
hours) after the peak. The
groundwater levels have now
breached the surface on the
township side of the floodbank,
causing surface flooding.
Groundwater levels are still
increasing, and groundwater is
moving west under Outram. Note
that the weighting blanket reduces
daylighting at the toe of the
floodbank.
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Description of Result Model Image

5 3.4 The fifth screenshot shows the peak
days | surface flooding caused by high
groundwater after about 3.4 days N e B ——— =TT '@" 8
since the river level peak. Even S /j
though the river level is continuing - Teer e — = et o ol
to drop, the groundwater level has < . /" e - __":ﬁ_m- |
risen in a delayed fashion and 7 1T -
reached its peak. This lag in Fs | i
response is a result of groundwater 1.4 _:"#_‘:_ B N
seepage being significantly slower - ' =
than overland (surface) flow.
6 8 days | The sixth screenshot shows surface
floodwaters have soaked back to
ground after about 8 days. e P Tl Sapmee—ts St~ R s
] I =
=TT | T
T 7
~ I E«--—---'-—"'""—'-—""‘ o
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Model Image

11
days

This image shows the river return to
approximately an average level,
about 11 days after the peak river
level. The groundwater levels are
now higher than the river level,
hence groundwater flow direction
under the floodbank has reversed
and is now recharging the river. As
groundwater levels gradually drop,
the system returns to the conditions
shown in the top screenshot.
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10.6.1 Seepage Through the Floodbank

The modelling in Scenarios 1 to 3 indicates that the seepage face does not migrate directly through the
floodbank to the Outram side (landside) of the floodbank. This is largely due to the lower hydraulic
conductivity parameters applied to the floodbank and shoulder bank representing the near surface siltier
strata found in the boreholes. In the model, the presence of higher hydraulic conductivity materials (sand and
gravel) at about 1 to 3 m depth allows groundwater to infiltrate more rapidly via the riverbed and reduces
direct seepage around the toe of the floodbank.

A sensitivity test was carried out on model A-A’ with the same parameters as assigned in scenario 1 to 3 in
order to check whether or not the sand and gravel units were consistently relieving the pressure and
preventing seepage fronts developing directly through the floodbank. To do this, an artificial (and unrealistic)
modelling scenario was run where the river level was set to the top of the floodbank for one week to simulate
how saturated the floodbank could become if given enough time. The model indicated that the seepage face
does not migrate through the floodbank entirely, rather it travels via the in-situ soils beneath the floodbank to
daylight at or near the inside toe of the floodbank and in the paleo-channels on the Outram side. Note that
this is only true with the hydraulic conductivity and storage parameters shown in Section 10.2.3.

While the high river level boundary condition did not cause the seepage face to completely migrate through
the floodbank, when high hydraulic conductivities in the order of 1E-05 m/s (i.e., higher than any test results
in the floodbank material) were applied, seepage through the modelled floodbank did occur, but only after
about 3 days of consistent top of floodbank river levels (which is well beyond a 3,939 m?/s flow / 1 in 200 year
river flood event). The intention of this case was to assess what factors may be necessary to cause seepage
failure through the floodbank, and what could happen if there was an area in the floodbank prone to piping. It
is important to note that the floodbank does not have completely homogeneous material properties, there are
likely to be some sections which will be more resistant to seepage than others, hence it is possible that water
could seep through sections containing higher permeability materials. This situation is discussed further in
the Section 10.7.

It is important to note that the results described above relate only to seepage and not slope stability.
Seepage moving through the floodbank does not indicate floodbank failure, and seepage moving part-way
through the floodbank does not translate to a stability failure of the floodbank. However, good floodbank
management practice includes prevent complete saturation of floodbank materials and maintaining suitably
low hydraulic gradients to reduce the risk of piping failure.

One factor which initially reduces the rate of seepage through and under the floodbank is the shoulder bank
between the main river channel and the floodbank which can be viewed in the photo in Figure and on the
cross section in Figure . This mass of material takes a relatively long time to saturate and slows the rate of
seepage through and under the floodbank area. In effect, the shoulder bank retards movement of
groundwater into the floodbank. The flood scenarios which are based on real-world flow-duration curves tend
to have a rapid rise in river level, short peak, followed by a slow drain-down. The modelling indicates that by
the time the seepage saturates part of the floodbank and riverbank, the river levels are already in decline,
and the pressure head is reducing. The mounded groundwater then moves downgradient, under the
floodbank, and has the potential to flood the low-lying parts of Outram.

It is possible that infiltration into the ground would be slower through the riverbed due to the presence of a
clogging layer, hence potentially placing more pressure on the floodbank. To test this, a low permeability
layer of about 0.25 m thickness with a hydraulic conductivity of 1E-7 m/s was added near the bed of the river.
The result was that infiltration to ground was slower, and that there was less groundwater induced flooding in
Outram indicated by the model.
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The rate of movement and depth of penetration of the seepage face into the floodbank did not change
appreciably with the presence of the clogging layer, though there was a small increase in the size of the
hydraulic gradient in the model with the clogging layer as seen by the comparison in Figure 10-10. Note that
the hydraulic gradient as above are represented by arrows, with the groundwater flow direction matching the
arrow direction, and the size of the arrow reflecting the magnitude of the hydraulic gradient.
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Figure 10-10. Figure Showing the ‘Shoulder Bank,’ in Cross Section A — A.” The top image (A)
clogging layer, and the bottom image (B) is the same but with the clogging layer in place.

i BeCd

is from 3 hours after the river reached the top of floodbank (Scenario 3) without a
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10.6.2 Effects from Antecedent Groundwater Conditions

Antecedent conditions refer to the conditions present at the beginning of a modelling exercise. Two
antecedent groundwater level conditions were simulated in the model: average and high.

The modelling indicates that the high groundwater levels do not have an appreciable influence on the rate at
which water saturates the floodbank. However, antecedent groundwater levels have a significant impact on
the depth and extent of flooding within Outram. When groundwater levels are at average levels, there is a
large volume of unsaturated pore space in the upper strata which can be saturated before groundwater
reaches the surface and contributes to surface flooding.

Whereas, if groundwater levels are already close to the surface, the additional water from a significant river
flood event has nowhere to go, more rapidly causing flooding, mainly within the paleo-channel areas. The
groundwater modelling indicates that when the river reaches the top of the floodbank and is coincident with
seasonal maxima in groundwater levels, this will likely increase the likelihood of increased flooding in some
areas of the Outram Township. Moreover, if groundwater is at seasonal maxima, and rainfall is coincident
with high groundwater, surface flooding is likely to occur more quickly, especially within the paleo-channel
areas which do not currently have a joined-up conveyance route.

10.7 Discussion

The variable which had the highest sensitivity in the groundwater modelling process, and therefore the
greatest effect on the outcome of the modelling was the hydraulic conductivity of the materials, particularly
the floodbank and the surficial silt units in the upper part of the model.

Another variable that the groundwater model was sensitive to, was the volumetric water content function.
Broadly speaking, this function acts as the storage capacity of the material it is assigned to. A sensitivity
analysis was carried out which found that a high volumetric water content function in the materials
(particularly those near the floodbank) significantly slows the rate of movement of the phreatic surface
(groundwater table) and hence the rate of groundwater movement under the flood scenario.

Groundwater modelling suggested that the ‘shoulder bank’ retards the seepage response of groundwater to
flood events in the river, but it is important to note that the “clogging” effect of these material could very over
time as river scour remove and deposit materials in different places.

Finally, the modelling suggests that the weighting blanket (only present in model section C — C’) may reduce
the rate of groundwater rising to the surface at the inside toe of the floodbank. In effect it acts like a confining
layer. With regards to surface flooding, this material retards surface water infiltrating to ground, hence
surface water build up will not drain as easily on this material. ORC indicate there is the ability to drain
surface water under gravity and pump it out during weather events.

10.8 Options to Address Seepage Risks

Three possible options to address groundwater flooding and floodbank seepage issues are listed and
discussed below. It is important to note that these options are only hypothetical at this stage and require
further investigation to determine whether they are feasible and/or cost effective.

e Connect the paleochannels via pipes and/or open channels to convey surface and groundwater away
from Outram Township.

e Install a floodbank relief drain in the toe area on the Outram side of the floodbank and connect it to an
improved paleochannel drainage system.

e Connect to and improve the current gravity outlet and consider a pump station to convey drainage water
from Outram to the river during flooding events.

u
ﬂ‘. Be‘ a Geotechnical Interpretive Report Guideline | REFR-1382918218-191274 | 21/11/2024 | 65
n



Sensitivity: General

Seepage Modelling

The paleochannels are natural historic flow paths for surface water. These channels could be better utilised
to perform storage and drainage conveyance functions. Rising groundwater will discharge first into these
paleochannels and fill them up, as they form the lowest lying parts of the town.

The major and remaining paleochannels are located across the western and southern areas of the township.
These have been infilled on the eastern side of town nearer the floodbank. A subsoil relief drain in the toe
area on the Outram side of the floodbank would provide additional groundwater and seepage protection
locally to the floodbank. A drain in the toe area would help to reduce uplift pressures developing within the
floodbank and assist in reducing seepage related failure as well as helping to remove excess flood water.

The paleochannels and relief drain in the toe area could be connected to the main river channel via the
existing gravity outlet near the substation. A pump station could also be considered for high flow events. An
indicative map of this system in shown in Figure 10-11.

Legend

ﬁ} Indicative Drainage Line
A\ ] Paleochannel

"] Floodbank

Figure 10-11. Sketch of possible future drainage option connecting the paleochannels and relief drain in the toe area to
the existing gravity outlet near the substation. (Image source: Google Earth).

u
ﬂ‘- Be‘ a Geotechnical Interpretive Report Guideline | REFR-1382918218-191274 | 21/11/2024 | 66
n



Sensitivity: General

Conclusions

11 Conclusions

11.1 General

The visual condition of the floodbank appeared to be in good condition, and the investigations indicated
relatively consistent and suitable embankment fill materials. One challenge however is the proximity of the
existing housing and infrastructure to the landside of some sections of the floodbank. The limited space
makes maintenance and future upgrades difficult to construct without moving (rebuilding) the stopbank
closer towards the river. Although this doesn’t affect the condition or resilience of the existing floodbank, it
makes future planning and upkeep more challenging.

11.2 Slope Stability

Under static conditions, the floodbank was assessed as generally stable along the section of floodbank
assessed (Zones 1 & 2). Under rapid drawdown conditions the floodbank is also considered stable, which is
consistent with conclusions in the T&T (2005) report. Under SLS seismic conditions, the floodbank is not
estimated to undergo liquefaction and the floodbank is estimated to be stable.

The assessment showed that the floodbank was unstable in ULS events, with a factor of safety less than 1.0,
with the model showing failure through the underlying liquefiable soils.

Under ULS (IL2 and IL3) events, the potential modes of failure include slope instability and lateral spreading
due to liquified foundation soils. Lateral spread towards the river was calculated to be within the 0.91 m
threshold detailed in the Bay of Plenty Guidance for Zone 1, however there was a moderate risk that
significant remediation will be required following a 1/500 year earthquake.

Section B-B’ (landside) and C-C’ (both sides) indicated the largest potential vertical settlements under ULS
earthquake conditions and underwent flow failure in both IL2 and IL3 ULS cases. Rebuild of this section of
the floodbank is likely to be required following a ULS event.

11.3 Groundwater Modelling

Groundwater modelling was used to indicate the effects of flooding in the Taieri River on the Outram
floodbank and on local groundwater dynamics. The model indicates that seepage through the entire
thickness of the floodbank is unlikely in a 1/100 or 1/200-year high river level event (which do not overtop the
floodbank) when using material properties tested in the boreholes. However, the model indicates high-river
level events can cause groundwater flooding in Outram if the groundwater levels are already at or near their
seasonal maxima. The combination of high head in the river and additional saturated ground in the riverbank
and floodplains tend to push groundwater underneath the floodbank and daylight at the surface near the
inside toe of the floodbank, in the paleochannels, and in any other low-lying areas. Seepage occurs beneath
the constructed floodbank and flows through the natural permeable sands and gravels. The implications of
the modelled seepage pathways indicate groundwater flooding related issues in Outram which can be
addressed by drainage and conveyance improvements.
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12 Recommendations

Our assessment highlighted the risks associated with seepage under and through the floodbank and failure
within it under static, flooding, and seismic events. Given our findings, we recommend the following:

Limited long-term groundwater level data was available, and we recommend carrying out groundwater
monitoring over multiple seasons to better understand seasonal variation. This data will help derisk the
assumed groundwater levels used in our assessment, which will result in refined liquefaction
susceptibility, slope stability, and seepage modelling. Monitoring loggers could easily be installed across
the piezometer network in Outram, with data downloaded quarterly.

As the stability risks under static, flooding, and SLS seismic loading are low, and the visual condition of

the floodbank appeared to be in good condition, it is our conclusion that implementing immediate ground

improvement, or geotechnical floodbank mitigation measures may not yield short term benefits.

Under ULS loading, liquefaction of the soils below and adjacent to the floodbank are what affects the

floodbank’s performance. Liquefaction mitigation measures would require reconstruction of the

floodbank for which the costs are likely to be high, and a cost benefit analysis is recommended.

Mitigation measures could include the following:

o Remove the existing floodbank, construct ground improvements to remediate the liquifiable soil
below and around the floodbank and rebuild the floodbank. Ground improvements could consist of
soil-cement mixed columns, stone columns, or displacement piles. These techniques could mitigate
seismic settlement and help resist lateral spreading, leading to improved floodbank performance.

o Remove the existing floodbank, install a geogrid-reinforced gravel raft, and rebuild the floodbank on
top of the raft. This would not improve the settlement or lateral spreading risk but would help the
integrity of the floodbank after a seismic event as it would provide a more stable base that could
mitigate cracking and differential settlement of the floodbank.

o Vibrofloatation is a technique that utilizes a module (vibrofloat) which vibrates and compacts the
surrounding material at the probe depth. Depending on the soil type, the softer soil is either replaced
surrounding insitu soil or with imported granular fill. This technique can be effective at the depths
required for this project and requires an area for a crane and flat surface to work on. The vibrations
induce liquefaction in the ground which can affect adjacent infrastructure. Equipment for shallow
applications is readily available in New Zealand, however equipment for deeper (in excess of 10 m)
may need to be sourced from overseas.

If ORC considers ground improvements, we recommend further CPT and geophysical investigations

through the floodbank and both landside and riverside to refine geological assumptions. Obtaining

additional data would be used to create a more geologically accurate model that would assist with the
ground improvement design.

Other mitigation measures that were considered but were unlikely to provide robust, long term benefits

given the depth of liquefaction and flow failure risk included:

o Installing sheet piles adjacent to or through the stopbank to minimize lateral spreading. Sheet piles
would need to be sufficiently keyed into a non-liquefiable layer in order to provide sufficient lateral
resistance. Liquified soils were predicted up to 20 m depth, so sheet piles would need to be diven on
the order of 30 to 40 m below the toe of the floodbank.

o Dynamic compaction consisting of dropping a large weight on the ground surface to densify the near
surface soils. This technique isn’t applicable where shallow groundwater is present.
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e The groundwater modelling indicated a hydraulic connection between the river level and groundwater
levels with flows beneath the floodbank which could lead to increased groundwater flooding related
issues in Outram. We recommend improvements to conveyance and drainage across the paleo-channels
in Outram including further consideration of a pumping station to move drainage water across the
floodbank to river during flood events.

e Although seepage directly through the floodbank during a flood event was modelled as a low risk, we
recommend that a relief drain be installed along the landside of the stopbank. This would intercept
seepage water in a more controlled manner, decreasing the risk of slope instability, and convey it to a
discharge point, possibly connecting into the same outlet pipe as the paleochannels. Space to construct
the drain is limited along some sections of the stopbank.

As the risk of liquefaction leading to flooding is low, a reactive approach may be appropriate, making
provision for rapid inspections and repairs following an earthquake. We recommend that ORC undertake
rapid inspections of Outram floodbank following an earthquake or flood event.

The BOPRC Stopbank Design and Construction Guidelines (2014) provide detailed recommendations for
operations and maintenance (Part 5) and emergency works (Part 6) plans for stopbanks. These include
creating an asset management plan, operations and maintenance manual, flood emergency management
plan, and a plan identifying measures that can be implemented in the event of a failure. Critical to the repair
guidance document should include identifying the type, amount, and location of any labour, plant, and
materials required to make repairs at short notice. We recommend that these documents be created if they
don’t currently exist, and be regularly reviewed, especially after flood or seismic events. Beca would be glad
to assist with preparation of these documents.

The following table provide a summary of anticipated floodbank performance for Zone 1 and 2 along with
commentary including estimated damage, seismic resilience, and high-level description of potential remedial
measures following an earthquake that could be included in the repair guidance document.
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Table 12-1. Floodbank performance, resilience, and potential remediation options

High Level Estimation of Land Damage
Affecting the Floodbank

Commentary

Recommendations

125 AER 1/S00 AER AT Floodbank Damage Floodbank Resilience Fotential Remediation
Earthquake | Earthquake | Earthquake g (Post Event)

Free Field Free Field Free Field Cracking of the floodbank Settlement could decrease the floodbank Remediate risk by filling to
/Lr;gZigadCtlon ﬂgﬁi?;t’on ILr;ZZiadCtlon anticipated to be minor to freeboard. Potential for overtopping of raise floodbank crest level.
Settlement = | Settlement = | Settlement = negligible for return period floodbank in subsequent flood events if not Remediation of cracking after
Negligible 70-110mm | 100 = 160 mm earthquakes of less than 1/250 remediated. an earthquake could include
AA Lateral Lateral Lateral AEP. Settlement for earthquakes with an AEP of observation and monitoring of
Spread = Spread = Spread = For more severe earthquakes, less than 1/250 is anticipated to pose a low seepage, filling cracks with
+ Negligible 50-420 mm | 90 ->600 mm settlement of up to 160 mm is risk of failure. sand or grout, or targeted
B-B’ (Flow failure | (Flow failure anticipated within the floodbank. Severe earthquakes may cause damage to localised excavation and
(Zone 1) on landside) | on landside) Lateral spread is anticipated up the floodbank in the form of slumping, compaction of floodbank
to 600 mm towards the river. subsidence, and cracking. This damage core.
Flow failure calculated to occur poses a moderate risk of piping failure for a
on the landside. flood event where the floodbank provides
protection, if the floodbank is not assessed
and remediated following a ULS event.
Free Field Free Field Free Field Settlement of the floodbank is Crest settlement could be significant Anticipate requirement for
#gzgga;tlon ILI;ZZif;tlon ILf;gzg;adctlon anticipated to be dominated by removing freeboard and other risk buffer rapid inspection and
Setttement = TR liquefaction free field settlement allowances. Potential for overtopping of implementation of emergency
Negligible 120 - 230 180 =270 mm and lateral spreading. floodbank for subsequent flood events if not works to address critical and
Lateral mm Lateral Damage to the floodbank is repaired. acute defects affecting
Spread = Lateral Spread = anticipated to be minor to Floodbank damage from earthquakes with floodbank (e.g., cracking,
c-C’ Negligible | Spread = >900 mm negligible for return period an AEP of less than 1/250 is anticipated to slumping, or settlement).
(Zone 2) >900 mm (Flow failure earthquakes of less than 1/250 pose a low risk. For earthquakes exceeding
(Flow failure | both sides) AEP. For more significant earthquakes, severe an AEP of 1/500, extensive
both sides)

For more severe earthquakes,
damage such as cracking and
slumping is anticipated.

damage of the floodbank is anticipated with
moderate to high risk of failure for a flood
event where the floodbank provides
protection, leading to functional failure of
floodbank.

rebuild of the floodbank is
anticipated.
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13 Applicability Statement

This report has been prepared by Beca Limited (Beca) on the specific instructions of the Otago Regional
Council (Client). It is solely for our Client’s use for the purpose for which it is intended in accordance with the
agreed scope of work. Any use or reliance by any person contrary to the above, to which Beca has not given
its prior written consent, is at that person's own risk.

Should you be in any doubt as to the applicability of this report and/or its recommendations for the proposed
development as described herein, and/or encounter materials on site that differ from those described herein,
it is essential that you discuss these issues with the authors before proceeding with any work based on this
document.

In preparing this report Beca has relied on key information including the following:

e New Zealand Geotechnical Database (NZGD) investigation data.
e Otago Regional Council Environmental data portal, including readings for flow and rainfall.
e Other data sources as detailed in the reference list in Section 13.

Unless specifically stated otherwise in this report, Beca has relied on the accuracy, completeness, currency,
and sufficiency of all information provided to it by, or on behalf of, the Client, including the information listed
above, and has not sought independently to verify the information provided.

This report should be read in full, having regard to all stated assumptions, limitations and disclaimers. No part
of this report shall be taken out of context and, to the maximum extent permitted by law, no responsibility is
accepted by Beca for the use of any part of this report in any context, or for any purpose, other than that
stated herein.
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Appendix B — Geotechnical Investigation Logs




i BeCad

Geotechnical Log Key Sheet

SOIL AND ROCK DESCRIPTIONS
Soil and Rock Descriptions are in general accordance with the NZ Geotechnical Society (NZGS), 2005.

Hand-held Vane Shear Strength measurements are in general accordance with the NZGS, 2001.

METHODS WEATHERING IN-SITU TESTS

BH Machine Borehole CW Completely Weathered  Shear Vane

CPT Cone Penetration Test HW  Highly Weathered Su  In-situ peak undrained shear strength and
DCP Dynamic Cone Penetration = MW Moderately Weathered remoulded undrained shear strength

HA Hand Auger SW  Slightly Weathered UTP Unable to Penetrate

SPT  Standard Penetration Test UW Unweathered CB Pilcon-type vane tested in Core Barrel
IVAN  In-situ Vane Test SAMPLES DH Pilcon-type vane tested in-situ (downhole)
MA Machine Auger GV  Geonor vane, tested in-situ

OB  Open Barrel B Bulk Disturbed Sample  IcV  Icone vane, tested in-situ

SNC  Sonic Core Drilling C Core Sample Standard Penetration Test (SPT)

TP Test Pit/Trench ] Small Disturbed Sample N SPTn Sampler (Split-spoon)

TT Triple Tube FT  Thin-wall Open Drive Nc  SPTn Solid Cone

PT Thin-walled Open Drive Tube (Push) Tube Sample HB  SPT Hammer Bouncing

VE  Vacuum Excavation WATER TERMINQLOGY

W Wash Baring TG

Ill Groundwatar Levet
1GWL)

GRAPHIC LOG (1 or a combination of the following)

Clay Silt
Gravel Sand
Sheils Organic Material
Cobbles / o e
| Boulders R

NITORING INSTALLATICHMN

Sand @‘ Grout

Gravel ‘ Cement Mixes

ORGANIC SOILS

Von Post Degree of Humidification

H1
H2
H3

H4
H5
H6
H7
H8
H9
H10

Sandstone (55T)
Sillstone (Z5T)

Mudstone

Interbedded 55T
& Z5T

E—:§ Benfonile

RL

| Conglomerate

Limestona

Fodiated

| Metamarphic
| Asphalt

Plain

Relative Ground Level
ROD Hock Quality Designation

P
LR
LI

|d & & &

Fine Igneous

Caarse Igneous

Ignimbrite

| Mo Core

Slotted

Completely unconverted and mud-free peat, when pressed gives clear water and plant structure is visible.
Partially unconverted and mud-free peat, when pressed gives almost clear water and plant structure is visible.

Very slightly decomposed or very slightly muddy peat, when pressed gives marked muddy water, no peat substance
passes through the fingers and plant structure is less visible.
Slightly decomposed or slightly muddy peat, when pressed gives muddy water and plant structure is less visible.
Moderately decomposed or very muddy peat with growth structure evident but slightly obliterated.
Moderately decomposed or very muddy peat with indistinct growth structure.

Fairly well decomposed or very muddy peat but the growth structure can just be seen.
Well decomposed or very muddy peat with very indistinct growth structure.

Practically decomposed or mud-like peat in which almost no growth structure is evident.

Vibrated
Wire

Completely decomposed or mud peat where no growth structure can be seen, entire substance passes through the

fingers when pressed.



il BeCd

Machine Borehole Log

Borehole ID:

BHO1

Sheet 1 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Holyhead Rd on top of Floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZzVD 2016
Northing: 4918298.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385331.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests _
E g g
‘3 g T 2| E > Soil / Rock Description 2E
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
22| 8|€l5lal =2 g 5| £ 2 o
=|5|3|2|a|C G| @ 4 © O
O|C|xX|[=|O0|x w|l 0O 14 O
R % - - 0.0 - 0.25m, Hand Auger pre-drill, no recovery
=) i i
n n 'Hard', SILT, some clay, minor fine to coarse gravel; brown, with orange and grey mottling;
05 - 115 - dry, gap graded, low plasticity. Gravel is angular to sub-rounded, basalt, schist.
X0 ] ]
oz ] |
=A%) 10— 10—
i i E
T — X
6 15 — 105 — =
R| = 10 i i el
~ % 11 N 3
© 10 - - Stiff, clayey SILT, some fine to coarse gravel, minor fine to coarse sand; brown, mottled ko)
7 20— 10.0— orange and dark grey; moist, low plasticity. Gravel is angular, weak, moderately to highly L
N(=334 i i weathered, schist, some gravels are friable.
X0 | ] 1 1
8 zZ Df,5 | g5 'Firm’, fine to coarse gravelly SILT, minor coarse sand; brown, mottled orange; moist, low
-~ | T ] B plasticity. Gravel is weak to moderately strong, angular to sub-angular, slightly weathered to
_ | highly weathered, schist.
3 30—  9.0—|
R 4 n R
ﬂ % 2 - —+ w x xa Firm, ORGANIC SILT; dark brown; moist, low plasticity, slight organic odor, thinly bedded B S
3 B Pl x| with laminae of brown silt. S 3
3 35 - 85 — w w wa AL
N211 i XX KX Stiff, SILT, some fine to coarse sand, some fine to coarse gravel; brown, mottled orange;
elo I 7><X><><><X>< moist, low plasticity. Gravel is angular to sub-angular, weak, moderately weathered to
o|Z 40— 80— w4 highly weathered schist.
N~ 0 - % % w x| 3.90 - 4.10m: intermixed dark grey/brown silt, some fine sand
2 45 - 75 Loose, fine SAND, some silt; brown; moist.
X E 1 i i
S| B 1 1 7
1 50— 7.0—
1 | ]
N=4 ] 7 5.15 - 6.00m: No recovery. Re-drilling caused wash out of material and loss through the run
N . .
oz 55 4 65—
] ] 5.70 - 6.28m: No recovery (depth inferred).
ol i 60— 607 6.00m: Medium dense 2
o |& 4 ] ] 8
™| D 3 ] ] Loose, fine SAND, some silt; brown; moist. 2
2 65 — 55 — 6.40 - 7.00m: quick a
3 B B =
N=12 7 7 2
2|9 1 7 i
% 5 7.0 -] 5.0 -] g
i i @
o
i ] e}
4 75 - 45 — %
Sl 3 ] ]
%) g m B 7.73 - 7.95m: No recovery (depth inferred).
g 80— 40— Loose, fine SAND, some silt; brown; moist.
N=13 ] ]
NEC) . - 8.40 - 8.60m: with trace of fine to coarse gravel, rounded, basalt, brown staining.
g % 85 — 35— Medium dense, fine to coarse, silty sandy GRAVEL, brown; wet, well graded. Gravel is
i I rounded to angular, basalt, schist, quartz. Schist is highly weathered, weak.
— X5 8.60 - 9.00m: some fines may have washed away
5 9.0 B 8.85 - 9.00m: No recovery (depth inferred).
el 4 - Medium dense, fine to coarse, silty sandy GRAVEL, brown; wet, well graded. Gravel is
oo 4 N rounded to angular, basalt, schist, quartz. Schist is highly weathered, weak.
- N|D 2 i 9.13 - 9.45m: No recovery (depth inferred).
3 9.5 — 9.45 - 9.70m: no fines, silt and sand absent, likely washed away, indicated by SPT
xR % NE " ] containing fines, and water loss during sonic drilling
8 n B — - Medium dense, fine to medium gravelly medium to coarse SAND; brown, wet. Gravel is
B rounded to angular, basalt, schist, quartz. Schist is highly weathered, weak.
Date started: 08/03/2024 Date end: 11/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic/HA
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/SPT/HA Ground water measured at 9.4_5 m below ground Iev_el on 11/03/2024
X R after hole left over 48 hrs (Casing at 15 m depth at time of
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A measurement).
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCd

Machine Borehole Log

Borehole ID: BHO1

Sheet 2 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Holyhead Rd on top of Floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918298.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385331.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests
c [e)] ©
= o (]
‘3 g T 2| E > Soil / Rock Description 2E
|8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
dlo|8ls|g|a = g & £ a @
=|5|3|2|a|C G| © _ o O
O|C|xX|[=|O0|x 0| a o O
- . - - Medium dense, fine to medium gravelly medium to coarse SAND; brown, wet. Gravel is
| ] ] rounded to angular, basalt, schist, quartz. Schist is highly weathered, weak.
5 105 - 15 -
R = 5 i ]
oo 6 ] ] . f
0|0 4 N n 10.75 - 10.95m: No recovery (depth inferred).
3 10— 1.0
> ]
N=15 B
R|o N
o= _
S| 15— 05
7 120— 0.0
R| = 6 ] ]
o 6 n n . .
0w 1 ] ] 12.25 - 12.45m: No recovery (depth inferred).
6 125 4 -0.5
5 | |
N=18 B n
Xlo ] ]
o= — 104
3|5 13.0— 1.0
10 135 - 15 -
X E 7 i
417 g — 13.72 - 13.95m: No recovery (depth inferred).
i 140— 20 —=> 13.95 - 14.00m: orange staining
Netd . :XXXXXXX Stiff, SILT, minor clay; bluish grey; moist, homogenous, low plasticity. P
§ @) i xox % x 'g
z - 25 fxxx
=1 148 28 3 XN 14.50 - 14.60m: greyish brown 2
b T XXX o
7 X x X X )
14 150— -3.0 _ : : . . . 2
ol 1 . - Medium dense, fine to coarse sandy, fine to medium GRAVEL; brown; wet, well graded, o
ol 9 I 1 sub-rounded to angular. 8
I 7 ] ] 15.25 - 16.00m: No recovery (depth inferred). 8
5 155 o -3.5 — e}
6 - - <]
N=27 ] ] T
=|o ] 7
©(Z 16.0— -4.0 - 2 - — -
<|(n - B AVEVAY Soft, SILT, some clay, minor fine to medium gravel; grey; saturated, low plasticity. Gravel is
I « % s x| sub-rounded, basalt, quartz river gravels. Soft on recovery.
i i v, 16.00 - 16.45m: gradually increasing gravel content from some to gravelly SILT
23 165 | -4.5 — Dense, silty, fine to coarse sandy, fine to coarse GRAVEL; greyish brown; saturated. Gravel
X E 12 7 7 is well graded, sub-rounded to sub-angular, basalt, schist, quartz river gravels.
5|5 9 ] ]
9 170— -50—
8 ] ]
N=39 B B
Xlo ] ]
8 z 175 o -55 —
A - - 17.60 - 18.90m: with minor cobbles, sub-angular to sub-rounded, schist, basalt
1 180— 60—
o= 1 B B
2| 9 ] 4
©o|(n 6 n n
8 185 - -6.5 —
20 1 ]
N=43 ] ]
PN % - -
% & 19.0 -] -7.0 -]
e v 27 195 | 75 -
e 23/55mm ] n -
N=50+ m B 19.63m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
- ek S
Date started: 08/03/2024 Date end: 11/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic/HA
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/SPT/HA Ground water measured at 9.4_5 m below ground Iev_el on 11/03/2024
V: idth: N/A Inc/AzZ: 90° / N/A after hole left over 48 hrs (Casing at 15 m depth at time of
ane width: neiAz: measurement).
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




ilii BeCd Photo Log

Location ID: BHO01

Sheet 1 of 4
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Holyhead Rd on top of Floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918298.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385331.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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WI Beca Photo Log Location ID: Si:?:f‘;

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840

Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council

Location: End of Holyhead Rd on top of Floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918298.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385331.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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ilif BeCd Photo Log

Location ID: BHO01

Sheet 3 of 4
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Holyhead Rd on top of Floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918298.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385331.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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ilif BeCd Photo Log

Location ID: BHO01

Sheet 4 of 4
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Holyhead Rd on top of Floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVvD 2016
Northing: 4918298.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385331.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m

Core Box 07 - 19.10mbgl to 19.63mbgl




il BeCa Machine Borehole Interpretation

Borehole ID: BHO1a

Sheet 1 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: Toe of bank, Outram township side of BHO1 |Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4918304.0 Ground level (mRL): 9.00
Easting: 1385313.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c [@)] (] —
o o O e
I % © 3 E 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E| E
T |¢ 28| 2 an | SPT |g| = € = °2|E D
2 |2|2[8|&|a|]] = g€l 3| = g T
£ |g|S|3|2|k|C G| © _ o O |c
x| |O0|x[=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
T 1 ] No recovery from vacuum excavation
f = 0.5 E 8.5 E
g NS 1.0 —: 8.0 —:
= 15 75
= 20— 7.0 — -
- - Wash drilling, (cuttings not recovered)
= 25 - 65
E 30 60—
= 35 E 55 E
= 40— 50— 3
s B 2
= ] _ o
= - . £
= 45 4 45 Y
= N ] £
= ] 3 o
= - . o
E 50— 40— 2
] ’ 5
i ] =
- - 4
55 - 35 — o
L 4 ] ] o
(8}
] ] e}
NES 60— 30— 2
65 - 25
70— 20—
75 - 15 -
80— 10—
85 - 05
90— 00—
9.5 E 05 E
Date started: 12/03/2024 Date end: 12/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: WIVE Groundwater measured at 5.69 m below ground level on 19/03/2024.
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water
For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCa Machine Borehole Interpretation

Borehole ID: BHO1a

Sheet 2 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: Toe of bank, Outram township side of BHO1 |Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4918304.0 Ground level (mRL): 9.00
Easting: 1385313.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c [@)] [} —
o o O e
I % © 3 E 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E| E
T |¢ 28| 2 an | SPT |g| = € = °2|E D
2 |2|2[8|&|a|]] = g€l 3| = g T
£ |g|S|3|2|k|C G| © _ o O |c
x| |O0|x(=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
- - Wash drilling, (cuttings not recovered)
10573 187 10.50 - 15.00m: silty mud recovered
11.0 —: 2.0 —:
15 —| 25 - T
; 1 ™7 o
E ] ] 9]
- 12.0 -] -3.0 -] 2
: ] B £
oo - - (o]
B o . B 2
= NS 125 - 35 a
F— = | ] 5
= = ] ] =
= == B - ©
i — 13.0— -4.0— ©
— — — — =
= - m [
] . o
] i kel
= = 135 — 45 0
= = 140— 50—
E = 145 E 55 E
=1 = 150— -6.0— .
B - 15.00m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
155 E 6.5 E
16.0 —: 7.0 —:
165 - 7.5
17.0— 80—
175 E 8.5 E
180— 90—
185 E 95 E
19.0— 100
195 E -105 E
Date started: 12/03/2024 Date end: 12/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: WIVE Groundwater measured at 5.69 m below ground level on 19/03/2024.
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




i BeCa Machine Borehole Log

Borehole ID: BHO02

Sheet 1 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Lynas Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918033.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385327.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests
c [e)] ©
= o (]
35 a g| E ° Soil / Rock Descripti QE
Q © = (9] Oi ock Description o
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P e 5
Sz 8|&|w|]| = gl 8| < g $
=|5|3|2|a|C G| © _ o O
Olf|x|=|Oo|x 0wl 0O o O
R IEIEJ - - 0.0 - 0.25m, Hand Auger pre-drill, no recovery
(=) - -
n n 'Hard', SILT, some clay, minor fine to medium gravel; brown, mottled orange and grey; dry,
05 - 115 - low plasticity. Gravel is sub-rounded, basalt and schist.
X0 ] ]
o= ] |
2|e 10— 10—
m ] ] 1.30m: becomes moist, soft =
2 |— 15— 105 — ~
R|E= 2 ] ] =
,°3 % 2 - _ Loose, fine SAND, some silt; brown; moist. Qo
1 . g
1 20— 10.0 e}
2 B T
N=6 B B
X|o ] ]
8|z 25 - 95 - - - -
2ln m m Loose, intermixed clayey SILT/ fine SAND. Clayey SILT is mottled brown, orange, grey;
h h moist, low plasticity. Sand is brown; moist, moderately sensitive.
2 30—  9.0—|
R = 2 ] e 2
3 % ; ] ] <\ 3.20 - 3.45m: No recovery (depth inferred).
; 35 7 85 | Loose, fine SAND some silt; brown; wet on recovery.
N=7 ] ] 3.70m: with some silt
N % ] ]
8 & 4.0 -] 8.0 -]
m i ]
2 — 45 75 —
N E 2 i i
R|o : 17
1 50— 7.0—
1 | |
N=5 ] ]
RO i i
o= _] _
3|5 55 4 65—
1 60— 60— 2
R = 1 i i 2
o o
3|5 : 1 1 )
1 65 | 55— e
1 ] ] 2
N=3 ] ] =
N . - %
% 5 7.0 -] 5.0 -] %
- - [&]
] | e}
] ] <]
7 75 - 45 _ . R . - T
ol 5 . - Medium dense, fine to coarse SAND, some silt, minor fine gravel; brown; saturated, well
N % 5 I I graded. Gravel is sub-rounded, basalt, quartz, minor schist.
© 4 ] ]
3 80— 40—
Nf17 ] ] 8.10m: with some fine to coarse gravel, silt becomes minor
Xlo ] ]
o= _| |
‘9 & 8.5 ] 35 ]
<l 190 90— 307 9.00m: Dense
0| 8 ] ]
¥ (0|0 1 7 ]
.4 9 95 - 25 —
®|Q 8 ] ]
n|Z N=36
[ 3] 7 g ]
Date started: 07/03/2024 Date end: 08/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/HE/SPT (C)-Ig;)ousr}g\évzaier measured measured at 9.46 m below ground level on
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A '
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCd

Machine Borehole Log

Borehole ID: BHO02

Sheet 2 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Lynas Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918033.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385327.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests
c [e)] ©
= o (]
‘3 g T 2| E > Soil / Rock Description 2E
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
dlo|8ls|g|a = g & £ a @
=|5|3|2|a|C G| © _ o O
O|C|xX|[=|O0|x 0| a o O
. L Medium dense, fine to coarse SAND, some silt, minor fine gravel; brown; saturated, well
] graded. Gravel is sub-rounded, basalt, quartz, minor schist.
2 105 — -
= 2 - 10.5 - 11.3 m: No recovery (depth inferred).
2| > .
(=3 7] 1 —
2 11.0 —
1 ]
N=6 7
X0 - - Loose, medium to coarse sandy, fine to medium GRAVEL; brown; saturated. Gravel has
~(Z 1.5 — — some orange staining, sub-angular to sub-rounded.
©o(n ] ]
] _ 11.70 - 11.90m: coarse SAND
2= & ;i 120 i 12.00 - 13.50m: Very dense
N=50+ n n
125 - .
22 1]
@o 13.0 — -]
] 7 13.25 - 13.50m: No recovery (depth inferred).
R S 185 57 13.50 - 16.50m: Medium dense
X 8
o 7 ] ]
< (0 4 | ]
6 14.0— -2.0—
4 ] ]
N=21 . 7 2
®|Q . . 8
™| Z 145 | 25 - 14.40 - 15.00m: No recovery (depth inferred). a
<@ - 1 3
_ i o
7 7 o}
7 150— 3.0 =
ol 7 - - Medium dense, medium to coarse sandy, fine to medium GRAVEL,; brown; saturated. o
S 4 I I Gravel has some orange staining, sub-angular to sub-rounded. 8
I|0 4 N N 8
4 155 o -3.5 — e}
Rlo 5 B B =
gz N=17 B -
2|» N ]
16.0— -4.0—
X0 ] ]
oz B ]
Slwn ] ]
<l 10 1657 457 16.50 - 18.00m: Dense
S5 8 ] ]
©o|n 38 N n
g 70— -5.0— 16.95 - 18.00m: Fines likely washed away, assumed to be sandy GRAVEL
N=40 B B
XKoo ] ]
8|Z 175 - 55 — 17.40 - 17.60m: with coarse sand
ln i i
<l s 1807 607 18.00 - 19.50m: Medium dense
(=) — —
o % ; - — 18.23 - 18.45m: No recovery (depth inferred).
3 185 4 -6.5
9 | |
N=24 ] ]
N % - -
g & 19.0 -] -7.0 -]
<= : 1957 787 19.50 - 19.90m
NG 14 ] .
©o|n " . _
B 19.90m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
Date started: 07/03/2024 Date end: 08/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/HE/SPT Groundwater measured measured at 9.46 m below ground level on
’ ’ 08/03/2024.
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCd

Machine Borehole Log

Borehole ID: BHO02

Sheet 3 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Lynas Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918033.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385327.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests _
c D ]
= (o) (]
‘3 g © 2| E o Soil / Rock Description SE
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
Sz|8l&|s|8] = gl 3| < S 3
=|5|8|2|3|C G| © _ o o
O|C|xX[=|O0|x 0| a o O
17 i ]
5/30mm - ]
N=50+ h h
205 - -85 —
21.0—: -9.0—:
21.5 E 95 E
22.0—| -10.0—
225 —| 105 —
23.0— -11.0—
235 - 15 —
240— 120
245 E -125 E
25.0—: -13.0—:
25.5 E -135 E
26.0—: -14.0—:
265 —| -145 —
27.0—| -15.0—
275 - 155 —
280— -16.0—
285 — -165
290— 7.0
295 E 175 E
Date started: 07/03/2024 Date end: 08/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/HE/SPT (C)-Ig;)ousr}g\(l)vzaier measured measured at 9.46 m below ground level on
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A '
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation

of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCa

Photo LOg Location ID:  BH02
Sheet 1 of 4
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Lynas Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918033.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385327.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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Location ID:  BH02
ﬂ Beca PhOto Log oeation Sheet 2 of 4

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840

Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council

Location: End of Lynas Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918033.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385327.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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ﬂ Beca Photo Log Location ID: Si:?§4

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Lynas Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4918033.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385327.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
T = _
L_ UL 00 s Dutvar ﬁ”‘b’ﬁk Ca
RS Ay e 28]~ 116°0) WBe
. s Dol -~ & - =
o )
S it Tl L S s SE

= . U =
{ 4 ] . -
=, _J

Core Box 05 - 12.50mbgl to 16.00mbgl
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Location ID:  BH02
m Beca PhOto Log ocation Sheet 4 of 4

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840

Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council

Location: End of Lynas Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVvD 2016
Northing: 4918033.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385327.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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il BeCa Machine Borehole Log  Borehole '™ BHO3

Sheet 1 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Orme Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4917799.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385391.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests
c [e)] ©
= o (]
‘3 s © o| E f) Soil / Rock Description SE
© ~ —_
z|218|2 |aa |sPT 3| = | £ < P S D
gz 8|&|wla] = gl 5| < g 3
=|5|3|2|a|C o| © 1 © O
O|C|g[=|O|x w|l 0O 14 O
=3 % i i 0.0 - 0.20m, Hand Auger pre-drill, no recovery
] — Hard, SILT, minor clay, fine to medium gravel; brown, mottled orange and light brown; dry,
b 1 low plasticity.
05 4 1.5 —
Xlo ] ]
o= ] i
2|» 10— 11.0—
N B 1.25 - 1.40m: becomes stiff, moist, with some fine grained sub-rounded gravel.
5 15 - 105 — Dense, silty fine SAND; brown; moist, insensitive.
2| 3 ] i
oo | 4 ] ] =
0|0 9 n n iC
13 20— 10.0— <
5 B B ©
N=31 ] ] S
X|o ] ] S
‘% = — 25 - 95 i
o i i
o g 30 %0 3.00m: Loose
=) —
g % ? _ B 3.19 - 3.45m: No recovery (depth inferred)
1 35 - 85
5 | |
N=6 N N 3.65 - 3.75m: becomes reddish brown
Xlo ] ]
o= . 1
‘9 & 4.0 ] 8.0 ]
] % X x| Firm, SILT, minor clay; brown; wet, low plasticity, insensitive.
2 45 — 75 — X X X 430 -4.40m: becomes reddish brown
= 1 B X X x %
Sl 1 b TR KX
©o(n 2 n T x %%
2 50— 7.0—f % XX
1 i X X X% X
N=6 B - X X X
<|o ] KX K X
© % 55 - 65 5.43 - 6.00m: No recovery (depth inferred).
3 60— 60— - 2 - - -
ol 3 - - Medium dense, fine to medium SAND, minor silt; brown; saturated, well graded.
ola 3 ] ] 6.18 - 7.10m: No recovery (depth inferred).
< |0 3 ] ] ®
4 65 — 55 — S
5 B B o
N=15 n n 53
HE 1 o] 8
— — S
z|Z 70— 50 2
] ) @
] ] )
5 75 — 45 — 7.40 - 8.00m: sand becomes fine, some silt, with orange mottling 5
h 4 o 10 — — [&]
R| = ] ] o)
ol 6 B n el
©o|(n 5 N n T
4 | |
5 80 - 4.0 - 8.00 - 8.30m: Trace medium gravel, sub-rounded, quartz and basalt with red staining.
N=20 n B
RO ] - 'Medium dense', coarse SAND, some fine to medium gravel; brown; wet, well graded.
8 % 85 — 35 — Gravel is sub-rounded to sub-angular, unweathered to slightly weathered, basalt, quartz,
- ] | dark grey schist, red schist.
- — 'Medium dense', fine to coarse gravelly SAND; brown; wet, well graded. Gravel is sub-
1 9.0 ] 3.0 rounded, unweathered; with minor red staining observed from 8.8m
| 8 - - Medium dense, fine to coarse sandy, fine to coarse GRAVEL, minor silt; reddish brown;
Sl 7 n n wet, well graded. Gravel is sub-rounded, unweathered to slightly weathered; with orange
- < |0 5 _ | staining, basalt, quartz, some weakly foliated quartz veined schist.
° 6 95 4 25 — 9.20 - 9.45m: No recovery (depth inferred).
RO 5 N N
ez N=23 B B
lm ] HEEH
Date started: 06/03/2024 Date end: 07/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic/Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/SPT/HA Groundwater measured at 9.36 m below ground level on 07/03/2024
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCd

Machine Borehole Log

Borehole ID:

BHO03

Sheet 2 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Orme Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4917799.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385391.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests
c [e)] ©
= o (]
‘3 g T 2| E > Soil / Rock Description 2E
|8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
dlo|8ls|g|a = g & £ a @
=|5|3|2|a|C G| @ 4 © O
Olf|x|=|Oo|x 0| a o O
] ] 10.20m: becomes greyish brown, orange staining absent
6 105 - 15 -
§ E i i Medium dense, fine to medium SAND, trace silt; grey; wet.
< |0 3 ] ] 10.70 - 10.95m: No recovery (depth inferred).
2 10— 1.0
3 ] |
N=12 h ]
N . -
oz 1.5 — 05—
] - Dense, fine to coarse sandy fine to coarse GRAVEL, minor silt; greyish brown; wet, gravel
lg 120— 0.0 mostly fine, minor coarse gravel, sub-rounded to sub-angular, unweathered.
NS 7
o |0 13 7 7
w|0n 12 ] 7
10 125 - -05 —
Nf 44 ] ] 12.60 - 12.80m: Fine SAND, with minor silt, grey.
x % i ]
E & 13.0 -] -1.0 -]
] 7 13.25 - 13.73m: No recovery (depth inferred).
<l 5 1857 87 13.50m: Medium dense
2|5 3 ] ]
< |0 3 n n
3 14.0— -2.0—
5 ] ]
N=14 | | ] n i)
RO @ - - Medium dense, fine to coarse SAND, some fine to coarse gravel, minor silt; brown; 'g
8 % | |45 7 25 saturated, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to sub-rounded, unweathered, minor orange Q
- i m staining a
i i §
. 8 150 — 3.0 o
RN 9 ] ] °
%) ? ] ] 15.23 - 15.83m: No recovery (depth inferred). S
5 155 o -3.5 — §
6 - - <]
N=26 N N T
N . -
% & 16.0 -] -4.0 -]
] - Medium dense, coarse sandy fine to coarse GRAVEL; grey, white, orange, brown; wet, well
10 165 — -4.5 — graded. Gravel is sub-angular to rounded, unweathered, some orange staining, basalt,
§ E 57’ i i quartz, schist. Fines may be washed out, poor recovery.
o|» 6 ] ]
5 170— -50—
4 ] ]
N=22 ] ]
NI®] | i - - -
SN2 175 1 55 17.33 - 18.20m: No recovery (depth inferred)
1) | |
13 180— 60—
R| = 9 i
':r % 6 . - Medium dense, silty fine to medium gravelly fine to coarse SAND; brown, mottled orange;
g 185 1 65 wet, insensitive. Gravel is sub-angular to sub-rounded, quartz, basalt.
6 5 5
N=24 ] n 18.67 - 19.50m: No recovery (depth inferred).
X % - n
& & 19.0 -] -7.0 -
17 195 | 75 -
<[ 17 - - 19.50 - 19.95m: Dense
~ & 12 ] ]
©|» 10 ] ] .
B o= " 19.95m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
Date started: 06/03/2024 Date end: 07/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic/Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/SPT/HA Groundwater measured at 9.36 m below ground level on 07/03/2024
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCa Machine Borehole Log  Borehole '™ BHO3

Sheet 3 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Orme Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4917799.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385391.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests _
c D [
= (o) (]
‘3 g © 2| E o Soil / Rock Description SE
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
2l=(8l&|a|a] = £l & | < 3 3
=|5|8|2|3|C G| © _ o o
O|C|xX[=|O0|x 0| a o O
15 ] ]
8 ] ]
N=45 h h
205 - -85 —
21.0—: -9.0—:
21.5 E 95 E
22.0—| -10.0—
225 —| 105 —
23.0— -11.0—
235 - 15 —
240— 120
245 E -125 E
25.0—: -13.0—:
25.5 E -135 E
26.0—: -14.0—:
265 —| -145 —
27.0—| -15.0—
275 - 155 —
280— -16.0—
285 — -165
290— 7.0
295 E 175 E
Date started: 06/03/2024 Date end: 07/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic/Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/SPT/HA Groundwater measured at 9.36 m below ground level on 07/03/2024
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




BHO03

ﬁ Beca PhOtO Log Location ID: it

v

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840

Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council

Location: End of Orme Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917799.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385391.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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Location ID:  BHO03
il BeCa Photo Log PP ez

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Orme Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917799.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385391.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
2,084 0 o Dudyam Rosduvane
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il BeCa

Location ID: BHO03

PhOto Log Sheet 3 of 3

Qutram Floodbank Assessment

Project number: 3160840

Project:

Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council

Location: End of Orme Street, top of floodbank Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917799.0 Ground level (mRL): 12.00
Easting: 1385391.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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il BeCa Machine Borehole Interpretation

Borehole ID: BHO03a

Sheet 1 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Orme street, at toe of floodbank on Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
township side Northing: 4917795.0 Ground level (mRL): 10.00
Easting: 1385380.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c [@)] (] —
o o O e
5 g © 2| E 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E| E
S |gl 21812 | aa |sPT || = | E = S2o|E D
2 |2|2[8|&|a|]] = g€l 3| = g T
£ |g|S|3|2|k|C G| © _ o O |c
x| |O0|x|(=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
S 1 ] No recovery from vacuum excavation.
:—: 0.5 E 9.5 E
E g 1.0 —: 9.0 —:
= 15 85
= — 20— 80— oo -
- - Wash drilling, (cuttings not recovered).
= 25 - 75 -
E 30— 70—
= 35 E 6.5 E
= 40— 60
] _ 2
- - B
45 - 55 — S
N B [
] B o
] ] 5
50— 50— =
- - o
N 7 (0]
- . c
] - Q
55 - 45 — 3
n n ©
] ] T
= 6.0 —: 4.0 —:
65 - 35
70— 30—
w ] B
75 - 25
80— 20—
85 - 15
90— 10—
9.5 E 0.5 E
Date started: 12/03/2024 Date end: 12/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: VE/W Groundwater measured at 7.16 m below ground level on 18/03/2024.
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water
For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




i BeCd Machine Borehole Interpretation o 5

Sheet 2 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: End of Orme street, at toe of floodbank on Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
township side Northing: 4917795.0 Ground level (mRL): 10.00
Easting: 1385380.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c [@)] (] —
o o O e
I % © 3 E 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E| E
T |t 28| 2 an | SPT |g| = € = °2|E D
2 |2|2[8|&|a|]] = g€l 3| = g T
£ |g|S|3|2|k|C G| © _ o O |c
x| |Oo|x(=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
- - Wash drilling, (cuttings not recovered).
] B 2
- - B
105 - -0.5 — S
N B ()
] ] o
= 10— 10— Z
N 7 (0]
- - c
] - [0]
1.5 - 1.5 — S
n 7 o
] ] T
— 120— 20— -
B - 12.00m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
125 - 25 -
130— 30—
135 4 35
140— 40—
14.5 E 45 E
15.0 —: 5.0 —:
155 E 55 E
16.0 —: 6.0 —:
165 - -65
70— 7.0
175 - 75 -
180— 80—
185 o 85
190— 90—
195 E 95 E
Date started: 12/03/2024 Date end: 12/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: VE/W Groundwater measured at 7.16 m below ground level on 18/03/2024.
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water
For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCd

Machine Borehole Log

Borehole ID:

BHO04

Sheet 1 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: Top of floodbank, near Bell Road Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917500.0 Ground level (mRL): 11.00
Easting: 1385382.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests
c [e)] ©
= o (]
‘3 g © 2| E o Soil / Rock Description SE
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
dlo|8ls|g|a = g & £ a @
=|5|8|2|3|C G| @ _ o o
O |xX|[=|0|x n| O 14 O]
2| - - 0.00 - 0.40m, Hand Auger pre-drill, 0.01m recovery
(T N N
Q i i
05 'Hard', SILT minor fine sand; brown, mottled orange, with greyish silt inclusions; dry, low
h plasticity.
NS i
=2
o|n 107
3 15 Loose, silty fine SAND; brown; moist.
R 2 ]
N % 4 ] —
© 2 ] =
2 2.0 — x
2 - [=
N=10 B 3
RO ] 3
(=3 b4 ] o
3|5 25 2
o i
2 —1 3.0 —
R| = 1 i
oo 1 n .
nln 1 ] 3.25 - 3.75m: No recovery (depth inferred).
1 35 —
1 |
N=4 ]
N . 3.80 - 4.20m: sand becomes fine to medium
©|Z 4.0 —
N|» -
3 45 —| Medium dense, fine to coarse SAND, some silt, minor fine to coarse gravel; brown; wet.
Ni< 4 ] Gravel is sub-angular to sub-rounded, basalt, schist, quartz with minor orange staining.
Q % 3 - Medium dense, fine to medium SAND, minor silt, trace fine to medium gravel; brown;
g 5.0 saturated, gap graded. Gravel is sub-angular to sub-rounded.
3 ] 4.95 - 5.39: No recovery.
N=11 h
2|9 .
2B 55 4 55—
i ] 5.80 - 6.10m: fine to coarse sand, saturated
3 60— 50— .
= 3 B B 6.00m: Loose
Qo 3 I I 6.10m: gravel becomes absent
oD 2 ] g
g 65 7 45— 6.45 - 7.24m: No recovery. %
N=10 7 . 2
n n O
RX|Q - N 8
Z — —
I 70— 40— 5
i i =
2 75 1 351 7.35 - 8.30m: with orange mottling o
o p _ i 7.50m: Loose 8
X|E | | o
ol 1 ]
oD 1 ] ] )
1 80— 3.0 T
N1:4 ] m 'Loose’, silty fine SAND; grey; saturated, moderately sensitive.
Sl ] ]
P4 ] ]
S|5 85 4 25 —
4 90— 20— Medium dense, silty SAND, minor coarse sand, minor fine gravel; dark grey; saturated,
NI 7 I - minor fibrous organics.
> N 4 i ]
~|® 3 _ Medium dense, medium to coarse GRAVEL; grey; wet, well graded. Gravel is unweathered,
5 95 - 1.5 — basalt, with minor quartz veining, fines likely washed away.
R % N§18 i i Medium dense, fine to coarse sandy fine to coarse GRAVEL, minor silt; matrix is brown;
'5 n - — — gravels are grey, brown, and green; saturated, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to
B 0.+ 1 rounded, basalt, quartz, greenschist, rusty biotite schist.
Date started: 05/03/2024 Date end: 06/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic )
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/HA/SPT ch-lrriﬁ#]ndwater measured at 9.35 m below ground level on completion of
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A g
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation

of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




3 BeCa Machine Borehole Log  Bereheled: BHo4

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: Top of floodbank, near Bell Road Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917500.0 Ground level (mRL): 11.00
Easting: 1385382.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests
c [e)] ©
= o (]
‘3 g © 2| E o Soil / Rock Description SE
© ~ —_
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P e 5
Sz 8|&|w|]| = gl 8| < g $
=|5|8|2|3|C G| © _ o o
O|C|xX|[=|O0|x n| O 14 O]
| et Medium dense, fine to coarse sandy fine to coarse GRAVEL, minor silt; matrix is brown;
] ] gravels are grey, brown, and green; saturated, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to
| | rounded, basalt, quartz, greenschist, rusty biotite schist.
8 105 - 0.5 — 10.40 - 15.70m: gravel becomes fine grained, trace coarse grained.
R = 5 i ]
— (o 4
0" 5 ] ]
4 11.0— 0.0 —
4 i ]
<lo N=17 B - 11.23 - 12.00m: No recovery (depth inferred).
3 i i
Z J ]
NI 1.5 — 0.5
6 120— 1.0
o 10 B b
5 7 1 7
N~ (0 6 n n
4 125 4 -1.5 —
4 | |
N=21 B B
Xlo ] ]
o= 1 204
‘? 5 13.0 ] 2.0 ]
7 135 -| 25 -
o '_ 7 — —
%l 7 N N
< |0 6 n n
5 140— 30— Medium dense, fine to coarse gravelly, fine to coarse SAND, minor silt; greyish brown; 2
Nfzs _ _ saturated, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to rounded, unweathered, basalt, quartz, 'g
=lo ] ] schist. %
8|2 145 - 35 e
n n 14.65 - 15.90m: Orangish brown _g
_ _ o
6 150 — -4.0 — Q
$le 4 . 8
g (%)) g - o
B <]
5 15.5 — T
5 ]
N=19 ]
2|Q .
®Z 16.0 —
10 165 —
R 9 ]
o
g n ? N
7 |
7 1707 17.00 - 17.10m: Orangish brown
N=27 ]
=0 N
—|Z 17.5 — - -
w|ln m 17.49 - 18.00m: No recovery (depth inferred).
1 34 18.0 — _ : S— .
sy 16/20mm . - Medium dense, fine to coarse sandy fine to coarse GRAVEL, minor silt; brown with orange
HB ] ] mottling; saturated, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to rounded, basalt, quartz, schist.
HB ] i
HB 18.5 — —
N=50+ 1 b .
s|o - — 18.62 - 19.50m: No recovery (depth inferred).
x| Z i i
@0 190— -80—
50/30mm 195 | 85 -
HB b b 19.53m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
HB n n
Date started: 05/03/2024 Date end: 06/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/HA/SPT Groundwater measured at 9.35 m below ground level on completion of
) ! drilling.
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A g
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCa Machine Borehole Log  Borehole '™ BHo4

Sheet 3 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client name: Otago Regional Council
Location: Top of floodbank, near Bell Road Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NZVD 2016
Northing: 4917500.0 Ground level (mRL): 11.00
Easting: 1385382.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
Drilling In Situ Tests _
c D ]
= (o) (]
‘3 g © 2| E o Soil / Rock Description SE
|$8lg |3E|sPT|S| 2| £ | £ P 85
Sz 8|&|w|]| = gl 8| < g $
=|5|8|2|3|C G| © _ o o
O|C|xX[=|O0|x 0| a o O
HB i ]
N=50+ - -
20.5 E 95 E
21.0—: -10.0—:
21.5 E -105 E
220—| -11.0—
225 —| 115 —
23.0— -12.0 —
235 - 125 —
240— -13.0—
245 E -135 E
25.0—: -14.0—:
25.5 E -14.5 E
26.0—: -15.0—:
265 —| -155 —
27.0—| -16.0—
275 - 165 —
28.0— -17.0 —
285 - 17.5 —
290— -18.0—
295 E 185 E
Date started: 05/03/2024 Date end: 06/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/HA/SPT cCj-]rr”(IJit'J‘ndwater measured at 9.35 m below ground level on completion of
Vane width: N/A Inc/Az: 90° / N/A g
SPT ID: CD51 Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: 68% Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




ﬁl Beca Location ID: BHO04
: PhOto Log Sheet 1 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: Top of floodbank, near Bell Road Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917500.0 Ground level (mRL): 11.00
Easting: 1385382.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
———
B - A
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Core Box 01 - 0.00mbgl fo 2.50mbgl
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Photo Log

Location ID: BHO04

Fomet we

Sheet 2 of 3
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: Top of floodbank, near Bell Road Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917500.0 Ground level (mRL): 11.00
Easting: 1385382.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
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Location ID: BH04
ﬂ Beca PhOto Log oeation Sheet 3 of 3

Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client Name: Otago Regional Council
Location: Top of floodbank, near Bell Road Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917500.0 Ground level (mRL): 11.00
Easting: 1385382.0 Location method: Webmap, +/- 1m
: ik dlan e
; p Dudyarv Foodba
|0 dosro -~ ws - M2 mBECa
= Lo A > .

T R D

e M
- |

]

BRI A . 21T
2,9,6, 72>

Core Box 06 - 19.20mbgl to 19.53mbgl




il BeCa Machine Borehole Interpretation

Borehole ID: BHO04a

Sheet 1 of 1
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: Landside toe of floodbank adjacent to BH04. |Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVvD 2016
Northing: 4917488.0 Ground level (mRL): 8.00
Easting: 1385362.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c [@)] [} —
kel —_ ] ) T
S Slo © 2| E 2 Soil/ Rock Description SE|a =
s |€ >(o|2 a | SPT |5| = T = °2|E D
2 |2|2[8|&|a|]] = g€l 3| = g T
£ |g|S|3|2|k|C G| @ _ o O |c
x| |O0|x|(=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
e 1 ] No recovery from hand auger pre-drill.
:: 0.5 E 7.5 E
E a 1.0 —: 7.0 —:
= = 15 E 65 E
—-— 20— 60— = :
- - Wash drilling, (cuttings not recovered).
] ] 2
25 - 55 — 3
— — Q
] ] ]
] ] a
30— 50— 9
] ] X
] ] o
_ | c
35 - 45 | 5
| 4 ke]
] - o
] ] T
z 40— 40—
v i i
45 - 35
¥ ] ]
50— 30—
5.5 E 2.5 E
|| 6.0 —: 20—
B - 6.10m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
65 - 15
70— 10—
7.5 E 0.5 E
80— 00—
85 - -05
90— 10—
9.5 E 15 E
Date started: 04/03/2024 Date end: 04/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: W/HE Groundwater measured at 4.89 m below ground level on 19/03/2024.
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




i BeCd Machine Borehole Interpretation o P

Sheet 1 of 1
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: 8 Skerries Street, Outram. Outram Bowling [Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Club carpark Northing: 4917928.0 Ground level (mRL): 7.00
Easting: 1384745.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c [@)] [} —
o o (¢] e
5 g © 2| E 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E| g
S |gl 21812 |aa|sPT|a|l | B | € 875 >
2 |2|2|8|&|w|Q < €l & = =3 o |'m
£ |B|=|3|2|g|C G| © _ o O |c
x| |O0|x|(=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
L%g B g No recovery from vacuum excavation. Downhole observations
: ] B indicate the material is SILT.
E= 0.5 E 6.5 E
E RS - 10— 60—
= > B g 1.00 - 2.00m: Backfill material captured in core (sand).
= 15 55
= 20— 50— . . - - -
- - 'Loose’, fine to medium SAND, minor silt; brown; moist, well
i graded.
2|2 25 - 45 -
'f_' 3|5 e 'Medium dense', sandy fine to medium GRAVEL; reddish brown;
o i 7. saturated, well graded. Gravel is rounded to sub-angular,
30— a0 unweathered; basalt, schist, and quartz.
B L 4 35 - 35
RO ] )
N 8|5 . ul 2
40— 30— 2
'.:, - —= 'Medium dense’, medium SAND; grey; wet, poorly graded. 8
' L{ a5 25 . : : : 2
- - 'Medium dense', fine to coarse sandy fine to medium GRAVEL, 4
i ] minor silt; grey; saturated, well graded, rounded to sub-angular. 2
o _ _ Q
SO | | o
R <o s 5.00 - 5.10m: silty fine sand %
- 8|z i ] 5.15 - 5.25m: fine to medium grained SAND T
] =P s5 1 15 1 5.30m: thin layer of dark brown silt
Lol L] 1 g 'Medium dense', silty fine SAND; grey; saturated, extra sensitive.
= ©| 8o 107 6.00 - 6.80m: No recovery (depth inferred).
= 65 - 05—
— x| i ]
~|Z _
<|» ] ]
= 70— 00
= 1 'Medium dense’, fine to medium gravelly fine SAND; grey; moist,
E= ] gap graded. Gravel is rounded to sub-angular, unweathered; dark
= — 75— 05 staining on basalt.
- - 'Stiff', fine sandy SILT, minor clay; grey; saturated, low plasticity.
= 1 - 'Firm', SILT, minor clay, trace organics; grey and dark brown;
= © 80— 10— x| moist, laminated, low plasticity. Organics are amorphous, and
= 5|2 b % % % *| spongy fibrous wood, some leaves: dark brown laminae contains
— 3|Z o - &% XX . . . .
= - |9 - 4 % % %| minor organics. slight organic odor.
= 85 — 15 —f w w x
n o= % x
— = i oxoxox
EE— —EE — —HX X X X
%0 20 9.00m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
9.5 E 25 E
Date started: 14/03/2024 Date end: 14/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/VE Groundwater measured 3.52 m below ground level on 18/03/2024.
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water
For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCd Machine Borehole Interpretation o o¢ > BHO6

Sheet 1 of 1
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: Corner Bell Street and Beaumaris Street Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917752.0 Ground level (mRL): 9.00
Easting: 1385034.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c [@)] (] —
o o O e
I % © 3 E 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E| E
T |¢ 28| 2 an | SPT |g| = € = °2|E D
2 |2|2[8|&|a|]] = g€l 3| = g T
£ |g|S|3|2|k|C G| © _ o O |c
x| |O0|x|(=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
— B g No Recovery from vacuum excavation
== 05 85
E g 1.0 —: 8.0 —:
15 E 7.5 E
- 20— 704 = -
- - Wash drilling (cuttings not recovered).
25 E 6.5 E
30— 60—
i ] 2
- - B
35 - 55 — <3
N B [
] ] o
] ] 5
40— 50— =
- - o
N I [0
- 4 C
] - Q
45 — 45 — 3
n n ©
] B T
= 5.0 —: 4.0 —:
5.5 E 3.5 E
6.0 —: 3.0 —:
> 1]
65 - 25
70— 20—
75 - 15 -
= - 80— 1.0— _
B - 8.00m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
85 - 05
90— 00—
9.5 E 05 E
Date started: 13/03/2024 Date end: 13/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic
Vane type: N/A Method: VE/W Groundwater measured at 6.34 m on 14/04/2024 post development.
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter:
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




il BeCa Machine Borehole Interpretation

Borehole ID: BHO07

Sheet 1 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: 102 Formby Street, Outram. Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917302.0 Ground level (mRL): 8.50
Easting: 1384984.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c (o)) (] —
o o O e
I E © 3 g 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E| g
T |¢ 8|2 Ao | SPT |g| = € = °2|E D
v |2|2|8|&|w|e] = gl 5| < = $ |
£ |B|2|38|2|&|C G| © _ o O |c
x| |O0|x[=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
— B g 0.0 - 2.0m, No recovery from vacuum excavation
§§ = 0.5 E 8.0 —:
E ENES 1 o—: 75 E
= 15 E 7.0 —:
= L 20— 65 == : . . . .
- - 'Loose' fine to medium SAND, minor silt; brown; moist, well
= ] graded.
— x| O -
= Sl 25 - 60—
= @ - 1 2.60m: silt becomes trace
E 30— 55 .
= 1 % 3.00 - 3.50m: No recovery (depth inferred).
(6] ] ]
— 35 - 50— x
= 2o ] ]
— ~|2Z2 | |
= ©o(n o _
= 40— 45
- - 4.10m: becomes silty fine SAND, brown, trace orange mottling "
EE -—{ a5 - 20— . 8
= - - 4.50 - 4.90m: No recovery (depth inferred). &
= ] B o
= . g
= 5.0 — 02:
= X0 ]
- (=) q’
= 2|5 ] @
= 55 — 3
n ©
] T
¥ B 'Medium dense’, fine to medium gravelly, fine to coarse SAND,
O 60— some silt; brown; wet, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to
m rounded, basalt, quartz, schist, unweathered, minor reddish
- staining on basalt.
= o 6.5 1 6.30m: becomes grey, staining absent
R ]
N~ —
7.0 —
1 7.10 - 7.50m: No recovery (depth inferred).
- 75 - 10— . . .
- - '‘Medium dense’, fine to coarse sandy fine to coarse GRAVEL;
i ] grey; saturated, well graded. Gravel is rounded to sub-angular,
B ] unweathered; greywacke, schist, quartz. Schist is unweathered to
80— 05 — h - :
) - - moderately weathered, some clasts with orange staining/rusting.
|2 7 ]
©|®n ] ]
85 4 00—
o ] ]
90— -05
<lo ] ]
oz 9.5 - -1.0— . . . .
© | N B - 'Medium dense’, fine to medium gravelly fine to coarse SAND,
y i | some silt; grey; wet, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to
= N rounded.
Date started: 13/03/2024 Date end: 14/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic Groundwater measured at 5.87 m below ground level on 19/03/2024.
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/VE
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water

For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




' . . Borehole ID: BHO7
it BeCa Machine Borehole Interpretation
Sheet2 of 2
Project: Outram Floodbank Assessment Project number: 3160840
Site location: Outram Client: Otago Regional Council
Location: 102 Formby Street, Outram. Coordinate system: NZTM2000 Vertical datum: NzVD 2016
Northing: 4917302.0 Ground level (mRL): 8.50
Easting: 1384984.0 Location method:  Webmap, +/- 1m
® Drilling In Situ Tests N
c (o)) (] —
o o O e
5 g © 2| E 2 Soil/ Rock Description 2E|D g
T |g| |28l2 |3 |sPT ||l = | B | £ °3|E D
B |32 8|s|a|]| = gl 3| < g $ (o
£ |B|S|e|8|s|0 G| @ _ o O |c
x| |O0|x(=|o|x 0| a 14 [©) L
) - 'Medium dense’, fine to medium gravelly fine to coarse SAND,
oz o ] some silt; grey; wet, well graded. Gravel is sub-angular to
@0 I P rounded.
R 10.20 - 10.40m: silty
] 10.30m: gravel becomes fine
- =<4 'Medium dense’, silty fine to coarse SAND; grey; wet, well
Mo 28 x|\ graded.
g’,,\o % h 1) 'Firm! fine sandy SILT; dark brown, mottled brown; wet, low
wln B plasticity. Layer with .20mm of fine gravelly fine to medium
s 7 grained sand at base.
] 'Medium dense’, fine to coarse SAND, some fine to medium @
i gravel, some silt; grey; wet, well graded. Gravel is rounded to 3
O|120— sub-angular. s
B 11.30 - 12.00m: No recovery (depth inferred) 8
i 'Medium dense’, fine to medium SAND, minor silt; grey; oy
125 saturated. Z
(oq\" g - 12.50 - 13.30m: sand becomes fine to coarse ®
0|0 ] ] WOOD; pink, fibrous, able to be crushed and pulled apart with S
13.0— -45 — fingers, a silt plug overlays the wood, ~ 5cm thick, dark grey and §
- - grey. L
] 7] 12.80 - 13.50m: No recovery (depth inferred)
g 0 'Medium dense’', silty fine to medium SAND, minor clay; grey;
i ] wet, laminated with brownish grey clayey SILT, firm, wet, slight
B ] organic odor.
40— 55
§ % . - 'Medium dense’, silty, sandy, fine to coarse GRAVEL, grey;
©|n i ] saturated, well graded, matrix bound. Gravel is unweathered,
145 4 -6.0— basalt, schist, quartz.
150— 65 - -
B - 15.00m - End of Borehole, Hole terminated at target depth.
15.5 E 7.0 —:
16.0 —: 75 E
165 | 80—
170— 85 -
175 o 90—
180— 95
185 o -100—
19.0— 105
19.5 E -11.0—:
Date started: 13/03/2024 Date end: 14/03/2024 Comments:
Logged by: LM Drilled by: Speight Drilling Hole terminated at target depth.
Vane ID: N/A Equipment:  Sonic Groundwater measured at 5.87 m below ground level on 19/03/2024.
Vane type: N/A Method: SNC/VE
Vane width: N/A Inclination: 90°
SPT No: N/A Diameter: 145mm
SPT efficiency: N/A Fluid type: Water
For Explanation of Symbols and Abbreviations See Key Sheet




Sensitivity: General

Appendix C — Cross Sections




] silt

¥ Qutram_Floodbank_Water_Strike_General

Soil Behaviour Type SBT, - Robertson et al. 1990

Undefined Sand mixtures: silty sand to sandy silt

. Sensitive fine grained | Sands: clean sands to silty sands Locat|0n
n Organic: Organic clay/silt, peat Dense sand to gravelly sand 1384157, 4917556
Clay: clay to silty clay B | Stiff sand to clayey sand 1385936, 4918680

- Silt mixtures: clayey sill & silty clayE\ Stiff silt/clay
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41.9m

GRAVEL

BHog DHT2 CPT02

0.2m 3.2m

GRAVEL

BH02
0.0m

EED

144/0766
17.0

T

GRAVEL

13 —

Soil Behaviour Type (SBT) - Robertson et al. 1986

0 Sand mixtures: silty sand to
. Undefined sandy silt

o 2 Sands: clean sands to silty
n Sensitive fine-grained [E sl

H Clay - organic soil E:nlzjse SR D
Clays: clay to silty clay Stiff sand to clayey sand

Silt mixtures: clayey silt & IE . .
silty clay Stiff fine-grained

Om

B:
B'":

1384328, 4917076

400m
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10

Legend
B Fill

[ ] Sandy Gravel

Water
¥ QOutram_Floodbank_Water_Strike_General

Soil Behaviour Type SBT, - Robertson et al. 1990

(tl Undefined Sand mixtures: silty sand to sandy siit
. Sensitive fine grained Sands: clean sands to silty sands
n Organic: Organic clay/silt, peat Dense sand to gravelly sand
Clay: clay to silty clay n Stiff sand to clayey sand
Silt mixtures: clayey silt & silty clayEl Stiff silt/clay

BHO04

CPT_185440

Cl

C: 1384532, 4917077
C': 1385899, 4917759
Scale: 1:6,600
Vertical exaggeration: 20x
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363 362 361

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) | (kPa) Angle (°)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
14 —
1847 1615 14
2322 1
10 — 25 24 0 9 8
28 27 1 % 2 S 4 —®

376

360

397

394

Elevatign
L\]
\

-10

1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390 1,400 1,410 1,420 1,430
Distance
Section A-A'
Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz
08/08/2024 1:250




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) | (kPa) Angle (°)

. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

| | | Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

14 —
11328 10_329

) 279 2 278 277 276 75
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) | (kPa) Angle (°)
D Dense to very dense sandy GRAVEL | Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
[ | Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Sensitivity: General

Appendix D - Liquefaction Assessment
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPT_185409
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.20 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.23 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
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0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT_185409
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Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014)
Fines correction method: B&I (2014)
Points to test: Based on Ic value

Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m

Friction Ratio

CPT basic interpretation plots

Pore pressure SBT Plot
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Rf (% Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20m Fill weight: N/A
Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes SBT legend
Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes [l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty [[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2 Organic material [O] 5 Silty sand to sandy silt  [J] 8. Very stiff sand to
Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No . . : o )
Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A [l 3. Clay to silty clay [C] 6. Clean sand to silty sand [_] 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT_185409

Liquefaction analysis overall plots

CRR plot FS Plot Liquefaction potential Vertical settlements Lateral displacements
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CRR & CSR Factor of safety LPI Settlement (cm) Displacement (cm)
Input parameters and analysis data F.S. color scheme LPI color scheme
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.20 m Fill weight: N/A B Aimost certain it will liquefy [l Very high risk
Fin_es correctif)n method: E&I ((12(;:]41)(: value Q:V?:Latg:ffrs?ltt:- interval: 3 6 'lzraansitli%r; .detect. applied: z:: . Very likely to liquefy |:| High risk
Eglr?rt\:ﬁzl::s:{agnitude M, s.aosc;e Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT ClcaypliFl)(le behavior applied:  Sand & Clay O L'ql_’efact'f_m and no lig. are equally likely [] Lowrisk
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No [ Unlike to liquefy
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . Almost certain it will not liquefy
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CPT name: CPT_185409

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPT_185413
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.20 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.23 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT_185413
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Input parameters and analysis data

B&I (2014)
B&I (2014)
Based on Ic value

Analysis method:

Fines correction method:
Points to test:
Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m

Friction Ratio

CPT basic interpretation plots

Pore pressure
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT_185413

Liquefaction analysis overall plots

CRR plot FS Plot Liquefaction potential Vertical settlements Lateral displacements
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CRR & CSR Factor of safety LPI Settlement (cm) Displacement (cm)
Input parameters and analysis data F.S. color scheme LPI color scheme
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.20 m Fill weight: N/A B Aimost certain it will liquefy [l Very high risk
Fin_es correctif)n method: E&I ((12(;:]41)(: value Q:V?:Latg:ffrs?ltt:- interval: 3 6 'lzraansitli%r; .detect. applied: z:: . Very likely to liquefy |:| High risk
Eglr?rt\:ﬁzl::s:{agnitude M, s.aosc;e Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT ClcaypliFl)(le behavior applied:  Sand & Clay O L'ql_’efact'f_m and no lig. are equally likely [] Lowrisk
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No [ Unlike to liquefy
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . Almost certain it will not liquefy
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CPT name: CPT_185413

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPTO1
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.20 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.23 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
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0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPTO1

CPT basic interpretation plots

Cone resistance Friction Ratio Pore pressure SBT Plot Soil Behaviour Type
0o 0—-?-7--- O 1 7 ] Yo/ 0 [T &Silty '
0.5 } 0.5 -, 0.5 A — H 1 "
1 f‘* 1 1 ' dy silt|
1.5 1.5 1.5
2" 2 2
2.5 25~ 2.5
3 f, 3 1 3
3.5 3.5 3.5
4 ?} 4 = 4 -
4.5 4.5 - —= 4.5 |
5 %’ 51> 5 :
5518 5.5 —; 5.5 =3 dy-silt
6 6 6 o
6544 6.5\, 6.5 Insit- ndy silt
ol g Z . |
7.5 7.5 7.5 \\
g : 8 8 \
8.5 8.5 8.5
E g5 . E o5l E o5 \ E E
£ 10 £ 10 £ 10 X\ £ £
8 105 ; 8 105 8 105 5 5
e n 0 1 0 1 \\ e e
N N\ silt
11.5 11.5 11.5
12 - 12 (' 12 } \
12.5 1254 3 125\ 1254 e BREEEREERR ] 12540
13 134 13 ‘j \\
13.5 3 13.5 13.5
14 ;— 14 - 14 é \&
14.5 14.5 ; 14.5
15+ k 1545 15 ' X\
15.5 15541 15.5 dy: Silt!
16 = 16 16! .= ) \ i iy
16.5 16.5 2 16.5-3
17 - - 17+ 17 \
17.5 = 175" 17.5 \
18 = 18 18 \ Sand .-~
18.5 3 18.5 18.5] \ Sgﬁa&
19 ] 19—-§ 19 Land T
19.5 19.5 19.5 \ Sand
; L . . . . \ SR
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 2 4 6 8 10 -50 0 50 100 1 2 3 4 01234567 89101112131415161718
gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20 m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: BRI (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes egen
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes . 1. Sensitive fine grained . 4. Clayey silt to silty . 7. Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2 Organic material O 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8- Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No ) ) . - )
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPTO01

CRR plot

Depth (m)
S

0 0.2 0.4 0.€
CRR & CSR

Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014)
Fines correction method: B&I (2014)
Points to test: Based on Ic value

Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m

Depth (m)

0 0.5 1

Liquefaction analysis overall plots
FS Plot

1.5 2

Factor of safety

Depth to GWT (erthq.):
Average results interval:
Ic cut-off value:

Unit weight calculation:
Use fill:

Fill height:
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Liquefaction potential
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPTO1

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: BRI (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPT02
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.00 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.23 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) Ic (Robertson 1990) CRR & CSR Factor of safety
M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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0.1 Normalized friction ratio (%)
1} E | Zone A;: Cyclic liquefaction likely depending on size and duration of cyclic loading
- No Lié|uefaction | Zone Ay: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss likely depending on loading and grounc
] I geometry

H
0 rrrrTrTT T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry

CLiq v.3.5.2.17 - CPT Liquefaction Assessment Software - Report created on: 11/07/2024, 1:58:23 pm 13
Project file: C:\Users\LM859\Beca\3160840 - Outram Floodbank Assessment - Documents\Job Delivery\Technical - Working Files\TGE\07. Calculations\Liquefaction\Cliq IL2 ULS.clq



This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT02

Cone resistance

Friction Ratio

CPT basic interpretation plots

Pore pressure

SBT Plot

Soil Behaviour Type
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A SBT legend
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes 9
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes . 1. Sensitive fine grained . 4. Clayey silt to silty . 7. Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2 Organic material O 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8- Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No ' ) ' ) ; . )
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT02

Liquefaction analysis overall plots

CRR plot FS Plot Liquefaction potential Vertical settlements
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Input parameters and analysis data F.S. color scheme
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A B Amost certain it will liquefy
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes . Very likely to liquefy
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes ; ; ; :
Earthquake magnitude M, : 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clcay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay I:l LIqL.JefaCtl?n and no lig. are equally likely
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No [ unlike to liquefy
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . Almost certain it will not liquefy
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT02

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
0 0 = 0 —— 0
0.5 - s 0.5 I 0.5 0.5
1 (st 1 = 1 e 1
1.5~ - 1.5 1.5 <& 1.5
2 2 2 2 ) &
2.5 & 2.5 2.5 2.5 .
3 > 3 3 > 3 i
3.5 } 3.5 3.5 B 3.5
18 4 4 é 4
4.5 < 4.5 4.5 4.5
5 f 5 5 r 5
5.5 1 5.5 5.5 5.5
6 [ 6 6 6
6.5 3 6.5 6.5 6.5 ‘.
7 7 7 7 ‘
7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 3
8 8 8 8
8.5 8.5 8.5
E 95 — E o5 E o5 E E
-.g 104+ :g 10 :g 10 :g_ :g
8 10.5 = 8 10.5 8 10.5 8 8
11 11 11
5 11.5 S 11.5
o~ 12 12
12.5 12.5
13 = : 13 =
13.5 = 3 135
14 = 14 é
14.5 = [ 14.5 e
15 =TT 15 ~
15.5 15.5
A 16 I =
16.5 t---F---t--4 16.5 -
17.5 17.5
18 18
18.5 18.5 -
19 19 ==zma
L — 19.5 19.5 19.5-{ = Peak Su ratio = Liq. Su ratio |/
T LA LI L B L L L L B T T T T — 71 r T r 1 1 T 7T
0 100 200 300 012 3 456 7 8910 0 50 100 150 20( 1 2 3 4 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.t
qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPTO03
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.00 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.23 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
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M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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] I geometry
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0 rrrrTrTT T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT03

CPT basic interpretation plots

Cone resistance Friction Ratio Pore pressure SBT Plot Soil Behaviour Type
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes egen
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes [l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty [[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2. Organic material | 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8. Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No . ) . - .
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT03

CRR plot
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Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method:

Fines correction method:

Points to test:

Earthquake magnitude M,:
Peak ground acceleration:
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m

B&I (2014)

B&I (2014)

Based on Ic value

6.00
0.23

Depth (m)

|
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Depth to GWT (erthq.):
Average results interval: 3
Ic cut-off value:

Unit weight calculation:

Fill height:

Liquefaction analysis overall plots
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Depth (m)

Liquefaction potential
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Fill weight: N/A
Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes
K, applied: Yes

Clay like behavior applied:

Sand & Clay

Limit depth applied: No
Limit depth: N/A
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT03
Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))
Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: BRI (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPT04
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 570 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 570 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.23 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio CRR
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Rf (%) Ic (Robertson 1990) CRR & CSR Factor of safety
M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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1} E ee : Zone A;: Cyclic liquefaction likely depending on size and duration of cyclic loading
- No Lié|uefaction | Zone Ay: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss likely depending on loading and grounc
] I geometry

H
0 rrrrTrTT T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT04

CPT basic interpretation plots
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70 m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes egen
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes [l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty [[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2. Organic material | 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8. Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No ) ) . - )
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT04

CRR

lot
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T
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CRR & CSR

Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method:
Fines correction method:
Points to test:

B&I (2014)

B&I (2014)

Based on Ic value
6.00

Earthquake magnitude M,:
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m
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Liquefaction analysis overall plots
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Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70m
Average results interval: 3

Ic cut-off value: 2.60

Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT04

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resigtance Residual strena‘th correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su Si&'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPTO5
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 570 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 570 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.23 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) Ic (Robertson 1990) CRR & CSR Factor of safety
M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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1} E ® “: Zone A;: Cyclic liquefaction likely depending on size and duration of cyclic loading
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Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT05

CPT basic interpretation plots

Cone resistance Friction Ratio
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes egen
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes [l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty [[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
Ezaltl?gtrl;ljﬁdm:gcrgltgg%gw: ggg 322 f‘_:\lll‘?'ght calculation: ﬁzsed on SBT E':q)i’t"é(:p?ﬁgap‘gﬁg da_PP"‘Ed: zznd & Clay [ 2. Organic material | 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8. Very stiff sand to
Depth to water table (insi{u): 5.70m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: ' N/A [l 3. Clay to silty clay [C] 6. Clean sand to silty sand [_] 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT05

CRR plot
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CRR & CSR

Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014)
Fines correction method: B&I (2014)
Points to test: Based on Ic value

Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m
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Liquefaction analysis overall plots
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Depth to GWT (erthq.):
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT05

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: 0.23 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago

CPT file : CPT_185409

Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.20 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.29 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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1} Zone A;: Cyclic liquefaction likely depending on size and duration of cyclic loading
- No Liquefaction Zone Ay: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss likely depending on loading and grounc
7| i geometry
0 rrrrTTTTTTTrT T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qciN,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT_185409

Cone resistance
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Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014)
Fines correction method: B&I (2014)
Points to test: Based on Ic value

Earthquake magnitude M,: ~ 6.00
Peak ground acceleration: 0.29
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m

Friction Ratio

CPT basic interpretation plots

Pore pressure SBT Plot

Soil Behaviour Type
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Rf (% Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20m Fill weight: N/A
Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes SBT legend
Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes [l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty [[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2 Organic material [O] 5 Silty sand to sandy silt  [J] 8. Very stiff sand to
Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No . . : o )
Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A [l 3. Clay to silty clay [C] 6. Clean sand to silty sand [_] 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT_185409

Liquefaction analysis overall plots

CRR plot FS Plot Liquefaction potential Vertical settlements Lateral displacements
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CRR & CSR Factor of safety LPI Settlement (cm) Displacement (cm)
Input parameters and analysis data F.S. color scheme LPI color scheme
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.20 m Fill weight: N/A B Aimost certain it will liquefy [l Very high risk
Fin_es correctif)n method: E&I ((12(;:]41)(: value Q:V?:Latg:ffrs?ltt:- interval: 3 6 'lzraansitli%r; .detect. applied: z:: . Very likely to liquefy |:| High risk
Eglr?rt\:ﬁzl::s:{agnitude M, s.aosc;e Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT ClcaypliFl)(le behavior applied:  Sand & Clay O L'ql_’efact'f_m and no lig. are equally likely [] Lowrisk
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No [ Unlike to liquefy
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . Almost certain it will not liquefy
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT_185409

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation
CPT file : CPT_185413
Input parameters and analysis data

Location : Outram, Otago

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.20 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.29 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT_185413

Cone resistance
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Input parameters and analysis data

B&I (2014)
B&I (2014)
Based on Ic value

Analysis method:

Fines correction method:
Points to test:
Earthquake magnitude M,: ~ 6.00
Peak ground acceleration: 0.29
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m

Friction Ratio

CPT basic interpretation plots

Pore pressure
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[l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty

[[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
. 5. Silty sand to sandy silt . 8. Very stiff sand to
[C] 6. Clean sand to silty sand [_] 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT_185413

Liquefaction analysis overall plots

CRR plot FS Plot Liquefaction potential Vertical settlements Lateral displacements
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CRR & CSR Factor of safety LPI Settlement (cm) Displacement (cm)
Input parameters and analysis data F.S. color scheme LPI color scheme
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.20 m Fill weight: N/A B Aimost certain it will liquefy [l Very high risk
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes . Very likely to liquefy |:| High risk
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes Liquefaction and no lig. are equally likel )
Earthquake magnitude M,: ~ 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ q. - q qually fikely [] Low risk
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No [ Unlike to liquefy
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . Almost certain it will not liquefy
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CPT name: CPT_185413

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPTO1
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.20 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.29 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPTO1

CPT basic interpretation plots

Cone resistance Friction Ratio Pore pressure SBT Plot Soil Behaviour Type
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20 m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: BRI (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes egen
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes . 1. Sensitive fine grained . 4. Clayey silt to silty . 7. Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2 Organic material O 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8- Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No ) ) . - )
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPTO01
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Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method:

Fines correction method:

Points to test:
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Unit weight calculation:

Liquefaction analysis overall plots
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPTO1

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 6.20 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: BRI (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.20 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
CLiq v.3.5.2.17 - CPT Liquefaction Assessment Software - Report created on: 11/07/2024, 4:02:05 pm 12

Project file: C:\Users\LM859\Beca\3160840 - Outram Floodbank Assessment - Documents\Job Delivery\Technical - Working Files\TGE\07. Calculations\Liquefaction\Cliq IL3 ULS.clq



Beca Ltd

w Be C a Geotechnical Engineers
L]

www.beca.com

LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPT02
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.00 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.29 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) Ic (Robertson 1990) CRR & CSR Factor of safety
M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT02

Cone resistance

Friction Ratio

CPT basic interpretation plots

Pore pressure

SBT Plot

Soil Behaviour Type
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A SBT legend
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes 9
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes . 1. Sensitive fine grained . 4. Clayey silt to silty . 7. Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M,,: ~ 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2 Organic material O 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8- Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No ' ) ' ) ; . )
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT02

Liquefaction analysis overall plots

CRR plot FS Plot Liquefaction potential Vertical settlements Lateral displacements
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CRR & CSR Factor of safety LPI Settlement (cm) Displacement (cm)
Input parameters and analysis data F.S. color scheme LPI color scheme
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A B Aimost certain it will liquefy [l Very high risk
Fines correction method: B&I (dZOl4) | Averageffrestljlts interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes . Very likely to liquefy |:| High risk
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K. applied: Yes ; : : ; .
Earthquake magnitude M,: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT ClcaypliFl)(e behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay I:l LIqL_JEFaCtI(_m and no liq. are equally likely |:| Low risk
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No [ unlike to liquefy
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . Almost certain it will not liquefy
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT02

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPTO03
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 6.00 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.29 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio SBTn Plot CRR plot FS Plot
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT03

CPT basic interpretation plots

Cone resistance Friction Ratio Pore pressure SBT Plot Soil Behaviour Type
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Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes egen
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes [l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty [[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2. Organic material | 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8. Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No . ) . - .
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT03
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Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method:
Fines correction method:
Points to test:

Earthquake magnitude M,:

Peak ground acceleration:
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m

B&I (2014)
B&I (2014)
Based on Ic value

Depth (m)
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Fill height: N/A
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT03
Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))
Norm. cone resistance Residual strength correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su/Sig'v
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Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.):  6.00 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: BRI (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied: ~ Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude Mw: 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 6.00 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPT04
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 570 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 570 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.29 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
Cone resistance Friction Ratio CRR l!:»Iot
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Rf (%) Ic (Robertson 1990) CRR & CSR Factor of safety
M,=7'/2, sigma'=1 atm base curve Summary of liquefaction potential
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1} : Zone A;: Cyclic liquefaction likely depending on size and duration of cyclic loading
- No Liquefaction | Zone Ay: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss likely depending on loading and grounc
] I geometry

H
0 rrrrTrTT T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT04

CPT basic interpretation plots
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gt (MPa) Rf (%) u (kPa) Ic(SBT) SBT (Robertson et al. 1986)
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70 m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes egen
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes [l 1 Sensitive fine grained [JJ] 4. Clayey silt to silty [[] 7- Gravely sand to sand
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation:  Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay [ 2. Organic material | 5. Silty sand to sandy silt [ 8. Very stiff sand to
Peak ground acceleration: ~ 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No ) ) . - )
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A . 3. Clay to silty clay . 6. Clean sand to silty sand |:| 9. Very stiff fine grained
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT04

CRR plot
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Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method:

Fines correction method:

Points to test:

Earthquake magnitude M,:
Peak ground acceleration:
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m

B&I (2014)

B&I (2014)

Based on Ic value
6.00

0.29

Depth (m)

0 0.5
Factor of safety

Depth to GWT (erthq.):
Average results interval:

Ic cut-off value:

Unit weight calculation:

Use fill:
Fill height:

FS Plot
HAND A

1

Liquefaction analysis overall plots

1.5 2

570 m

3

2.60

Based on SBT
No

N/A

Depth (m)

quuefactlHoL\l?\‘ [’:A?Jggntnal

Fill weight:

5

10
LPI

Transition detect. applied:

K, applied:

Clay like behavior applied:

Limit depth applied:

Limit depth:

15 20

N/A

Yes

Yes

Sand & Clay
No

N/A

Depth (m)

Vertical ﬂ

ett
AN

AUGE]

emsnts

5

10
Settlement (cm)

F.S. color scheme
Almost certain it will liquefy

15

Depth (m)

Liquefaction and no lig. are equally likely

|
[0 Very likely to liquefy
O
O

Unlike to liquefy

Almost certain it will not liquefy

Lateral displacements

HAND AUGER

0.5

1 ———

15
2 ——

25

3 ——
3.5

4 E——

45

5 E——

5.5
6 ——

6.5

7 ———
7.5

8 E——

8.5
9 ——

9.5
10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

0
Displacement (cm)

LPI color scheme
[l Very high risk

[] Highrisk
[] Low risk

CLiq v.3.5.2.17 - CPT Liquefaction Assessment Software - Report created on: 11/07/2024, 4:02:09 pm

Project file: C:\Users\LM859\Beca\3160840 - Outram Floodbank Assessment - Documents\Job Delivery\Technical - Working Files\TGE\07. Calculations\Liquefaction\Cliq IL3 ULS.clq

23



This software is licensed to: Beca Limited CPT name: CPT04

Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))

Norm. cone resigtance Residual strena‘th correction Corrected norm. cone resistanc SBTn Index Liquefied Su Si&'v
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qciN Delta qc1N-Sr qciNcs-Sr Ic (Robertson 1990) Su/Sig'v
Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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LIQUEFACTION ANALYSIS REPORT

Project title : Outram Floodbank Investigation Location : Outram, Otago
CPT file : CPTO5
Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (in-situ): 570 m Use fill: No Clay like behavior
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) G.W.T. (earthq.): 570 m Fill height: N/A applied: Sand & Clay
Points to test: Based on Ic value  Average results interval: 3 Fill weight: N/A Limit depth applied: No
Earthquake magnitude M,:  6.00 Ic cut-off value: 2.60 Trans. detect. applied: Yes Limit depth: N/A
Peak ground acceleration:  0.29 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT K, applied: Yes MSF method: Method based
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0.8 ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1’000 ! ! 111l ! ! [
1 Liquefaction ’ 3
0.7 I
] C
1 B 8
. 3 7]
: L8
0.6 - c 1003
5] -
% ] CE ]
O 05 r < 1
* ] I ]
o i ) Q-
=} 3 =
V] i o
X 04 O
@ ] ’ - ° 10
g / [ g
) —
wn - B ©
L 03 L E
5 / B

0.2 —frommmm e e i
- 1
B 0.1

1 10
0.1 I Normalized friction ratio (%)
1} : Zone A;: Cyclic liquefaction likely depending on size and duration of cyclic loading
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Zone B: Liquefaction and post-earthquake strength loss unlikely, check cyclic softening
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 Zone C: Cyclic liquefaction and strength loss possible depending on soil plasticity,
qc1N,cs brittleness/sensitivity, strain to peak undrained strength and ground geometry
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT05

CPT basic interpretation plots
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Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70m Fill weight: N/A SBTI d
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes egen
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This software is licensed to: Beca Limited

CPT name: CPT05
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Input parameters and analysis data

Analysis method: B&I (2014)
Fines correction method: B&I (2014)
Points to test: Based on Ic value

Earthquake magnitude M,: ~ 6.00
Peak ground acceleration: 0.29
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m
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Check for strength loss plots (Idriss & Boulanger (2008))
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Input parameters and analysis data
Analysis method: B&I (2014) Depth to GWT (erthg.): 5.70 m Fill weight: N/A
Fines correction method: B&I (2014) Average results interval: 3 Transition detect. applied:  Yes
Points to test: Based on Ic value Ic cut-off value: 2.60 K, applied: Yes
Earthquake magnitude M, 6.00 Unit weight calculation: ~ Based on SBT Clay like behavior applied: ~ Sand & Clay
Peak ground acceleration: 0.29 Use fill: No Limit depth applied: No
Depth to water table (insitu): 5.70 m Fill height: N/A Limit depth: N/A
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Sensitivity: General

Appendix E — Slope Stability Assessment




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?®) | (kPa) Angle (°)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill) Factor of Safety
Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
a Fill) B<10-11
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 L1112
deposits) [12-13
| | | Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0 £11.3-14
(holocene river deposits) W=>14
B Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
2.0
)
14 —
12 —
10 — .
—et - —

Elpvatidn
N
\

-10
1,360

Surcharge (Unit Weight): 12 kN/m?

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400
Distance

1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

01 Static long term landside A-A'
Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz
16/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?®) | (kPa) Angle (°)

D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL

[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

| | | Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

B Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

14—

12 —

10 —

Factor of Safety

M<10-11
(111-1.2
12-13
[11.3-14
Hm=>14

Elpvatidn
N
\

-10
1,360

Surcharge (Unit Weight): 12 kN/m?

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400
Distance

1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

02 Static long term riverside A-A'
Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz
16/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?®) | (kPa) Angle (°)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
| | | Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
B Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
1.7
)

=
|

Factor of Safety

M <10-1.1
[11.1-12
H1.2-13
1.3-1.4
=14

Elpvatidn
N
[

-10
1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400
Distance

1,410

1,420 1,430

1,440

05 Seismic SLS landside A-A'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

16/08/2024

1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?®) | (kPa) Angle (°)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill) Factor of Safety
Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
a Fill) B<10-11
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 L1112
deposits) [12-13
| | | Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0 £11.3-14
(holocene river deposits) W=>14
B Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
1.4
)
14 —
12 — m
10 —
‘_#—v-' ——— :

Elpvatidn
N
\

0 | | | | | | | |
1,360 1,370 1,380 1,390 1,400 1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

Distance

06 Seismic SLS riverside A-A'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

16/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL

[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

Factor of Safety

M<10-11
(111-1.2
12-13
[11.3-14
Hm=>14

10

1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400

Distance

1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

07 Seismic ULS IL2 landside A-A'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

01/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL

[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND

. Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

Factor of Safety

M<10-11
(111-1.2
12-13
[11.3-14
Hm=>14

14 —

10

1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400

Distance

1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

08 Seismic ULS IL2 riverside A-A'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

01/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy GRAVEL Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment fill) Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0 actor of Safety
| | |Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0 <1.0-1.1
D Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly SAND | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0 :]] ; ) :: g
0] | Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 |13-14
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river deposits) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 214
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

14

10

1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400
Distance

1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

09 Seismic ULS IL3 landside A-A'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

01/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy GRAVEL Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment fill) Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0 actor of Safety
| | |Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0 <1.0-1.1
D Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly SAND | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0 :]] ; ) :: g
0] | Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 |13-14
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river deposits) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 214
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

14 —

12 —

10 —

-

Elpvatign
N
\

0 | | | | | | | |
1,360 1,370 1,380 1,390 1,400 1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

Distance

10 Seismic ULS IL3 riverside A-A'
Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz
01/08/2024 1:300




Factor of Safety

M<10-11
(111-1.2
12-13
[11.3-14
Hm=>14

14—

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL

[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

| | | Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

| | | Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

B Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

1.0
)

10

1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400

Distance

1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

11 Seismic - Yield Acceleration - landside A-A'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

01/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL

[ | Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

| | | Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

| | | Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

B Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

Factor of Safety

M<10-11
(111-1.2
12-13
[11.3-14
Hm=>14

14—

10

1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390

1,400

Distance

1,410 1,420 1,430 1,440

12 Seismic - Yield Acceleration - riverside A-A'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz
01/08/2024

1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m®) | (kPa) | Angle () Factor of Safety
Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
L] fill) M <10-1.1
: [11.1-12
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 W12-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14
deposits) W14
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
1.9
14 —
12 —
10 —
5 $ _ E——
_______________ — -y — e e e e — — —_— —_— R — S — \“V%
- IR
T
w |
2 —
4 —
6 —
8 —
0 \ \ \ \ |
1,360 1,370 1,380 1,390 1,410 1,420 1,430

Surcharge (Unit Weight): 12 kN/m?

Distance

01 Static long term landside B'B'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

16/08/2024

1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m®) | (kPa) | Angle () Factor of Safety
Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
u fill) B<10-11
: [11.1-12
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
112-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14
deposits) ' |
H=>14
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
1.5
o
14 —
12 —
10 —
- # \
_______________ — -y — e e e e — — e —_— —_— R — S — \“V%
c 4 IRARIRERR
T
w
2 —
4 —
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8 —
0 \ \ \ \ \ |
1,360 1,370 1,380 1,390 1,400 1,410 1,420 1,430
Distance

Surcharge (Unit Weight): 12 kN/m?

02 Static long term riverside B'B'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

16/08/2024 1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m®) | (kPa) | Angle () Factor of Safety
Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
u fill) B<10-11
: [11.1-12
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 W12-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14
deposits) W14
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
16
o
14 —
12 —
e A{Mmm_\
O \
_______________ — -y — e e e e — — —_— R — S — \“V%
- BRI IRAR'
T
w
2 —
4 —
6 —
8 —
0 \ \ \ \ |
1,360 1,370 1,380 1,390 1,410 1,420 1,430

Distance

05 Seismic SLS landside B'B'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

1:300

16/08/2024




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m®) | (kPa) | Angle () Factor of Safety
Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
u fill) B<10-11
: [11.1-12
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 W12-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14
deposits) W14
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
14 —
12 —
O # \
_______________ — -y — e e e e — — —_— R — S — \“V%
e 4r Y oYY Vv vy
T
w
2 —
4 —
6 —
8 —
0 \ \ \ \ |
1,360 1,370 1,380 1,390 1,410 1,420 1,430

Distance

06 Seismic SLS riverside B'B'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

16/08/2024

1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0

fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
[ ] | Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0 Factor of Safety

SAND B <10-11
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 [111-12

Al m12-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14

deposits) [] >'1 4 '
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0 .

(holocene river deposits)

0.3
)
-+ \

Y

#N
/
TR

-10

1,360

1,370

1,380

1,390

Distance

1,400

1,410 1,420 1,430

07 Seismic ULS IL2 landside B'B'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

01/08/2024

1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

D Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
SAND

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

14 —

12 —

10 —

-———— o =

Elpvagion
N
\

Factor of Safety

M<10-11
(111-1.2
12-13
[11.3-14
Hm=>14

¥
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/
TR
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08 Seismic ULS IL2 riverside B'B'

Outram_SEEP-W Model_Average Conditions.gsz

01/08/2024

1:300




Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0

fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
[ ] | Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0 Factor of Safety

SAND B <10-11
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 [111-12

Al m12-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14

deposits) [] >'1 4 '
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0 .

(holocene river deposits)
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

D Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
SAND

. Loose sandy SILT (embankment Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
[ ] | Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0 Factor of Safety
SAND
M <10-1.1
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 [111-12
Al m12-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14
deposits) W14
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
. Hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
[ ] | Liquefiable medium-dense gravelly | SHANSEP 18 0.09 0 Factor of Safety
SAND B <10-11
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0 [111-12
Al m12-13
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0 [113-14
deposits) W14
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
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Surcharge (Unit Weight): 12 kN/m?

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?®) | (kPa) Angle (°)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Surcharge (Unit Weight): 12 kN/m?

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?®) | (kPa) Angle (°)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Distance

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL

. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
. Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)

D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL

. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)

D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0

D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0

D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0

0.2
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
. Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Tau/Sigma | Minimum | Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Ratio Shear Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) Strength | (kPa) Angle (°)
(kPa)
D Dense to very dense sandy Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
GRAVEL
. Hard SILT, some clay Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
(embankment fill)
D Ligefiable sandy ILT SHANSEP 17 0.09 0
D Liquefiable medium-dense SHANSEP 18 0.09 0
gravelly SAND
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
Fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 1 28 0
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Elapsed Time: 1.5d

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m3) | (kPa) Angle (°)

D Dense to very dense sandy GRAVEL | Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
(holocene river deposits)

. hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)

. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
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Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
_— Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
Elapsed Time: 1.5d (kNlms) (kPa) Angle (0)
D Dense to very dense sandy GRAVEL | Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
(holocene river deposits)
. hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
. Stiff SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 18 2 28 0
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Elapsed Time: 1.5d

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m3) | (kPa) Angle (°)
. hard SILT, some clay (embankment | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0
fill)
D Loose sandy SILT (embankment fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0
D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)
D Medium dense gravelly SAND Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
(holocene river deposits)
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Elapsed Time: 1.5d

-

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) | (kPa) Angle (°)

D Dense to very dense sandy GRAVEL Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
(holocene river deposits)

. hard SILT, some clay (embankment fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment fill) Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND (holocene | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
river deposits)

D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0

Elapsed Time: 1.5d
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Elapsed Time: 1.5d

Color | Name Slope Stability | Unit Effective | Effective | Phi-B
Material Model | Weight | Cohesion | Friction | (°)
(kN/m?3) | (kPa) Angle (°)

D Dense to very dense sandy GRAVEL Mohr-Coulomb | 20 0 38 0
(holocene river deposits)

. hard SILT, some clay (embankment fill) | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 3 30 0

D Loose sandy SILT (embankment fill) Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 28 0

D Loose sandy SILT (holocene river Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
deposits)

D Medium dense gravelly SAND (holocene | Mohr-Coulomb | 18 0 32 0
river deposits)

D Weighted Blanket - Alluvial SILT Mohr-Coulomb | 17 0 30 0
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Sensitivity: General

Appendix F — Paleochannels/ Overland Flow Paths in and below Outram




Sensitivity: General

References

Spillways
Floodbanks
Flood Hazard Area
Area 1B - West Taien Plain above high tide level

Area 1C - West Taieri overtand flow paths

Flood Hazard Map Showing Paleochannels/ Overland Flow Paths in Pink. Source: ORC, 2015.
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Sensitivity: General

Appendix G — Breach Modelling Results Maps
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