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Memo
To:
From:

June 2013
Waitemata Stormwater NDC Project Team

Tim Hegarty, Principal Infrastructure Planner – Spatial Strategy

Subject: Waitemata Stormwater NDC Feedback
Growth Context
I am writing with regard to the network discharge consent (NDC) sought by the Council’s
Stormwater Unit for the Waitemata consolidated receiving environment (CRE).
The Spatial and Infrastructure Strategy Unit (SIS) leads the implementation of the Auckland Plan,
with a focus on its development strategy. The development strategy identifies and describes the
way Auckland will grow over the next 30 years.
In essence, the Auckland Plan calls for Auckland to grow in a quality compact fashion, with 70% of
the growth contained within the Metropolitan Urban Limits and up to 40% of growth outside the
existing limits. This 70/40 distribution provides for some flexibility if the preferred 70/30 split cannot
be achieved. It also ensures that adequate land capacity is provided for a period of 30 years. The
40% outside the MUL is located across a broad range of locations, including coastal settlements,
satellites, and countryside living.
However, the bulk of this is located within the greenfield areas of investigation (GFAI), as shown in
the table below:

Location

Total additional housing
capacity (dwellings) required

Total additional employment
capacity required

In existing urban core (70%)

280,000

190,000

Outside existing urban core (up to
40%)

160,000

110,000

Greenfield areas of
Investigation

90,000

61,000

Satellite towns (excluding
Greenfield extensions)

20,000

14,000

Rural and coastal towns

10,000

7,000

Rural villages and general
rural.

20,000

14,000

Pipeline greenfield currently
outside MUL

20,000

14,000

The GAFI work is still currently underway and has been primarily based around three clusters 1:
x

A southern cluster encompassing Pukekohe, Paerata, Karaka, and Hingaia;

x

A northwestern cluster around Kumeu, Huapai, Riverhead, and Whenuapai;

x

A northern cluster around Silverdale, Dairy Flat, and Warkworth.

The projected growth within these clusters is highly dependent on a number of factors, including:
x

Natural hazard risks e.g. flooding;

x

Geotechnical conditions;

x

Transport Planning

x

Infrastructure services;

x

Market attractiveness;

x

Impacts on productive soils and the rural economy;

x

Cultural impacts; and

x

Impacts on water quality and marine environments.

Overall, the 90,000 dwellings and employment proposed within these three GAFI clusters are
distributed as:
Cluster Area
Southern
Northwestern
Northern - Silverdale
Northern - Warkworth

Households
55,000
20,000
12,000
3,500

Jobs
35,000
8,000
8,000
2,500

The GAFI areas of the northwestern and northern (Silverdale) study areas is relevance to the
proposed Waitemata NDC. A significant portion of the northwestern study area is included within
the Waitemata catchment, while the Dairy Flat area contained within the northern study area is
also within the catchment.

Attached to this memo are the development strategy maps of the Auckland Plan (Attachment One) and the
Rural Urban Boundary (RUB)1 from the Draft Unitary Plan Addendum (Attachment Two). These maps
demonstrate the significant areas of urban growth that will occur within Auckland over the coming decades.
1
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Furthermore, while SIS resources are currently focused on the GAFIs, we are also interesting in
ensuring that planning for growth inside the MUL reflects the Auckland Plan’s intent. The
Waitemata catchment includes a significant portion of the Isthmus, North Shore, and Western
Suburbs. This urban area includes the City Centre and five Metropolitan Centres (Newmarket,
Takapuna, Westgate, New Lynn, and Henderson). Many of these locations are highly attractive
from a market perspective and feature capacity up-zoning through the Unitary Plan. Over the
coming decades, it is expected that significant redevelopment will occur across these urban areas,
impacting a number of infrastructure services.
Auckland Plan Infrastructure Directives
Chapter 12 of the Auckland Plan directly addresses the provision of Auckland’s physical and social
infrastructure. While the wider aspects of this infrastructure is also raised in other chapters of the
Plan (such as Chapter 7 – Auckland’s Environment), Chapter 12 identifies the key aspects for
infrastructure planning.
This chapter states that “Auckland expects that the quality and effectiveness of its infrastructure
will be improved as the population increases, through enhanced efficiency and prudent
investment”2. Within this context, stormwater infrastructure and investment is articulated within
Priority 1 of the chapter. This priority states the following relevant directives:
x

Directive 12.1 - Identify, protect, and provide existing and future network utility infrastructure
to ensure efficient provision of secure and resilient water supply, wastewater, stormwater,
energy, and telecommunication services that will meet the needs of Auckland over time

x

Directive 12.2 – Integrate planning of network utility infrastructure to provide for population
growth.

x

Directive 12.3 – Sequence investment across the network utilities and collaborate to identify
areas where infrastructure can be effectively provided and where land and corridors can
accommodate network utility services.

x

Directive 12.4 – Ensure sustainable design and use of water resources (see Chapter 7:
Auckland’s Environment).

These directives should act as guidance for any infrastructure investment made in Auckland.
Specific Comments on Proposed NDC
It is our understanding that the proposed NDC application only deals with existing infrastructure
assets within the Waitemata catchment and does not include any new greenfield growth areas 3. In
Pg 291, Auckland Plan, Auckland Council (2012)
Pg 16, Waitemata Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge Consent: Consultation Summary Document,
Auckkland Council (2013)
2
3
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addition, it is based on the projected changes in population density identified in Figure 8 of the
consultation summary document.
However, while we note that stormwater runoff is a result of increases in impermeable surfaces
rather than raw population growth, we have concerns that the current growth assumptions for the
proposed NDC do not match the planned growth projections of the Auckland and Unitary Plans in
both the greenfield and brownfield areas and this could affect the outcomes of the current and
future NDCs. We welcome further discussion on aligning these growth projections.
In addition, we would prefer that the GAFIs and the significant growth proposed for them is
captured by some degree by the proposed application. While the stormwater planning and
investment for these greenfield areas is still underway, the shared receiving environment of all
these growth areas and the need to manage the environmental impacts of growth should be better
referenced.
Without this improved alignment in growth projections and linkages to the GAFIs, we have
concerns that problems or delays may arise in obtaining the required NDCs for the GAFIs or in
achieving the intensification goals set by the Auckland Plan. We would be happy to work with the
stormwater unit to determine the most appropriate mechanisms to future proof the proposed
Waitemata NDC.
Summary
While we recognise that stormwater management is a multi-criteria process, requiring analysis of
wide range of issues, we consider that the projected growth within the lifetime of the proposed
NDC is the most significant matter facing Council. The proposed growth of the Auckland Plan will
place pressure on the existing stormwater system, through increased runoff, contaminate loads,
and flooding risks.
While the stormwater system already faces these problems, they could be exacerbated by growth.
However, careful management of this growth also offers opportunities for the redesign of
stormwater system components and the alleviation of existing problems. As such, we suggest that
by focusing on growth pressures, opportunities will arise to improve the other aspects of
stormwater (as raised in the summary consultation document).
It should also be noted that current refinement of the Auckland Plan’s growth modelling is
underway, which will feed into the notified version of the Unitary Plan. Furthermore, the
establishment of Special Housing Areas under the Housing Accord will place further growth
pressures on the city’s infrastructure networks.
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We look forward to working with the stormwater unit on this NDC application and future work.
Should you have any queries regarding this memo or other Auckland Plan related issues, please
do not hesitate to contact the author.
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Appendix One – Development Strategy Maps
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Appendix Two – RUB Cluster Maps for North and Northwest
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MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT: STORMWATER
PRIORITIES CONSULTATION:
FEEDBACK FORM

Name: Hilton Furness
Address: ESU, Auckland Council.
Phone:
021 836 173
Hilton.furness@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Email:

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Questions:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the
Manukau Harbour CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
ISSUE*

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1
is the most urgent and 7
the least urgent)
4
5
3
1
2

Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

6
7

2. Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to
stormwater management within the Manukau Harbour CRE.

#

Assets

Flooding

Stream
Management

Contamination
of the Harbour

Groundwater

Stormwater
Effects on the
Wastewater
Network

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits

Growth

BUSINESS AS USUAL
CRITERIA#

H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H

M
M
M
M

M
M
M
M

Please note that these criteria can be ranked individually for each issue, or be ranked the same across all the issues.

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(e) Easy wins

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
H
H
L
H
H
H
M
H
H

*A description of the identified issues and criteria can be found in the Manukau Harbour CRE Stormwater Priorities
Consultation Document and in the Consultation Brochure, available at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay

MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
M
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
H
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
H
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)
M

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
M
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
M
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
HM
H
M
MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
M
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
H
Level of active community support
M
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
H
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point) M
Holistic stream management
H

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
M
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
H
predicted)
Contaminant loads
H
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
H
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
H
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
H
organisations and agencies)

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
M
H

REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
H
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
H
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
H
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
Managing Urban Streams – additional criteria could include the existing state of stream health and
levels of contamination.
Groundwater Management – additional criteria could include the existing state of aquifer
contamination.

Do you have any additional comments?
It would be useful to have a few worked examples to demonstrate how the criteria are likely to be
applied. We are keen to have input into this part of the project.

If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.

YWould you like to be kept informed of the outcome of this consultation process?

¥<(6

[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following
areas? Please tick in either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

CRE Area
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

No

Please return this feedback form to us either via post or email at the following addresses:
POSTAL ADDRESS:
Attention: Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142
EMAIL ADDRESS: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT: STORMWATER
PRIORITIES CONSULTATION:

Name: Marcus Cameron
Address:

Phone:
Email:
marcus.cameron@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Questions:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the
Manukau CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
ISSUE*

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1
is the most urgent and 7
the least urgent)

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
&RQWDPLQDWLRQRIWKH7ƗPDNL(VWXDU\DQGFRDVWDOLQOHWV

Commented [mjc1]: Can’t really rank these as they are all
important depending on the context and are quite spatially
dependant, especially as there is a mix of urban and rural areas in
the Manukau CRE. A key priority for RIMU is identifying receiving
environments with the highest ecological value and greatest
sensitivity to land use effects so that these areas can be protected.

Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

2. Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to
stormwater management within the Manukau CRE.
MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(c) Partnership led
(d) Development led
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Development led
(d) Easy wins
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance

Your Ranking (H, M, L)

H

H
H

Commented [mjc2]: Reiterating that ranking these is subjective
as basically these can all be high depending on your perspective and
values. So really want to assess all criteria when looking at
management options and see which management option covers the
most criteria and have the most human and environmental risk
attached to them. So have ranked those I think may be more
important in some situations as high – the rest could be ranked as
medium if need be

*A description of the identified issues and criteria can be found in the Manukau CRE Network Discharge Consent Summary
Document and in the Consultation Brochure, available at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay

MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
H
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
H
The mauri of water and cultural significance

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
H
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
H
Cost-benefit analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
H
The mauri of water and cultural significance

MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Cultural significance (mauri of the water and history of the locality)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
Holistic stream management (within Council as well as other
organisations and agencies)
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
H

H
H
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Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
H
predicted)
Contaminant loads
H
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
H
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
organisations and agencies)
Cost-benefit analyses

Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance

H
H

Your Ranking (H, M, L)

H
H

REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
H
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
H
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
H
The mauri of water and cultural significance
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?

Do you have any additional comments?

If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.
:RXOG\RXOLNHWREHNHSWLQIRUPHGRIWKHRXWFRPHRIWKLVFRQVXOWDWLRQSURFHVV"¥<(6
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[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]
Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following
areas? Please tick in either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

CRE Area
Manukau Harbour
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes

No

Please return this feedback form to us either via post or email at the following addresses:

POSTAL ADDRESS:
Attention: Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142

EMAIL ADDRESS:
ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> on behalf of Network Discharge Consent
<ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Monday, 25 August 2014 9:53 a.m.
Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
FW: Manukau Harbour CRE: Stormwater Priorities
Manukau CRE- Feedback Form.pdf

Or this one
JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
AucklandCouncil
Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
Physical Address: Level 3 South, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland 1010
Postal Address: Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

3 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail



From: Tina Gudsell
Sent: Friday, 2 May 2014 2:37 p.m.
To: Network Discharge Consent
Subject: Manukau Harbour CRE: Stormwater Priorities


Good afternoon,
I attended the workshop on the Manukau Harbour CRE: Stormwater Priorities on behalf of my colleague
Roger Eccles here in Planning South.
Please find attached my feedback form in response to this consultation process.
Kind regards,
Tina
Tina Gudsell | Planner
Planning South
Ph 09 262 5211 | Extn (41) 5211 
Auckland Council, Level 5, Civic Manukau, 31-33 Wiri Station Road, Auckland
Visit our website: www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 



CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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NOTE:Thiscorrespondenceisconfidentialandintendedforthenamedrecipient(s)only.Ifyouarenotthenamedrecipientandreceivethiscorrespondencein
error,youmustnotcopy,distributeortakeanyactioninrelianceonitandyoushoulddeleteitfromyoursystemandnotifythesenderimmediately.Anyviews
expressedinthismessagearethoseoftheindividualsender,exceptwherethesenderexpressly,andwithauthority,statesthemtobetheviewsofKoru
EnvironmentalConsultantsLimited.Beforeopeninganyattachments,pleasecheckthemforvirusesanddefects.KoruEnvironmentalConsultantsLimitedand/or
itsemployeesshallnotbeliablefortheincorrectorincompletetransmissionofthiseͲmailoranyattachments,norberesponsibleforanydelayinreceipt.Thank
youforyourassistance.


From: PPaschke (Patricia) [mailto:PPaschke@water.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 2 July 2014 12:03 p.m.
To: Janet Kidd
Cc: Sue Ira [sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz]
Subject: RE: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT – REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION
ON STORMWATER PRIORITIES


Thanks–yes,weareactuallyveryexcitedaboutit.Wehaveaframeworkandpurposeandit’sdonewondersfor
moralearoundhere.Wehavestartedworkingonimplementationalready–asfarasIamconcernedthisisthefun
part!

Wouldbegreattocatchuponeofthesedays!

Cheers,Patricia


From: Janet Kidd [mailto:Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 2 July 2014 11:59
To: PPaschke (Patricia)
Cc: Sue Ira [sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz]
Subject: RE: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT – REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION
ON STORMWATER PRIORITIES


Thanks Patricia - thought that might be the case, but had to ask. And belated congrats on the consent Pete said you were thrilled, and now had a lot of work to do! Look forward to catching up soon.
Cheers
JanetKidd|StormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
AucklandCouncil,Level6,8HerefordStreet,Ponsonby
Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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From: PPaschke (Patricia) [mailto:PPaschke@water.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 2 July 2014 11:58 a.m.
To: Janet Kidd
Subject: RE: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT – REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION
ON STORMWATER PRIORITIES


HiJanet

Thanksforinvitingme!But…..Idon’tthinkthereisanythingnewwecanaddtowhatwehavealready
provided.Hopefullyyoucanjustrecyclethat!

2

Cheers,Patricia


From: Janet Kidd [mailto:Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz]
Sent: Tuesday, 1 July 2014 11:24
To: PPaschke (Patricia); mercerr@poal.co.nz; David Rankin; info@rfal.co.nz; Gina Dellabarca
Cc: Sue Ira [sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz] ; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
Subject: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT – REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION ON
STORMWATER PRIORITIES



GoodMorning

AsyouareawarefrompreviousconsultationontheWaitematĈHarbourandGreaterTĈmakiCREs,the
AucklandCouncilStormwaterUnitisrequiredundertheResourceManagementAct(1991)toobtain
resourceconsentstodischargestormwaterfromtheregion’sstormwaternetworkintothenatural
environmentunderaprocesscalledNetworkDischargeConsents(NDCs).Ahighlevel,broadͲscale
assessmentapproachtostormwaterNDCsisbeingproposed,whichstakeholderconsultationfocusedon
ConsolidatedReceivingEnvironmentsorCREs.TheWaitematĈHarbourandGreaterTĈmakiCREsare
almostcompleteandwearenowfocussingontheManukauHarbourCRE.

TheAucklandCouncilStormwaterUnitintendsthattheregionͲwideNDCconsentapplicationispreceded
bywellͲdesignedandfocusedconsultation,resultinginqualityengagementwithstakeholders.Itishoped
thatthisengagementwillthenstrengthenandconsolidatethelongtermrelationshipsneededforonͲ
goingcatchmentͲbasedinitiativesfollowingtheconsent.

Ifyouareinterestedinparticipating,theStormwaterUnitproposestoholdaworkshoptopresent
relevantinformationpertainingtotheManukauHarbourCREtoassistyouinprovidingfeedbackin
relationtotheabovementionedconsultationquestions.Wethereforerequestthatyouconsiderthe
attacheddocumentationandnominatearepresentative(s)ifyouwouldliketomeetwithus.Pleasecould
youalsoletusknowasuitabledate,timeandvenue.Itisproposedthattheminutesofthisworkshopare
writtenup,distributedandanyfurtherfinalfeedbacksoughtviaemail.Alternatively,writtenfeedback
canbeprovideddirectlytotheundersignedviathefeedbackformattachedtothisletter.Pleaseprovide
anyfeedbackpriorto8August2014.

AsperthepreviousWaitematĈHarbourandGreaterTĈmakiCREsconsultation,theManukauHarbourCRE
ConsultationProcessisfocusingontwospecificquestionsforconsultation:

1. Fromthestormwaterissuesidentified,whatdoyouthinkaretheprioritiesfortheManukau
HarbourCREareaandwhatmustbemosturgentlyaddressed?
2. FromtheStormwaterUnit’sresponsibilities,whatdoyouthinkarethecriteriathatcouncilshould
useforselectingstormwatermanagementpriorities?

ThekeystormwaterissuesidentifiedfortheManukauHarbourCREincludegrowth,managing
infrastructure/assets,managingflooding(ortheriskofflooding),urbanstreammanagement,
contaminationoftheestuaryandcoastalinlets,managingstormwaterdischargestogroundwater,and
stormwatereffectsonthewastewaternetwork.

TheStormwaterUnitwouldliketoobtainfeedbackinrelationtothesetwoquestionsandattachthe
followinginformationtoassistthisprocess:
x TheManukauHarbourConsolidatedReceivingEnvironment:StormwaterPrioritiesConsultation
InformationBrochure
3

x

TheManukauHarbourConsolidatedReceivingEnvironment:StormwaterPrioritiesConsultation
FeedbackForm


ThefollowingmoredetailedinformationwillshortlybeavailableonCouncil’swebsiteatthefollowing
address:http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay
x FrequentlyAskedQuestions–includingalistofdetailedresponsestothefrequentlyasked
questionsaboutthisproject.
x TheManukauHarbourConsolidatedReceivingEnvironment:StormwaterPrioritiesConsultation
SummaryReport–adetailedtechnicalreportregardingthechallengesofmanagingthe
stormwaterdrainingintotheManukauHarbourcatchment.Thisreportcontainsdetailsregarding
keyissueswithinthecatchmentarea,alongwithanexplanationofthepotentialcriteriafor
prioritisation.

Itshouldbenotedthattherearecertainaspectswhichwillnotbeconsultedon,namely:
x Highlevelregionalissues,visions,objectivesandoutcomesasthesepertaintostormwaterbecause
thesehavealreadybeenagreedtoandarealreadydeterminedbypreͲexistingplansandpolicies;
and
x Thenetworkconsent’sobjectivesandoutcomes,asthesewillbederivedfromthepriorities.

TheStormwaterUnitwouldliketothankyouinadvanceforyourtimeandconsideration.Providinginput
intotheManukauHarbourstormwaterconsultationprocessassistsAucklandCouncilindefiningthehighͲ
levelmanagementprioritiesforthecatchment.Welookforwardtoworkingwithyouandobtainingyour
feedbackonthisimportantproject.Pleasedonothesitatetocontacttheundersignedon3674280orSue
Iraon021922408ifyouwouldlikeanyfurtherinformation.

Yoursfaithfully


JanetKidd|StormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices

Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
AucklandCouncil,Level6,8HerefordStreet,Ponsonby
Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Theresa Pearce <Theresa.Pearce@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 19 September 2014 2:32 p.m.
Janet Kidd; sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
Emma Joyce
FW: Mņngere-Ůtņhuhu Local Board Meeting of 17/09/2014

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

Purple Category

HiGuys,
Anothersetofminutesforyou–thesefromMangereOtahuhu–eͲmailbelow.
Kindregards
TheresaPearce|RelationshipAdvisor
InfrastructureandEnvironmentalServices

For Action
MEMO TO:

Theresa Pearce - Relationship Advisor

COPY TO:

John Dragicevich

FROM:

Janette McKain - Local Board Democracy Advisor

DATE:

19 September 2014

MEETING:

MƗngere-ƿtƗhuhu Local Board Meeting of 17/09/2014

Please note for your action / information the following decision arising from the meeting named above:
MO/2014/197
FILE REF

Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge Consent –
Stormwater Priorities Consultation
CP2014/18694

AGENDA ITEM NO.

18

Resolution number MO/2014/197
MOVED by Deputy Chairperson CM Elliott, seconded by Member TW Togiamua:
That the MƗngere-ƿtƗhuhu Local Board provides this feedback based on recent Local Board Plan
submissions and a cluster workshop on stormwater discharge:
a)

Mana whenua have advised the local board that contamination of the Manukau Harbour by
sewerage and cremated human ashes causes much distress, as the Manukau Harbour is
their food bowl, and the local board supports mana whenua and asks that contamination
from these sources as well as from stormwater be addressed.

b)

High priority should be given to managing flood risks to ensure public safety and protection
of critical infrastructure.

1

c)

High priority should be given to the ecological improvement of urban streams, especially
where there is a good level of community support.

d)

High priority should be given to managing stormwater impacts on the waste water network
as there are public health and environmental risks.

e)

There should be a coordinated and holistic approach to the management of contamination
of the Manukau Harbour within council and also involving other organisations, agencies and
mana whenua.
CARRIED

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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Auckland Council Stormwater Unit
Attention Janet Kidd
Stormwater Resource Consent Specialist

Stormwater Priorities Consultation Submission
Purpose
This submission provides feedback from Manurewa Local Board about what is important in
managing the stormwater flows into Manukau Harbour. The Stormwater Unit will use this and other
feedback to prioritise and plan their work. The Stormwater Unit will also use this feedback to inform
their application for resource consent to discharge stormwater into the steams and harbours around
Auckland.

Executive Summary
Stormwater infrastructure is core Council infrastructure.
The submission highlights the board’s views on key issues of concern about the management of
stormwater. These issues include:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

managing growth, both infill and greenfield
managing stormwater assets
managing flooding
enhancing urban streams
addressing contamination of the Manukau Harbour
stormwater recharge of ground water
stormwater effects on the sewerage system.

The submission also outlines the principle of a ‘treatment train’ approach to the management of
stormwater. Treating stormwater at source results in minimum additional load on the stormwater
network and the receiving environments.
The board is concerned that budgets be adequate to provide and maintain high standards of service.
Current issues including increasing population growth, increasing numbers of unusual weather
events and need for environmental protection mean that stormwater budgets need to increase.

Introduction
Managing stormwater is core council business.
The Manurewa Local Board welcomes this opportunity to provide principle-based feedback and to
contribute to setting the priorities for this core council work.
Rainfall and the water running off as stormwater is an invaluable resource supporting our beautiful
environment. The Stormwater Unit and its predecessors have made major contributions to the safe
and positive management of the urban environments of Auckland.
Effective management of stormwater has been highlighted by mana whenua and other local people
as a top priority in environmental protection for Manurewa.
Education and public awareness are important components in the programme for stormwater
management.

Proper Management of stormwater - treatment train approach
The board favours the principle of a ‘treatment train’ approach to the management of stormwater.
A ‘treatment train’ approach requires any new development to apply the following stormwater
treatment principles:
x
x
x
x

Collect the stormwater from the roof in a tank
Any overflow to a soakage pit
Soakage pit overflow to a vegetative swale
Swale overflow to the stormwater network

Advantages:
This treatment train approach has multiple advantages including:
x
x
x
x
x

long term lower cost,
lower stress on the stormwater system,
better ground recharge
better removal of contaminants so as to
preserve water quality.

Removing contamination:
Rain water arrives in a clean state but gets contaminated with chemicals, residual particles and dirt
when it runs off roofs, roads and other hard surfaces. Stormwater then needs to be treated to
remove the contamination. Treatment is most effective at the source of the contamination. A
treatment train approach means the rainwater passes through a number of stages in sequence each
of which allows for treatment in a different way. This treatment train approach should be used to
manage stormwater and to improve the quality of water discharging to the Harbour.
Integrated approach
Members want Council to:
x
x
x
x
x

take an integrated approach to water management to include capture and re-use
stormwater, and that overflows be discharged to further treatment in ground or swales.
adapt and implement international best practice for stormwater treatment, i.e.: use of rain
tanks, diverters, wetlands and vegetated (e.g.: oioi and piripiri plants) swale systems.
consider the long-term bigger picture of the impacts on the environment and prioritise this
in the budget.
stop using chemical sprays and mowing near streams so as to prevent further contamination
of streams by spray residues or grass clippings.
prioritise natural solutions with local community involvement in maintaining the vegetation
so mowing and spraying is no longer a cost to the budget.

Setting priorities
Auckland Council Stormwater Unit is seeking guidance on priorities from local boards, community
members, mana whenua and other stakeholders for management of the public stormwater network.
Stormwater Unit will incorporate this feedback to help clarify what are ‘Best Practicable Options’
given that there is more work to do than resources available at present.
This consultation is also part of an application under the Resource Management Act (1991) to obtain
resource consent to discharge stormwater into the Natural Environment including the Manukau
Harbour and the streams which flow into the harbour.
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Principles
Stormwater management must protect:
1. the public both in normal times and in times of flood and
2. the environment from damage though improper or polluted discharges of water.

What are the criteria being used for this consultation?
A Managing growth
Increase in growth in the built environment and the effect that this has on already undersized
stormwater pipes is of concern. There is also conflict between increasing run off from buildings
housing future populations and the protecting of the receiving environment. Intensification and infill housing needs to be carefully planned.
All developers should be required to provide for comprehensive onsite receiving of stormwater by
way of rainwater tank or similar for every new building as part of a stormwater ‘treatment train’
approach which provides systems that discharge only highest quality stormwater.
Greenfields:
Development of structures in ‘greenfields’ areas is a time of investment, perhaps the greatest
investment in that area since the initial clearing trees and settlement. Especially at these times of
major growth, the cumulative effects of developments need to be determined and understood as
part of resource consent. No growth that damages the waterways and the ‘receiving environment’
should be permitted.
Any remnants of native vegetation need to be absolutely protected along streams both on public
and private land.
Infill
Infill housing also impacts on the stormwater system and groundwater recharge. For intensification
or infill growth, a similar ‘treatment train’ approach should be required with important new rules to
reduce or eliminate impacts on environment.
B Managing Our assets
Asset management has to be a high priority because:
x
x
x
x
x
x

poor asset management leads to higher cost effects elsewhere
assets are getting older
populations are increasing
extreme weather events are increasing in frequency and magnitude
awareness of impacts of stormwater is rising and
sewerage contaminating the stormwater system is now unacceptable.

Best practice management of stormwater has changed since many of the assets were installed. A
‘treatment train’ approach is now preferred where previously a system based around cesspits and
pipes was thought adequate. Modernising the management of stormwater raises complex issues
where urbanisation has already happened and the pit and pipe method has been installed.
The stormwater system needs to be regularly monitored and maintained.
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Cesspits:
Maintenance and proper cleaning of cesspits should occur regularly. These measures cost money but
they make a huge difference to the water quality being discharged.
Unusual weather events:
Many of the stormwater assets were built when climate change was not well understood. Unusual
weather events including heavy rains are becoming more frequent. Assets now need to be managed
for more complex environments. Climate change is impacting on the frequency of ‘one in 100 year’
events which use to have just a 1 % chance of happening in any given year. Several such events are
now happening each year and assets need to cope with this.
Streams as assets:
Streams are also assets and part of the stormwater system. Streams through parks should have
riparian planting rather than grass mown or sprayed up to the edge of the stream. Streams emerging
from or entering pipes and culverts should have physical filters to catch rubbish and these should be
checked and cleared regularly.
C Managing Flooding
Background:
Flood modelling and stormwater systems design needs to take account of the increases in extreme
weather events in both frequency and magnitude. Flooding within low lying parts of Manurewa is
becoming more frequent, and effects on existing communities from flooding need to be managed.
Flood paths:
Flood minimisation requires overland flow paths are kept clear. Where building already exists,
Council has a responsibility to owners and residents (who may be tenants) to notify them of
potential risks. Council has made freely available its flood path maps through the computer
programme ‘GIS’. This is an excellent first step but not enough in itself to adequately fulfil Council’s
responsibility to inform residents of risk.
It is urgent for Council and the Stormwater Unit to prioritise no further safety risks to human health
and wellbeing through building on flood plains.
Critical infrastructure
Critical infrastructure needs to be protected from what is currently described as 1 in 200
hundred year events as a higher standard than the present one in 100 years standard. Council’s
Stormwater Unit has a planning, coordinating and educational role.
Such Critical Infrastructure includes:
x
x
x
x
x

Middlemore Hospital and SuperClinic
Mangere Sewerage Treatment plant
Auckland Airport
Wiri Oil Terminal and
major electrical substations.

D Managing urban streams
Urban streams are important to the wellbeing of the community by providing recreational and
environmental services. In Manurewa the major streams are Puhinui, Papakura and Waimahia and
there are many smaller streams.
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The board’s Environment Portfolio has received disturbing reports from the Pollution Response team
of sewerage pollution entering the Puhinui Stream from a large stormwater culvert near Cavendish
Drive.
The board sees a priority for stormwater management is to prevent any further degradation to the
streams. Stormwater exiting built up areas and infrastructure like cesspits and pipes needs to be free
of contaminants as it is discharged into these streams.
The Unitary plan seeks to further protect urban streams. Channelling streams into stormwater pipes
will be a non-complying activity under the Unitary Plan.
Management of urban streams can involve many units within Council and within the community. It
requires coordination and public education.
Stream health is determined by surveys of macro invertebrate health- numbers and kinds of
creatures in the streams. Environmental Services and others are involved in this work. Overall in
Manurewa, stream water quality is reported as poor. Improving stormwater management can make
big contribution to improving stream health and consequently harbour health.
Safety around streams for children must also be considered. Parents have primary responsibility for
managing risks of children around water. Council has responsibility for design and can promote
education safety campaigns.
E Contamination of the Manukau Harbour
All around the Harbour people are asking for a change in how it is managed. Local Boards have
collaborated to create a combined ‘Manukau Harbour Forum’ to provide stronger advocacy for the
guardianship and protection of the harbour. The boards agree that there is a wider responsibility to
ensure no further contamination, better protection of the environment including marine ecology,
and promotion of recreational amenity. Holistic management is required and the Stormwater Unit
needs to see this as a high priority.
For example there is an urgent need to remedy the sedimentation and contamination entering the
harbour. Sediment is identified as a contaminant of concern for the boards. No further development
should be permitted which adds additional sediment and contaminants to stormwater and flood
discharges.
In Manurewa there is concern that Council needs to give a higher priority to finding where
contamination of the harbour is coming from and to implement solutions. For example, Weymouth
beach has been closed to swimming for a number of years. Eventually Environmental Services
commissioned measurement of the water quality to identify the type of contamination. Results
point to contamination coming from a stormwater culvert with a catchment area of about 250
houses. Solutions need to be identified far more quickly so that this beach and others like it are not
a health hazard arising in a context of Council inaction.
Monitoring of water discharged into the harbour needs to be regular and frequent. Action then
needs to be taken urgently to remedy issues identified.
F Managing Stormwater discharges to ground water
Recharge of groundwater is vital to long term health of streams and the environment we all live in.
Intensification of land use increases the impervious areas and increases the amount of run off. There
is a risk with intensification that not enough water can soak into the ground and instead a great
extra load is added to the stormwater network.
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To counteract this, properties should be required to deal with stormwater runoff on site through a
treatment train approach before releasing any water to the stormwater network. Any use of semi
permeable rather than hard surfaces should be encouraged where practicable.
Concrete bases to streams should be progressively removed to encourage stream health.
Supplemented by appropriate planting, stream speed will slow to provide for healthier
environments for fish, eels and other aquatic life. Ground water recharge will be enhanced.

G Stormwater effects on the sewerage system.
It is a high priority to address any cross connection between the two networks. An ongoing close
working relationship between Watercare and Stormwater unit is necessary.
Evidence from the cross contamination at Weymouth Beach suggests that neither Stormwater nor
Watercare yet has adequate systems or resources to identify problems, let alone to fix them!
This must be rectified.

Council Role
Watercare has a separate discharge consent
Watercare has a separate consent for its discharge at Mangere. There is community concern about
Watercare discharge and a belief that Watercare is responsible for much of the contamination of
Manukau Harbour. There is also community concern about whether there is adequate scrutiny of
Watercare by Auckland Council.

Rectifying long term under investment in stormwater management
Contamination from the stormwater system has polluted the harbour to the state where it is not
safe to harvest traditional sea foods or even use some areas for swimming and active recreation.
There is evidence of long term contamination of the water at Weymouth Beach which apparently
enters the beach area through the stormwater system. This contamination was not detected by
stormwater monitoring processes. There is also widespread evidence of sedimentation of Manukau
Harbour. Sediments transported in part through the stormwater system show that more needs to be
done.

Long Term Plan
The board regards proper management of stormwater as a priority in advancing the wellbeing of the
people of Manurewa and for enhancing the environment upon which they depend. The board has
concerns that Councils in the past have not invested sufficiently to maintain adequate levels of
service in stormwater management. On the basis of the principles and reasons outlined in this
submission, the Board advocates for maintaining and indeed increasing the investment in the
management of stormwater in the forthcoming Long Term Plan.
There is general concern by members that any Stormwater Unit budget cuts would lead to greater
effects on the receiving environment. Less money for research into appropriate approaches,
increases concern that the same approach of using cesspits and pipes to managing stormwater
would be continued.
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Budgets need to be maintained to ensure opportunities for innovative approaches to managing
stormwater throughout this period of growth and transformation.
Residents around the Manukau Harbour regard enhancing the state of the harbour as a vital
component to the aspiration towards World’s most liveable city.

Consideration
Mana Whenua
Mana whenua have highlighted the importance of the streams and harbour to the board in Local
Board Plan hearings and in other consultations. Mana whenau leaders have said they regard the
streams and waters as like ‘the blood in our veins’ and as important to our wellbeing. The Manukau
Harbour was ’the foodbowl’ with each hapu around the harbour having specialty food depending on
what was available in its area. The harbour is regarded as central to diet, lifestyle and culture.
The ‘receiving environment’ for discharge is social as well as environmental.
The board has listened to this feedback and seeks to work in partnership with mana whenua to
enhance water quality and social wellbeing. Proper management of stormwater will remove
contaminants and contribute significantly to environmental and community wellbeing.

Community consultation
The board has engaged in several consultations with community groups and individuals. The
different perspectives and priorities gathered at these consultations have been used to inform the
board’s feedback. Submitters highlighted the importance of proper management of stormwater to
the people and environment of Manurewa.

Board supports this consent application
The board supports the Stormwater Unit in applying for resource consent to discharge stormwater
to the receiving environment of the streams and waters of Manukau Harbour and beyond. Whilst
the board understands the Stormwater Unit’s need to prioritise, members stated that all issues are
interconnected and therefore of equal importance.

Duration of consent
Consent to discharge will specify the number of years. Stormwater unit is proposing to ask for
consent to manage the discharge for the next 35 years which is the maximum period allowable.
Given concerns already identified with managing stormwater, the board considers a consent for ten
years is appropriate. This is a balance between the urgent need to see evidence of stormwater
management practices improving and the substantial cost of undertaking the consent application.
Monitoring
The board recommends formal monitoring of the consent every five years. The consent would
include conditions relating to monitoring, but these have not yet been developed. Evidence brought
to the board indicates a need for much more frequent monitoring of the stormwater discharges to
the Manukau Harbour. This monitoring needs to include measuring whether there is sedimentation
or contamination of the harbour.
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Rectification
Beyond monitoring, the board believes that stormwater management includes developing and
implementing a plan to start urgently rectifying and remediating areas which are health hazards to
the community.
30 September 2014
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Monday, 22 September 2014 1:28 p.m.
Sue Ira [sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz]
FW: Otara Papatoetoe Local Board Meeting Action 15 Sept

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

Purple Category

FYI
JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
AucklandCouncil
Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
Physical Address: Level 3 South, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland 1010
Postal Address: Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

3 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail



From: Varsha Belwalkar
Sent: Monday, 22 September 2014 1:22 p.m.
To: Janet Kidd
Subject: FW: Otara Papatoetoe Local Board Meeting Action 15 Sept


HelloJanet,

PleasefindattachedresolutionfromOtara–PapatoetoeLocalBoardonMHF.

Happytodiscusswithyou.

Regards
Varsha

For Action

MEMOTO:TheresaPearceͲRelationshipAdvisor

COPYTO:JohnDragicevich,DavidRameka,RangiMaihi,EmmaJoyce

FROM:CarolMcGarryͲDemocracyAdvisor

DATE:16September2014

MEETING:QtaraͲPapatoetoeLocalBoardMeetingof15/09/2014
1


Pleasenoteforyouractionthefollowingdecisionarisingfromthemeetingnamedabove:

SPECIFICACTIONSREQUIRED:

Pleasenoteandconsiderthelocalboardfeedback.

OP/2014/156
ManukauHarbourStormwaterNetworkDischargeConsent–Stormwater
PrioritiesConsultation
FILE REF
CP2014/18692
AGENDA ITEM NO.

18

ResolutionnumberOP/2014/156
MOVEDbyChairpersonECollins,secondedbyMemberLTFuli:
ThattheQtaraͲPapatoetoeLocalBoardprovidesthisfeedback:
a)contaminationisthemosturgentManukauHarbourissuetobeaddressed.Manawhenuahaverecently
toldtheboardoftheirdistressthatsewageandhumancremationashesarebeingplacedintheirfoodbowl
(theharbour).Theboardsupportsmanawhenuaandasksthatcontaminationfromthesesourcesaswell
asfromstormwaterbecomprehensivelyaddressed.
b)floodingandfloodrisksshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytopublicsafetyandprotectionofcritical
infrastructure.
c)urbanstreamsshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytostreamswithahighlevelofcommunitysupport,
andthosewherethegreatestecologicalbenefitcanbegained.
d)contaminationofManukauHarbourshouldbemanagedholistically,withinCouncilaswellasother
organisationsandagencies(includingmanawhenua).
e)stormwatereffectsonthewastewaternetworkshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytopublichealthand
environmentalrisks.
CARRIED


Kind regards
Carol
Carol McGarry | Democracy Advisor
ƿtara-Papatoetoe Local Board
Ph 09 262 8969 | Extn (41) 8969 Mobile 027 591 5024
AucklandCouncil, Level 2, Manukau Civic Building, 31 Manukau Station Road
Visit our website:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Wednesday, 17 September 2014 8:56 a.m.
Theresa Pearce; sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Emma Joyce
RE: Otara Papatoetoe Local Board Meeting Action 15 Sept

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

Purple Category

ThisiswonderfulfeedbackforustotakeforwardͲpleasethankthemfortheirtimeandconsideration.

Kindregards
JanetKidd
SeniorStormwaterSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,IE&S
AucklandCouncil
Mobile021834716
DDI093674280
From:TheresaPearce
Sent:17/09/201408:37
To:JanetKidd;sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Cc:EmmaJoyce
Subject:FW:OtaraPapatoetoeLocalBoardMeetingAction15Sept
HiGuys,
ResolutionsformOtaraPapatoetoeforyoubelow.
Cheers
Kindregards
TheresaPearce|RelationshipAdvisor
InfrastructureandEnvironmentalServices
From: Carol McGarry
Sent: Tuesday, 16 September 2014 4:35 p.m.
To: Theresa Pearce
Cc: John Dragicevich; David Rameka; Rangi Maihi; Emma Joyce
Subject: Otara Papatoetoe Local Board Meeting Action 15 Sept 



For Action

MEMOTO:TheresaPearceͲRelationshipAdvisor

COPYTO:JohnDragicevich,DavidRameka,RangiMaihi,EmmaJoyce

FROM:CarolMcGarryͲDemocracyAdvisor

DATE:16September2014

MEETING:QtaraͲPapatoetoeLocalBoardMeetingof15/09/2014
1


Pleasenoteforyouractionthefollowingdecisionarisingfromthemeetingnamedabove:

SPECIFICACTIONSREQUIRED:

Pleasenoteandconsiderthelocalboardfeedback.

OP/2014/156
ManukauHarbourStormwaterNetworkDischargeConsent–Stormwater
PrioritiesConsultation
FILE REF
CP2014/18692
AGENDA ITEM NO.

18

ResolutionnumberOP/2014/156
MOVEDbyChairpersonECollins,secondedbyMemberLTFuli:
ThattheQtaraͲPapatoetoeLocalBoardprovidesthisfeedback:
a)contaminationisthemosturgentManukauHarbourissuetobeaddressed.Manawhenuahaverecently
toldtheboardoftheirdistressthatsewageandhumancremationashesarebeingplacedintheirfoodbowl
(theharbour).Theboardsupportsmanawhenuaandasksthatcontaminationfromthesesourcesaswell
asfromstormwaterbecomprehensivelyaddressed.
b)floodingandfloodrisksshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytopublicsafetyandprotectionofcritical
infrastructure.
c)urbanstreamsshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytostreamswithahighlevelofcommunitysupport,
andthosewherethegreatestecologicalbenefitcanbegained.
d)contaminationofManukauHarbourshouldbemanagedholistically,withinCouncilaswellasother
organisationsandagencies(includingmanawhenua).
e)stormwatereffectsonthewastewaternetworkshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytopublichealthand
environmentalrisks.
CARRIED






Kind regards
Carol


Carol McGarry | Democracy Advisor 
ƿtara-Papatoetoe Local Board
Ph 09 262 8969 | Extn (41) 8969 Mobile 027 591 5024
AucklandCouncil, Level 2, Manukau Civic Building, 31 Manukau Station Road
Visit our website:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Emma Joyce <Emma.Joyce@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 12 September 2014 10:44 a.m.
Janet Kidd; Sue Ira
Theresa Pearce; Emma Cordery
Waitakere Ranges LB - Network Discharge Consent

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

Purple Category

Hi there
Just letting you know that Manukau Harbour NDC was on the Waitakere Ranges agenda last night. The
board decided it needed more time to consider its response and formed a working party of the Chair,
Deputy Chair, Neil Henderson and Saffron Toms to put together feedback.
Cheers
Emma
Emma Joyce | Relationship Advisor
Infrastructure and Environmental Services
021 984 692
Auckland Council, Level 2, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland
Visit our website: www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Theresa Pearce <Theresa.Pearce@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 19 September 2014 12:33 p.m.
sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz; Janet Kidd; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
Emma Cordery
Action Memo Item 17 ~ – Stormwater Priorities Consultation Whau Local Board 17 September
2014
Action Memo Item 17 ~ – Stormwater Priorities Consultation Whau Local Board 17 September
2014.DOC.doc

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

Purple Category

HiGuys,
ResolutionsfromWhaulocalBoardmeetingretheManukauHarbourCREconsultation.

Kindregards
TheresaPearce|RelationshipAdvisor
InfrastructureandEnvironmentalServices
DDI:098904107
Ext:(46)4107
Mob:0212217484
AucklandCouncil,Level2North,BledisloeHouse,Auckland
Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz



CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Theresa Pearce <Theresa.Pearce@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 19 September 2014 9:27 a.m.
Janet Kidd; sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
Batiri Hughes; Dot Dalziell
Action Memo Item 14 Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network ~ T?maki Local Board 16
September 2014
Action Memo Item 14 Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network ~ Tamaki Local Board 16
September 2014.DOC.doc

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

Purple Category

HiGuys,
AttachedaretheresolutionsfromtheMaungakiekieͲTamakiLocalBoard.

HiBatiri–thoughtthismightbeusefulforyoufromanESAPpointofview.

Kindregards
TheresaPearce|RelationshipAdvisor
InfrastructureandEnvironmentalServices
DDI:098904107
Ext:(46)4107
Mob:0212217484
AucklandCouncil,Level2North,BledisloeHouse,Auckland
Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Boardforyou.
Cheers

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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For Action
MEMO TO:

Theresa Pearce - Relationship Advisor

COPY TO:
FROM:

Gaylene Harvey - Democracy Advisor

DATE:

25 September 2014

MEETING:

Franklin Local Board Meeting of 23/09/2014

Please note for your action / information the following decision arising from the meeting
named above:
FR/2014/164
FILE REF

Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge Consent –
Stormwater Priorities Consultation
CP2014/18697

AGENDA ITEM NO.
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Resolution number FR/2014/164
MOVED by Deputy Chairperson AJ Naysmith, seconded by Member BS Crompton:
a) That the Franklin Local Board provides the following feedback to the stormwater
unit on the Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge Consents:
From the identified stormwater issues around the Manukau Harbour the highest priorities
are:
ISSUE*
Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1 is the most
urgent and 7 the least urgent)

Contamination
of the Harbour

Groundwater

S/water Effects
on the W/water
Network

Flooding

Stream
Management

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits

Assets

Growth

Managing growth
1
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
1
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
2
Managing urban streams
1
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour
1
Managing s/water discharges to groundwater
1
Reducing s/water effects on the w/water network
2
Local board views on criteria that guide how, through this network discharge consent
process, Auckland Council selects its priorities for stormwater management in the
Manukau Harbour and its associated sub-catchments (i.e. stream catchment areas) are
sought. These criteria are tabulated below and can be ranked according to priority:
BUSINESS AS USUAL CRITERIA#

9

9

9

9

9
9

Page 1

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(e) Easy wins
MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)

Ranking
(H, M, L)
H
H
L
H
H
H
L
H
H
Ranking
(H, M, L)
H
M
M
H

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure

Ranking
(H, M, L)
H

MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
Holistic stream management

Ranking
(H, M, L)

H
H

H
H
M
H

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
predicted)
Contaminant loads
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
organisations and agencies)

Ranking
(H, M, L)
H
H

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas

Ranking
(H, M, L)
H
H

REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)

Ranking
(H, M, L)
H

H
H
H
H

Page 2

Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)

H
H

b) That the Franklin Local Board advises they would like to receive further updates
on the outcomes of the Manukau Harbour Stormwater consultation process to
their Built and Natural Heritage Portfolio holders.
CARRIED

SPECIFIC ACTIONS REQUIRED:
Please forward the above feedback to the relevant staff for action.
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stacey Faire <stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz>
Tuesday, 30 September 2014 6:03 p.m.
sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
FW: Manukau Harbour CRE - consultation is closing

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Categories:

Orange Category


From: AlexHolley [mailto:alexholley@xtra.co.nz]
Sent: Tuesday, 30 September 2014 4:32 p.m.
To: 'Stacey Faire'
Cc: 'Alex Holley'; Alf; Andrew Robertson; Blake Ireland Starbox Wooden Packaging Ltd; Carrol Elliott;
carrol.elliott@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz; 'cdeacon@tycoelectronics. com'; Chris Thompson; 'Custom Controls'; 'Dave
Hanney'; evan@otbury.co.nz; Jennie Cowan; Jeremy Pellow; kenb@pengellys.co.nz; Les; Rob White; Robert Pascoe
Subject: RE: Manukau Harbour CRE - consultation is closing

HiStacey

Ipreparedasubmissionwhichwasapprovedbymyboard–andsubsequentlysubmitted.

TheonlythingIwouldliketohaveyouaddplease:

EverypitintheoldAucklandCouncilandManukauCouncilareaswerelistedonanassetregister.

Cesspitsusedtoberoddedandscheduledforcleaningwithacircuitacrossthecitybeingcompletedevery6
months.IntheAucklandCityCouncilareapitswhichwereinneedofcleaningwerescheduledandpassedtoa
contractorforcleaning.Ifsiphonswereblocked(evidencebywaterretention)thentheywerepassedtothe
drainagemaintenancecrewsforblowing.InAucklandthepitsmainlyhavehalfsiphons.IntheManukauarea
theyhavestraightsiphonsthusdetentionisminimalandlitter/debris/siltationisaproblem.

CRITICALpits(wherefloodingoccursatthebaseofanincline/hill)wereservicedtwiceayearregardlessas
becauseoftheirlocation–were/aresilt/litter/leaftrapsanyway,andHIGHRISK.Publicservitudewasminimalin
termsofoverlandflowandfloodinglargelymitigatedbecauseofgoodmaintenance.

Siltationofthesoakholesaroundtheprison/Epsomareasmeantthatfloodingwasanissueandthusnew
receivingenvironmentsshouldbetoppriority–retrofittingͲdetentionponds,newsoakholesandcomprehensive
maintenance.

IamcompetenttosubmitonthissubjectbecauseIundertookthemanagementoftheseworksoveratotalperiod
of25years,holdAucklandCityCouncilWorksForeman’sCertificatesinRoading,Maintenance,Constructionand
DrainageandAdministration,aDiplomainEnvironmentalTechnologyandanMBA.

ManythanksStaceyfortheopportunitytocomment.

Kindregards

AlexHolley
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From:StaceyFaire[mailto:stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz]
Sent:30September201414:54
To:'AlexHolley'
Cc:sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Subject:RE:ManukauHarbourCREͲconsultationisclosing
HiAlex,

Howareyou.Justfollowinguponyouremail.Anyupdatesfromyourboard?

KindRegards
Stacey

SeniorEnvironmentalAdvisor
CoastandCatchmentLtd
3TheBrae,MaraetaiBeach
ManukauCity2018

emailstacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz

Mobile021853440
Fax095366235

www.coastandcatchment.co.nz


Thisemailmessageandanyattachment(s)isintendedsolelyfortheaddressee(s)namedabove.Theinformationitcontainsis
confidentialandmaybelegallyprivileged.Ifyouarenottheintendedrecipient,youmustnotperuse,use,disseminate,
distributeorcopythisemailorattachments.Unauthoriseduseofthemessage,ortheinformationitcontains,maybeunlawful.
Ifyouhavereceivedthismessagebymistakepleasecallthesenderimmediatelyon095366238ornotifyusbyreturnemailand
erasetheoriginalmessageandattachments.Thankyou.
CoastandCatchmentLtd.acceptsnoresponsibilityforchangesmadetothisemailortoanyattachmentsaftertransmission
fromitsoffice.



From: Alex Holley [mailto:alexholley@xtra.co.nz]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 September 2014 9:23 a.m.
To: Stacey Faire
Subject: RE: Manukau Harbour CRE - consultation is closing

Hi Stacey
I have prepared a submission and am awaiting the approval of my Board. As soon as I have this I shall
forward it to you.
Regards
Alex Holley JP
Sent from Telecom’s Smartphonetwork
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-------- Original message -------From: Stacey Faire
Date:22/09/2014 1:17 PM (GMT+12:00)
To: sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Subject: RE: Manukau Harbour CRE - consultation is closing

Hello valued Stakeholders,

Firstly, I would like to apologise for the website link error in the last email. I have included an address that
works (see below) and I have attachments relevant documents, just in case. We are still accepting feedback
until the end of September.

http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/AboutCouncil/HaveYourSay/Pages/manukauharbourstormwaterpri
orities.aspx
Secondly, I would like to say thank you for those who have participated in the consultation and that this will
be my last email on the consultation process.

Thank you again for your time and interest.

Kind Regards Stacey

email stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz
Mobile 021 853 440
Fax 09 5366235

www.coastandcatchment.co.nz
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This email message and any attachment(s) is intended solely for the addressee(s) named above. The information it contains is
confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, use, disseminate, distribute
or copy this email or attachments. Unauthorised use of the message, or the information it contains, may be unlawful. If you have
received this message by mistake please call the sender immediately on 09 5366238 or notify us by return email and erase the
original message and attachments. Thank you.
Coast and Catchment Ltd. accepts no responsibility for changes made to this email or to any attachments after transmission from
its office.

From: Stacey Faire [mailto:stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz]
Sent: Friday, 19 September 2014 2:32 p.m.
To: sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Subject: Manukau Harbour CRE - consultation is closing

Hello,

You would have received previous emails and documents on the Manukau Harbour CRE. This is the last
reminder to provide your input into process as the consultation period is closing this month.

We value your priorities and input into this process. Please click on the link below to have your say.

http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/AboutCouncil/HaveYourSay/Pages/manukauharbourstormwaterpri
orities.aspx
Kind Regards
Stacey

Senior Environmental Advisor
Coast and Catchment Ltd
3 The Brae, Maraetai Beach
Manukau City 2018
4

email stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz

Mobile 021 853 440
Fax 09 5366235

www.coastandcatchment.co.nz

This email message and any attachment(s) is intended solely for the addressee(s) named above. The information it contains is
confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, use, disseminate, distribute
or copy this email or attachments. Unauthorised use of the message, or the information it contains, may be unlawful. If you have
received this message by mistake please call the sender immediately on 09 5366238 or notify us by return email and erase the
original message and attachments. Thank you.
Coast and Catchment Ltd. accepts no responsibility for changes made to this email or to any attachments after transmission from
its office.

5

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Theresa Pearce <Theresa.Pearce@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 19 September 2014 2:32 p.m.
Janet Kidd; sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
Emma Joyce
FW: Mņngere-Ůtņhuhu Local Board Meeting of 17/09/2014

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Categories:

Purple Category

HiGuys,
Anothersetofminutesforyou–thesefromMangereOtahuhu–eͲmailbelow.
Kindregards
TheresaPearce|RelationshipAdvisor
InfrastructureandEnvironmentalServices

For Action
MEMO TO:

Theresa Pearce - Relationship Advisor

COPY TO:

John Dragicevich

FROM:

Janette McKain - Local Board Democracy Advisor

DATE:

19 September 2014

MEETING:

MƗngere-ƿtƗhuhu Local Board Meeting of 17/09/2014

Please note for your action / information the following decision arising from the meeting named above:
MO/2014/197
FILE REF

Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge Consent –
Stormwater Priorities Consultation
CP2014/18694

AGENDA ITEM NO.
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Resolution number MO/2014/197
MOVED by Deputy Chairperson CM Elliott, seconded by Member TW Togiamua:
That the MƗngere-ƿtƗhuhu Local Board provides this feedback based on recent Local Board Plan
submissions and a cluster workshop on stormwater discharge:
a)

Mana whenua have advised the local board that contamination of the Manukau Harbour by
sewerage and cremated human ashes causes much distress, as the Manukau Harbour is
their food bowl, and the local board supports mana whenua and asks that contamination
from these sources as well as from stormwater be addressed.

b)

High priority should be given to managing flood risks to ensure public safety and protection
of critical infrastructure.

1

c)

High priority should be given to the ecological improvement of urban streams, especially
where there is a good level of community support.

d)

High priority should be given to managing stormwater impacts on the waste water network
as there are public health and environmental risks.

e)

There should be a coordinated and holistic approach to the management of contamination
of the Manukau Harbour within council and also involving other organisations, agencies and
mana whenua.
CARRIED

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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Auckland Council Stormwater Unit
Attention Janet Kidd
Stormwater Resource Consent Specialist

Stormwater Priorities Consultation Submission
Purpose
This submission provides feedback from Manurewa Local Board about what is important in
managing the stormwater flows into Manukau Harbour. The Stormwater Unit will use this and other
feedback to prioritise and plan their work. The Stormwater Unit will also use this feedback to inform
their application for resource consent to discharge stormwater into the steams and harbours around
Auckland.

Executive Summary
Stormwater infrastructure is core Council infrastructure.
The submission highlights the board’s views on key issues of concern about the management of
stormwater. These issues include:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

managing growth, both infill and greenfield
managing stormwater assets
managing flooding
enhancing urban streams
addressing contamination of the Manukau Harbour
stormwater recharge of ground water
stormwater effects on the sewerage system.

The submission also outlines the principle of a ‘treatment train’ approach to the management of
stormwater. Treating stormwater at source results in minimum additional load on the stormwater
network and the receiving environments.
The board is concerned that budgets be adequate to provide and maintain high standards of service.
Current issues including increasing population growth, increasing numbers of unusual weather
events and need for environmental protection mean that stormwater budgets need to increase.

Introduction
Managing stormwater is core council business.
The Manurewa Local Board welcomes this opportunity to provide principle-based feedback and to
contribute to setting the priorities for this core council work.
Rainfall and the water running off as stormwater is an invaluable resource supporting our beautiful
environment. The Stormwater Unit and its predecessors have made major contributions to the safe
and positive management of the urban environments of Auckland.
Effective management of stormwater has been highlighted by mana whenua and other local people
as a top priority in environmental protection for Manurewa.
Education and public awareness are important components in the programme for stormwater
management.

Proper Management of stormwater - treatment train approach
The board favours the principle of a ‘treatment train’ approach to the management of stormwater.
A ‘treatment train’ approach requires any new development to apply the following stormwater
treatment principles:
x
x
x
x

Collect the stormwater from the roof in a tank
Any overflow to a soakage pit
Soakage pit overflow to a vegetative swale
Swale overflow to the stormwater network

Advantages:
This treatment train approach has multiple advantages including:
x
x
x
x
x

long term lower cost,
lower stress on the stormwater system,
better ground recharge
better removal of contaminants so as to
preserve water quality.

Removing contamination:
Rain water arrives in a clean state but gets contaminated with chemicals, residual particles and dirt
when it runs off roofs, roads and other hard surfaces. Stormwater then needs to be treated to
remove the contamination. Treatment is most effective at the source of the contamination. A
treatment train approach means the rainwater passes through a number of stages in sequence each
of which allows for treatment in a different way. This treatment train approach should be used to
manage stormwater and to improve the quality of water discharging to the Harbour.
Integrated approach
Members want Council to:
x
x
x
x
x

take an integrated approach to water management to include capture and re-use
stormwater, and that overflows be discharged to further treatment in ground or swales.
adapt and implement international best practice for stormwater treatment, i.e.: use of rain
tanks, diverters, wetlands and vegetated (e.g.: oioi and piripiri plants) swale systems.
consider the long-term bigger picture of the impacts on the environment and prioritise this
in the budget.
stop using chemical sprays and mowing near streams so as to prevent further contamination
of streams by spray residues or grass clippings.
prioritise natural solutions with local community involvement in maintaining the vegetation
so mowing and spraying is no longer a cost to the budget.

Setting priorities
Auckland Council Stormwater Unit is seeking guidance on priorities from local boards, community
members, mana whenua and other stakeholders for management of the public stormwater network.
Stormwater Unit will incorporate this feedback to help clarify what are ‘Best Practicable Options’
given that there is more work to do than resources available at present.
This consultation is also part of an application under the Resource Management Act (1991) to obtain
resource consent to discharge stormwater into the Natural Environment including the Manukau
Harbour and the streams which flow into the harbour.

Manurewa Local Board submission for Stormwater Priorities Consultation
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Principles
Stormwater management must protect:
1. the public both in normal times and in times of flood and
2. the environment from damage though improper or polluted discharges of water.

What are the criteria being used for this consultation?
A Managing growth
Increase in growth in the built environment and the effect that this has on already undersized
stormwater pipes is of concern. There is also conflict between increasing run off from buildings
housing future populations and the protecting of the receiving environment. Intensification and infill housing needs to be carefully planned.
All developers should be required to provide for comprehensive onsite receiving of stormwater by
way of rainwater tank or similar for every new building as part of a stormwater ‘treatment train’
approach which provides systems that discharge only highest quality stormwater.
Greenfields:
Development of structures in ‘greenfields’ areas is a time of investment, perhaps the greatest
investment in that area since the initial clearing trees and settlement. Especially at these times of
major growth, the cumulative effects of developments need to be determined and understood as
part of resource consent. No growth that damages the waterways and the ‘receiving environment’
should be permitted.
Any remnants of native vegetation need to be absolutely protected along streams both on public
and private land.
Infill
Infill housing also impacts on the stormwater system and groundwater recharge. For intensification
or infill growth, a similar ‘treatment train’ approach should be required with important new rules to
reduce or eliminate impacts on environment.
B Managing Our assets
Asset management has to be a high priority because:
x
x
x
x
x
x

poor asset management leads to higher cost effects elsewhere
assets are getting older
populations are increasing
extreme weather events are increasing in frequency and magnitude
awareness of impacts of stormwater is rising and
sewerage contaminating the stormwater system is now unacceptable.

Best practice management of stormwater has changed since many of the assets were installed. A
‘treatment train’ approach is now preferred where previously a system based around cesspits and
pipes was thought adequate. Modernising the management of stormwater raises complex issues
where urbanisation has already happened and the pit and pipe method has been installed.
The stormwater system needs to be regularly monitored and maintained.

Manurewa Local Board submission for Stormwater Priorities Consultation
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Cesspits:
Maintenance and proper cleaning of cesspits should occur regularly. These measures cost money but
they make a huge difference to the water quality being discharged.
Unusual weather events:
Many of the stormwater assets were built when climate change was not well understood. Unusual
weather events including heavy rains are becoming more frequent. Assets now need to be managed
for more complex environments. Climate change is impacting on the frequency of ‘one in 100 year’
events which use to have just a 1 % chance of happening in any given year. Several such events are
now happening each year and assets need to cope with this.
Streams as assets:
Streams are also assets and part of the stormwater system. Streams through parks should have
riparian planting rather than grass mown or sprayed up to the edge of the stream. Streams emerging
from or entering pipes and culverts should have physical filters to catch rubbish and these should be
checked and cleared regularly.
C Managing Flooding
Background:
Flood modelling and stormwater systems design needs to take account of the increases in extreme
weather events in both frequency and magnitude. Flooding within low lying parts of Manurewa is
becoming more frequent, and effects on existing communities from flooding need to be managed.
Flood paths:
Flood minimisation requires overland flow paths are kept clear. Where building already exists,
Council has a responsibility to owners and residents (who may be tenants) to notify them of
potential risks. Council has made freely available its flood path maps through the computer
programme ‘GIS’. This is an excellent first step but not enough in itself to adequately fulfil Council’s
responsibility to inform residents of risk.
It is urgent for Council and the Stormwater Unit to prioritise no further safety risks to human health
and wellbeing through building on flood plains.
Critical infrastructure
Critical infrastructure needs to be protected from what is currently described as 1 in 200
hundred year events as a higher standard than the present one in 100 years standard. Council’s
Stormwater Unit has a planning, coordinating and educational role.
Such Critical Infrastructure includes:
x
x
x
x
x

Middlemore Hospital and SuperClinic
Mangere Sewerage Treatment plant
Auckland Airport
Wiri Oil Terminal and
major electrical substations.

D Managing urban streams
Urban streams are important to the wellbeing of the community by providing recreational and
environmental services. In Manurewa the major streams are Puhinui, Papakura and Waimahia and
there are many smaller streams.

Manurewa Local Board submission for Stormwater Priorities Consultation
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The board’s Environment Portfolio has received disturbing reports from the Pollution Response team
of sewerage pollution entering the Puhinui Stream from a large stormwater culvert near Cavendish
Drive.
The board sees a priority for stormwater management is to prevent any further degradation to the
streams. Stormwater exiting built up areas and infrastructure like cesspits and pipes needs to be free
of contaminants as it is discharged into these streams.
The Unitary plan seeks to further protect urban streams. Channelling streams into stormwater pipes
will be a non-complying activity under the Unitary Plan.
Management of urban streams can involve many units within Council and within the community. It
requires coordination and public education.
Stream health is determined by surveys of macro invertebrate health- numbers and kinds of
creatures in the streams. Environmental Services and others are involved in this work. Overall in
Manurewa, stream water quality is reported as poor. Improving stormwater management can make
big contribution to improving stream health and consequently harbour health.
Safety around streams for children must also be considered. Parents have primary responsibility for
managing risks of children around water. Council has responsibility for design and can promote
education safety campaigns.
E Contamination of the Manukau Harbour
All around the Harbour people are asking for a change in how it is managed. Local Boards have
collaborated to create a combined ‘Manukau Harbour Forum’ to provide stronger advocacy for the
guardianship and protection of the harbour. The boards agree that there is a wider responsibility to
ensure no further contamination, better protection of the environment including marine ecology,
and promotion of recreational amenity. Holistic management is required and the Stormwater Unit
needs to see this as a high priority.
For example there is an urgent need to remedy the sedimentation and contamination entering the
harbour. Sediment is identified as a contaminant of concern for the boards. No further development
should be permitted which adds additional sediment and contaminants to stormwater and flood
discharges.
In Manurewa there is concern that Council needs to give a higher priority to finding where
contamination of the harbour is coming from and to implement solutions. For example, Weymouth
beach has been closed to swimming for a number of years. Eventually Environmental Services
commissioned measurement of the water quality to identify the type of contamination. Results
point to contamination coming from a stormwater culvert with a catchment area of about 250
houses. Solutions need to be identified far more quickly so that this beach and others like it are not
a health hazard arising in a context of Council inaction.
Monitoring of water discharged into the harbour needs to be regular and frequent. Action then
needs to be taken urgently to remedy issues identified.
F Managing Stormwater discharges to ground water
Recharge of groundwater is vital to long term health of streams and the environment we all live in.
Intensification of land use increases the impervious areas and increases the amount of run off. There
is a risk with intensification that not enough water can soak into the ground and instead a great
extra load is added to the stormwater network.

Manurewa Local Board submission for Stormwater Priorities Consultation
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To counteract this, properties should be required to deal with stormwater runoff on site through a
treatment train approach before releasing any water to the stormwater network. Any use of semi
permeable rather than hard surfaces should be encouraged where practicable.
Concrete bases to streams should be progressively removed to encourage stream health.
Supplemented by appropriate planting, stream speed will slow to provide for healthier
environments for fish, eels and other aquatic life. Ground water recharge will be enhanced.

G Stormwater effects on the sewerage system.
It is a high priority to address any cross connection between the two networks. An ongoing close
working relationship between Watercare and Stormwater unit is necessary.
Evidence from the cross contamination at Weymouth Beach suggests that neither Stormwater nor
Watercare yet has adequate systems or resources to identify problems, let alone to fix them!
This must be rectified.

Council Role
Watercare has a separate discharge consent
Watercare has a separate consent for its discharge at Mangere. There is community concern about
Watercare discharge and a belief that Watercare is responsible for much of the contamination of
Manukau Harbour. There is also community concern about whether there is adequate scrutiny of
Watercare by Auckland Council.

Rectifying long term under investment in stormwater management
Contamination from the stormwater system has polluted the harbour to the state where it is not
safe to harvest traditional sea foods or even use some areas for swimming and active recreation.
There is evidence of long term contamination of the water at Weymouth Beach which apparently
enters the beach area through the stormwater system. This contamination was not detected by
stormwater monitoring processes. There is also widespread evidence of sedimentation of Manukau
Harbour. Sediments transported in part through the stormwater system show that more needs to be
done.

Long Term Plan
The board regards proper management of stormwater as a priority in advancing the wellbeing of the
people of Manurewa and for enhancing the environment upon which they depend. The board has
concerns that Councils in the past have not invested sufficiently to maintain adequate levels of
service in stormwater management. On the basis of the principles and reasons outlined in this
submission, the Board advocates for maintaining and indeed increasing the investment in the
management of stormwater in the forthcoming Long Term Plan.
There is general concern by members that any Stormwater Unit budget cuts would lead to greater
effects on the receiving environment. Less money for research into appropriate approaches,
increases concern that the same approach of using cesspits and pipes to managing stormwater
would be continued.
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Budgets need to be maintained to ensure opportunities for innovative approaches to managing
stormwater throughout this period of growth and transformation.
Residents around the Manukau Harbour regard enhancing the state of the harbour as a vital
component to the aspiration towards World’s most liveable city.

Consideration
Mana Whenua
Mana whenua have highlighted the importance of the streams and harbour to the board in Local
Board Plan hearings and in other consultations. Mana whenau leaders have said they regard the
streams and waters as like ‘the blood in our veins’ and as important to our wellbeing. The Manukau
Harbour was ’the foodbowl’ with each hapu around the harbour having specialty food depending on
what was available in its area. The harbour is regarded as central to diet, lifestyle and culture.
The ‘receiving environment’ for discharge is social as well as environmental.
The board has listened to this feedback and seeks to work in partnership with mana whenua to
enhance water quality and social wellbeing. Proper management of stormwater will remove
contaminants and contribute significantly to environmental and community wellbeing.

Community consultation
The board has engaged in several consultations with community groups and individuals. The
different perspectives and priorities gathered at these consultations have been used to inform the
board’s feedback. Submitters highlighted the importance of proper management of stormwater to
the people and environment of Manurewa.

Board supports this consent application
The board supports the Stormwater Unit in applying for resource consent to discharge stormwater
to the receiving environment of the streams and waters of Manukau Harbour and beyond. Whilst
the board understands the Stormwater Unit’s need to prioritise, members stated that all issues are
interconnected and therefore of equal importance.

Duration of consent
Consent to discharge will specify the number of years. Stormwater unit is proposing to ask for
consent to manage the discharge for the next 35 years which is the maximum period allowable.
Given concerns already identified with managing stormwater, the board considers a consent for ten
years is appropriate. This is a balance between the urgent need to see evidence of stormwater
management practices improving and the substantial cost of undertaking the consent application.
Monitoring
The board recommends formal monitoring of the consent every five years. The consent would
include conditions relating to monitoring, but these have not yet been developed. Evidence brought
to the board indicates a need for much more frequent monitoring of the stormwater discharges to
the Manukau Harbour. This monitoring needs to include measuring whether there is sedimentation
or contamination of the harbour.
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Rectification
Beyond monitoring, the board believes that stormwater management includes developing and
implementing a plan to start urgently rectifying and remediating areas which are health hazards to
the community.
30 September 2014

Manurewa Local Board submission for Stormwater Priorities Consultation

Page 8

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Wednesday, 17 September 2014 8:56 a.m.
Theresa Pearce; sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Emma Joyce
RE: Otara Papatoetoe Local Board Meeting Action 15 Sept

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Categories:

Purple Category

ThisiswonderfulfeedbackforustotakeforwardͲpleasethankthemfortheirtimeandconsideration.

Kindregards
JanetKidd
SeniorStormwaterSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,IE&S
AucklandCouncil
Mobile021834716
DDI093674280
From:TheresaPearce
Sent:17/09/201408:37
To:JanetKidd;sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Cc:EmmaJoyce
Subject:FW:OtaraPapatoetoeLocalBoardMeetingAction15Sept
HiGuys,
ResolutionsformOtaraPapatoetoeforyoubelow.
Cheers
Kindregards
TheresaPearce|RelationshipAdvisor
InfrastructureandEnvironmentalServices
From: Carol McGarry
Sent: Tuesday, 16 September 2014 4:35 p.m.
To: Theresa Pearce
Cc: John Dragicevich; David Rameka; Rangi Maihi; Emma Joyce
Subject: Otara Papatoetoe Local Board Meeting Action 15 Sept 



For Action

MEMOTO:TheresaPearceͲRelationshipAdvisor

COPYTO:JohnDragicevich,DavidRameka,RangiMaihi,EmmaJoyce

FROM:CarolMcGarryͲDemocracyAdvisor

DATE:16September2014

MEETING:QtaraͲPapatoetoeLocalBoardMeetingof15/09/2014
1


Pleasenoteforyouractionthefollowingdecisionarisingfromthemeetingnamedabove:

SPECIFICACTIONSREQUIRED:

Pleasenoteandconsiderthelocalboardfeedback.

OP/2014/156
ManukauHarbourStormwaterNetworkDischargeConsent–Stormwater
PrioritiesConsultation
FILE REF
CP2014/18692
AGENDA ITEM NO.

18

ResolutionnumberOP/2014/156
MOVEDbyChairpersonECollins,secondedbyMemberLTFuli:
ThattheQtaraͲPapatoetoeLocalBoardprovidesthisfeedback:
a)contaminationisthemosturgentManukauHarbourissuetobeaddressed.Manawhenuahaverecently
toldtheboardoftheirdistressthatsewageandhumancremationashesarebeingplacedintheirfoodbowl
(theharbour).Theboardsupportsmanawhenuaandasksthatcontaminationfromthesesourcesaswell
asfromstormwaterbecomprehensivelyaddressed.
b)floodingandfloodrisksshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytopublicsafetyandprotectionofcritical
infrastructure.
c)urbanstreamsshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytostreamswithahighlevelofcommunitysupport,
andthosewherethegreatestecologicalbenefitcanbegained.
d)contaminationofManukauHarbourshouldbemanagedholistically,withinCouncilaswellasother
organisationsandagencies(includingmanawhenua).
e)stormwatereffectsonthewastewaternetworkshouldbemanagedgivinghighprioritytopublichealthand
environmentalrisks.
CARRIED






Kind regards
Carol


Carol McGarry | Democracy Advisor 
ƿtara-Papatoetoe Local Board
Ph 09 262 8969 | Extn (41) 8969 Mobile 027 591 5024
AucklandCouncil, Level 2, Manukau Civic Building, 31 Manukau Station Road
Visit our website:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
2

26 September 2014

Attention Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142

Papakura Local Board feedback on Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge
Consent – Stormwater Priorities Consultation
Papakura Local Board considers the health of the Manukau harbour and its catchment streams to
be of high local significance and is pleased that a coordinated and integrated approach is being
taken to stormwater network discharge. As noted in the formal report, the Manukau Harbour is the
second largest harbour in New Zealand; it is an area of significant conservation value and an
internationally important wetland habitat. It is high time that a strategy was put in place to manage
the levels of pollutants and, over time, improve water quality for swimming and fishing.
The local board wishes to make the following feedback on the stormwater priorities consultation.
Specific consultation questions:
1. Managing growth and reducing contamination of the Manukau Harbour are of equal top
priority for the Papakura area. The remaining issues are secondary to these and the local
board does not consider it can rank them in any particular order, as different issues will take
precedence according to different situations.
2. In terms of the “business as usual” criteria, the local board would rank these in the following
order – redevelopment opportunities, multiple benefits, risk based analyses, cost based
analyses.
3. Managing growth, including through infill and re-development, is best achieved through a
partnership approach with developers and with infrastructure providers. This enables
flexibility in determining local issues and solutions, rather than a prescriptive approach set
out by the council without regard to future technological advances or the potential for
negotiation.
4. For all priority areas, it would be most effective to take an approach which leverages off
other projects – for example park upgrades or wastewater upgrades.
5. The approach to reducing contamination in the Manukau Harbour should prioritise
contaminant loads, based on those catchments that have the most widespread influence on
the water and sediment quality of the estuaries. Importance should also be placed upon
areas with high amenity, aesthetics and recreation value.

1 Greys Avenue | Private Bag 92300, Auckland 1142 | aucklandcouncil.govt.nz | Ph 09 301 0101

General points
6. Flood modelling work and the design of stormwater systems needs to take account of
future climate change. The effects on existing communities from floods need to be
managed.
7. It is frustrating that Council seems to be constantly repeating studies into contamination
sources and “identifying the problem” when there is a wealth of historical and recent data –
what is needed is solutions and action, not further research.
8. Sediment and zinc are two contaminants of major concern. In particular, the historic build
up and continued discharge of sediment is causing the proliferation of mangroves, which
are costly for communities to remove. It would be much more economical in the long run to
deal with the causes of mangrove spread.
I trust the above feedback is self explanatory but please contact me if you require further
clarification.
Papakura Local Board wishes to be kept informed of the outcomes of this consultation process.
Yours sincerely

Bill McEntee
Chair, Papakura Local Board

For Action
MEMO TO:

Theresa Pearce - Relationship Advisor

COPY TO:
FROM:

Philippa Hillman - Democracy Advisor, Maungakiekie-Tamaki Local
Board

DATE:

19 September 2014

MEETING:

Maungakiekie-7ƗPDNL/RFDO%RDUG Meeting of 16/09/2014

Please note for your action / information the following decision arising from the meeting
named above:
MT/2014/173
FILE REF

Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge Consent –
Stormwater Priorities Consultation
CP2014/18693

AGENDA ITEM NO.

14

Resolution number MT/2014/173
MOVED by Chairperson SD Randall, seconded by Member BM Graham:
That the Maungakiekie-7ƗPDNL/RFDO%RDUG
a)

thanks Sue Ira, Infrastructure and Environmental Services, for her attendance to
speak to this item.

1.

b)
supports in principle the high-level, broad-scale assessment approach
being proposed for an Auckland-wide network discharge consent.
c)
notes particular concerns around:
i)
cross-contamination of stormwater with waste water
ii)
stormwater effects on wastewater networks
iii) aging infrastructure
iv) contamination of waterways associated with growth, not only from
industry but also from households and commercial entities, including
small businesses
v)
council’s lack of comprehensive and accurate information on stormwater
assets and outlets
d)
requests that officers consider the following to mitigate against the
pollution of waterways:
4.
i) installation of infrastructure and devices such as swales and tetra traps
5.
ii) better monitoring of stormwater outlets
6.
iii) further exploration of daylighting opportunities and managing pollution
where it enters streams
7.
iv) better public information about the need to reduce pollution of
waterways and better mechanisms for members of the public to report
pollution.
e)
requests that officers consider the priorities identified regarding
stormwater issues around the Manukau Harbour in the following order:

2.

3.

8.
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14.

g)

h)

9.
i) contamination of the Manukau Harbour
10. ii) managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
11. iii) reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network
12. iv) managing our infrastructure/assets
13. v) managing urban streams
vi) managing growth
vii) managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
f)requests that officers consider the criteria for guiding how council will select
its priorities for stormwater management in the Manukau Harbour in the
following order:
15. i) multiple benefits
16. ii) risk-based analyses
17. iii) potential for redevelopment
18. iv) cost-benefit anaylsis
requests that priorities for managing future growth should be council-led rather
than developer-led, and should focus on the sensitivity of the Consolidated
Receiving Environment.
requests that officers provide further updates on the outcomes of the Manukau
Harbour Stormwater consultation process.
CARRIED

SPECIFIC ACTIONS REQUIRED:
Please note and action as appropriate resolutions to item 14 of the Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Local Board business meeting held on 16 September.
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Waitakere Ranges Local Board feedback to the Manukau Harbour Consolidated
Receiving Environment: Stormwater Priorities Consultation

1. The Waitakere Ranges Local Board is concerned that there is limited information specific
to the Manukau harbour, to be able to effectively comment on selecting stormwater
management priorities that would best mitigate existing and, potential future effects on
Auckland’s environment.
2. The board feels that the state of the receiving environment and how to reduce
contamination of our harbours should be, of high priority when considering the
management of stormwater issues. The intrinsic value we hold with the Manukau
harbour and other harbours has, and will, continue to be of great importance to
Aucklanders.
3. Auckland Council has inherited assets from historical urban development which are in
poor condition and not designed for the levels of growth seen today. Therefore risk of
asset failure is of high importance given that it has potential to lead to flooding and
contamination of the harbour.
4. The consultation paper identifies seven key stormwater issues and requests they are
ranked in order from most urgent to least urgent. This ranking system has the potential
for some issues which if you list as lower importance, to be deferred or not addressed
when they could equally be as important.
5. However as the feedback sought requires us to prioritise the various stormwater issues
identified, we make the following comments.
6. Issue 1: Managing Growth - Managing infrastructure and assets should be of high
priority, as our present assets in the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area (WRHA) on the
Manukau coastline, are degraded and in poor condition. Equally as important is the
contamination of the Manukau harbour, especially for the WRHA with issues around
septic tanks and stormwater effects on wastewater network.
7. Proposed criteria for managing growth – Sensitivity of the receiving environment has to
be of high importance. The reality (as modelled already by stormwater department), is
that the present planned Greenfields developments in South Auckland will utterly
overwhelm the Manukau receiving environments ability to deal with adverse impacts.
We are concerned that if we develop to the extent that is envisaged in the Auckland
Plan, the state of the environment in the Manukau harbour will go backwards. Similarly
‘sensitivity of the receiving environment’, and ‘easy wins’, should also be of high
importance.
8. Issue 2: Managing our Assets – ‘Asset condition and criticality’ should be of high
importance, with ‘impacts on existing communities where levels of service are not being
met’ following closely behind.

9. Issue 3: Managing flooding – Our comment is, how do you choose? Obviously public
safety is high on the list, but the others are equally of high importance, particularly
existing chronic issues that threaten livelihood or domicile.
10. Issue 4: Managing urban streams – For us in the WRHA, ecological benefit is high but
then we have little choice between the other options presented, other than that level of
active community support would rate high also. Most of our “urban” streams on the
Manukau side are of high ecological value.
11. Issue 5: Contamination of the Manukau harbour – Similar to comments noted under
issue 4, marine ecology is of high importance for the WRHA and Manukau catchment.
Overall for the whole harbour, it is critical to control the other contaminants going into our
network and ultimately the harbour.
12. Issue 6: Managing Stormwater discharges to groundwater – The stormwater experts
need to follow their own instincts and data on this issue, we not sure why this is being
presented as a choice to us as similarly to issue 5, there is a wide range of environments
that require a wide range of approaches.
13. Issue 7: Stormwater effects on the wastewater network – Once again, we do not
understand why this is being presented this way. Logically public health is a priority,
closely followed by environmental risk and one would assume that stormwater and
Watercare would work closely together, and factor opportunities to reduce costs.

For Action
MEMO TO:

Theresa Pearce - Relationship Advisor

COPY TO:
FROM:

Riya Seth - Democracy Advisor

DATE:

19 September 2014

MEETING:

Whau Local Board Meeting of 17/09/2014

Please note for your action / information the following decision arising from the meeting
named above:
WH/2014/141
FILE REF

Manukau Harbour Stormwater Network Discharge Consent –
Stormwater Priorities Consultation
CP2014/18696

AGENDA ITEM NO.

17

Resolution number WH/2014/141
MOVED by Member A Chand, seconded by Deputy Chairperson s Zhu:
That the Whau Local Board:
a)

Provides a high level feedback (as per table below) on priorities and criteria for
the management of Auckland Council’s public stormwater network to mitigate
its existing and potential future effects on Auckland’s environment:

ISSUE*

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour
Managing s/water discharges to groundwater
Reducing s/water effects on the w/water network

b)

Board’s Priority Ranking
(where 1 is the most urgent and
7 the least urgent)
6
5
7
4
1
3
2

Confirms that the board would like to receive further updates on the outcomes
of the Manukau Harbour Stormwater consultation process.
CARRIED

SPECIFIC ACTIONS REQUIRED:
For your action/information
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Manukau Harbour CRE: Workshop Handout and Feedback Form

The Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment: Stormwater
Priorities Consultation
Workshop Handout and Feedback Form
INTRODUCTION:
This is your chance to inform Auckland Council’s Stormwater Unit on your priorities for stormwater management for
the Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment (CRE).
This consultation is being undertaken as part of the Stormwater Unit’s stormwater network discharge consent
process, and has been completed for the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CREs. It is now focusing on the
Manukau Harbour CRE.
The Manukau Harbour, embayments and streams have significant cultural value to the various iwi and hapu, and
Aucklanders as a whole. The connection we hold with the waters of Manukau Harbour is a reflection of the
important role that this special place plays in Auckland’s history and community. All receiving waters have cultural
significance to local iwi due to the mauri (life force) of the water, and many have historical significance. These values
will be prioritised through the Stormwater Unit’s management initiatives.
However, the past growth of the city around the harbour has degraded its environment and caused stream erosion
and flooding problems. Contaminants originating from urban land use in the form of excess sediment, metals (such
as zinc and copper), oils, litter and other pollution have been washed into the streams and the harbour, either
directly or through the urban stormwater system.
Careful management of land-based activities, such as development through good land use practices, can help
prevent this harm. The Stormwater Unit is committed to the Auckland Plan vision to become the world’s most
liveable city. To be a liveable city we need to promote a “water sensitive community”. The Stormwater Unit key
objectives of safe communities, supporting growth, and healthy and connected waterways are all aimed at achieving
this vision, as highlighted below.
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SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES
Seven key stormwater issues have been identified for the Manukau Harbour CRE, namely
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

managing growth,
managing infrastructure/ assets,
managing flooding (or the risk of flooding),
urban stream management,
contamination of the Manukau Harbour
managing stormwater discharges to
groundwater, and
reducing stormwater effects on the
wastewater network

This consultation process focuses on priorities
within the urban areas of the Manukau Harbour
CRE. These are briefly described in the subsequent
sections, along with the proposed criteria that the
Stormwater Unit could use to prioritise future
efforts. This information will help you in
completing the attached feedback form.
The Stormwater Unit is responsible for the
operation of the regional public stormwater
network and managing its effects. Our budget, as
defined in the Long Term Plan (2012 – 2022) and
the Stormwater Asset Management Plan, is
currently about $64 million. It is distributed
across the different stormwater programmes as
illustrated in the pie chart.
However, it is neither practically possible nor
affordable to address all the negative effects of stormwater discharges we have inherited from historical
development within the next 35 years (the duration of a stormwater network consent). Effort and resources
therefore need to be directed to where we can make the most difference.
Feedback on Priorities
From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the Manukau Harbour CRE
and what must be most urgently addressed?

Managing growth

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1 is the most
urgent and 7 the least urgent)
7

Managing our infrastructure/ assets

6

Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)

4

Managing urban streams

5

Contamination of the Manukau Harbour

3

Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater

2

Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

1

ISSUE
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The Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment (CRE):
The Manukau Harbour CRE covers an area of around 879 km2. Approximately 145 km2 or 16.5% of this total area is
considered urban. It is the second largest harbour in New Zealand. The catchment also includes a number of
different types of significant regional infrastructure (such as the Auckland Airport, Manukau Wastewater Treatment
Plant (MWTP), North Island Main Trunk Railway line (NIMT), State Highways, etc.). There are 32 sub-catchments, and
approximately 1,250 km of stormwater drains (including pipes, ditches and open drains), 26,000 manholes and
20,000 catchpits. In addition, there are 7 “High Use Aquifer Management” areas within the CRE, 3 of which are
located predominantly within urban areas.
Location of the Manukau Harbour CRE Consolidated Receiving Environment

Stormwater
Effects on the
Wastewater
Network

Groundwater

Contamination
of the Harbour

Flooding

Assets

Growth

BUSINESS AS USUAL
#
CRITERIA

Stream
Management

BUSINESS AS USUAL:
The Stormwater Unit currently uses a number of “business as usual” criteria to prioritise expenditure within our
currently allocated budget, and would be applied when prioritising within and across each of the seven identified
issues. They are therefore generic to all issues. The proposed generic criteria include:

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
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ISSUE 1 – MANAGING GROWTH
In the Manukau Harbour CRE, currently only 12.2% of the land is zoned for business, industrial, residential and
airport uses. Another 20% of land zoned for special purpose, rural residential and public open spaces. Due to the
proximity of the catchment to major transport routes and other significant infrastructure, there is significant
potential for future growth in this catchment. Any future growth will need to balance economic development
against potential impacts on water quality and ecological health of receiving environments, as well as increased
demand on the stormwater network infrastructure.
The following key growth strategies identified in the Auckland Plan are relevant to the Manukau Harbour CRE:
x Greenfields Development:
o Future Urban Residential Areas: Takanini Structure Plan future stages, Hingaia Peninsula Structure
Plan areas and parts of Pukekohe North (such as Paerata and Belmont).
o Investigate for future residential and business growth land on the southern side of Drury Creek,
Pukekohe North, and Puhinui.
x

Intensification:
There will be general increased intensification around town centres and along transport nodes.
o Metropolitan Centres: Manukau, Papakura
o Town Centres: Onehunga, Otahuhu, Mangere, Papatoetoe, Manurewa, Takanini
o Satellite Towns: Pukekohe

The high level growth direction is provided by the Auckland Plan and Council’s future Unitary Plan. The Unitary Plan
includes provisions to reduce potential effects of greenfields development and intensification. Stormwater
infrastructure planning needs to be integrated with landuse planning to ensure the best community and
environmental outcomes are achieved. Redevelopment therefore offers opportunities for upgrades and
enhancement, and the Auckland Council Stormwater Unit is actively seeking to realise these opportunities through
promoting water sensitive infrastructure design within its requirements to developers and its own infrastructure
upgrades. However, within this high level direction, there is still a need to prioritise the Stormwater Unit’s effort.
Distribution of growth areas in the Manukau Harbour CRE
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What are the issues?
Growth and redevelopment offer opportunities for stormwater upgrades and enhancement. However, four issues
have been identified relating to growth, particularly if it is not managed well:
1. Development of greenfield and brownfield areas can compromise receiving environment values and degrade
habitats. Within the Manukau Harbour these growth areas discharge to low mixing coastal and estuarine
zones, which are more sensitive to changes resulting from urbanisation.
2. Infill development can also put pressure on existing networks and can compromise levels of service, such as
numbers of houses flooded.
3. The timing and rate at which growth occurs is market driven. Ad hoc development can lead to stormwater
issues such as flooding and effects on aquatic habitats.
4. Provision of integrated stormwater drainage infrastructure is difficult in areas where infrastructure needs to
serve multiple land owners or developers.
Managing Growth - Criteria for Selecting Priorities:
How important do you feel each of these criteria is for prioritising how the Stormwater Unit plans for growth? Please
rate them (along with the generic criteria) on the feedback form according to how strongly you feel about each one
by selecting high, medium or low importance.

Proposed Criteria for Managing Growth
1. Prevent, mitigate and/ or minimise adverse effects from future development:
Is preventing or minimising adverse effects from future greenfield development important to you?
The following criteria relate to different ways in which the Stormwater Unit could focus our effort to
avoid, as far as possible, creating adverse effects of stormwater discharges in greenfields areas
through integrated land use, stormwater management and water sensitive design.
a. Council identified priorities:
We could focus on growth areas identified by Council as high priority.
b. Partnership led:
We could work closely with developers and/ or infrastructure providers (e.g. Watercare) to
plan for future greenfields growth.
c. Developer led:
We could let developers take the lead on stormwater planning, with direction and input from
Council.
d. Sensitivity of the receiving environment:
Where growth areas have a significant potential to adversely affect sensitive receiving
environments we could identify opportunities to restrict or minimise development in these
areas.
2. Intensification and re-development:
Are issues surrounding re-development and intensification important to you? There are a range of
criteria that may affect priorities for stormwater management planning and infrastructure delivery
in areas of intensification and redevelopment:
a. Council identified priorities:
We could focus on areas identified by Council as high priority. For example, this could be an
area where intensification is significant and the Stormwater Unit wants to ensure that any
redevelopment is aligned with other infrastructure needs.
b. Partnership led:
We could work closely with developers and/ or infrastructure providers (e.g. Watercare) to
plan for future intensification and redevelopment.
c. Developer led:
We could let developers take the lead on stormwater planning, with direction and input from
Council to ensure that stormwater planning and infrastructure upgrades are still undertaken

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)
H

H
H

L

H

M

H

H

L
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Proposed Criteria for Managing Growth
comprehensively.
d. Sensitivity of the receiving environment:
We could focus on areas where growth areas have a significant potential to adversely affect
sensitive receiving environments or identify opportunities to reduce effects on these
environments.
e. Easy wins:
We could focus our effort in those areas where problems and solutions are well-known and can
be fixed at an affordable cost, while still accommodating future development.

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)
H

H
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ISSUE 2 – MANAGING OUR ASSETS
Extensive stormwater drainage networks exist in stormwater catchments in the Manukau Harbour CRE. Stormwater
drainage pipe network/open drains and associated inlets collect and dispose of stormwater runoff from low to
medium intensity high frequency rainfall events in the urban areas, to provide a level of drainage service to the
community, and protect residential/commercial properties and public roads from flooding. Assets also need to be
designed to high health and safety standards to protect the community.
Within the Manukau Harbour CRE’s 32 sub-catchments, there are approximately 1,227 km of stormwater drains
(including pipes, ditches and open drains), 26,042 manholes and 19,954 catchpits, and numerous other stormwater
fittings. Based on available asset data, there are an estimated 90 stormwater treatment ponds or wetlands and 72
other types of stormwater treatment devices including rain gardens, sandfilters, gross pollutant traps etc. (excluding
ground soakage devices) in the Manukau Harbour CRE. Of these, approximately 24 stormwater treatment ponds are
owned and operated by private entities.
Urban areas in the Waimahia Creek, Papakura Stream and Puhinui Creek Catchments are the most reticulated with
public stormwater drainage services in the Manukau Harbour CRE. Pahurehure Inlet and Ihumatao Catchments have
low drainage densities partially due to large undeveloped urban areas in these catchments. One Tree Hill and
Onehunga also have low drainage densities possibly due to the presences of ground soakage systems.
The Stormwater Unit has in place robust maintenance and upgrade processes for managing its assets. This includes
incident response as well as identification of poor infrastructure inherited from historical development that requires
upgrading. In this respect, pipe condition has been identified as poor and of most concern in the following
stormwater catchments:
x Huia;
x Titirangi/ Laingholm;
x One Tree Hill; and
x Onehunga
Pipe criticality rating in the Manukau Harbour CRE
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What are the issues?
1. Some of the assets from historical urban development are in poor condition or were not designed for the levels
of growth that have occurred since they were constructed.
2. Asset information (completeness and quality) that the Stormwater Unit has inherited from Legacy Councils is
variable, with limited information on streams, coastal structures, age and condition of public drainage
networks.
3. Where asset data is missing, it can affect critical asset management and renewals strategy, and limit Council’s
ability to demonstrate resource consent and permitted activity compliance.
4. Natural assets need to be better understood, quantified and integrated into asset management as an essential
component of the stormwater system.
5. Private assets need to be better understood, quantified and recorded by Council to assist with integrated
catchment management.
6. Quality control of asset design (including health and safety aspects) and installation, (including vested assets), is
an issue for management. When considering new stormwater assets, the Stormwater Unit needs to give strong
weighting to the long term viability of the asset.
The Stormwater Unit has put in processes to address these issues, however there is still a need to prioritise the
Stormwater Unit’s effort.
Managing our Assets - Criteria for Selecting Priorities
How important do you feel each of these criteria is for prioritising how the Stormwater Unit manages our assets?
Please rate them (along with the generic criteria) on the feedback form according to how strongly you feel about
each one, by selecting high, medium or low importance.

Proposed Criteria for Managing Our Assets
1. Asset condition and criticality:
We could prioritise asset management on the basis of the age, condition and type of material of the
stormwater network. Areas where the network has the potential to collapse or fail could be
prioritised where this failure could pose a potentially high risk. Under this criterion, risk includes
risks to the community and the environment. The criteria relates to three types of stormwater
assets:
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
(b) Above ground built natural assets (treatment devices such as constructed wetlands, swales,
rain gardens, overland flow paths, etc.)
(c) Stream assets (streams require maintenance such as weeding and planting, debris removal,
etc., though opportunities are constrained by the private ownership of these streams in the
CRE).
2. Impacts on existing communities where levels of service are not being met:
We could focus on those areas where levels of service are not being met and there are impacts (e.g.
public health and safety or erosion effects) on existing communities.

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)
H

M
H
H

H
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ISSUE 3 – MANAGING FLOODING
Historically, extreme floods have caused damage to residential, commercial, and industrial buildings, farms and
infrastructure facilities. In some areas, flooding of public roads has cut off people’s access to their properties. There
is also nuisance flooding of residential and commercial properties, public roads and sports reserves.
According to the Stormwater Unit Asset Management Plan, it is estimated that 3,300 properties in the Manukau
Harbour CRE have buildings at risk of flooding from the 100 year floodplain. This represents approximately 42% of
the 7,850+ floors at risk of flooding across the Auckland region. Based on current information and modelling, the
following catchments have the greatest risk of flooding of buildings from the 100 year floodplain: the Mangere Inlet,
Puhinui Creek and Papakura Stream.
Overland flow paths and flood prone depressions also pose a threat to buildings across the region, especially when
they are blocked by infill development and property additions/ renovations. An initial estimate indicates that
approximately 1,640 buildings are at risk of flooding from poorly managed overland flow paths, and 3,160 floors are
at risk of flooding as a result of being located in flood prone depressions, during a 100 year storm event.
It should be noted, however, that these estimates are very preliminary and for strategic planning purposes only. As
such they may overestimate the number of properties being flooded. The numbers are in the process of being
refined and verified once more detailed flood risk assessments have been completed for the catchments in Manukau
Harbour CRE. Information on flooding and designated overland flow paths is available on Council’s website at:
http://maps.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/aucklandcouncilviewer/ (add a layer on the map and tick catchments and
hydrology – this will bring up the overland flow paths, flood sensitive areas and flood plains)
Currently, the Stormwater Unit takes a risk management and cost-benefit approach to managing flooding, and these
are reflected in the generic criteria.
Building footprints in the 100 year ARI within the Manukau Harbour CRE
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What are the issues?
1. Flooding of other infrastructure (habitable floors including residential and commercial buildings) needs to be
better identified and quantified to provide greater protection of these assets from flooding for up to the
100 year rainfall event.
2. Flood modelling is currently being undertaken for all very high, high and medium ranked sub-catchments, and
information will be improved and updated with time.
3. Illegal infill development can be a threat to overland flow paths by blocking flow paths and causing flooding.
4. Flooding of critical infrastructure (hospitals, power substations, emergency roadways, etc.) needs to be better
identified and quantified to provide greater protection of these assets from flooding for up to the 200 year
rainfall event.
5. Significant uncontrolled flood flows can pose a risk to public safety and can lead to loss of life.

Managing Flooding - Criteria for Selecting Priorities
How important do you feel each of these criteria is for prioritising how the Stormwater Unit manages flooding and
the risk of flooding? Please rate them (along with the generic criteria) on the feedback form according to how
strongly you feel about each one, by selecting high, medium or low importance.

Proposed Criteria for Managing Flooding
1. Flooding occurrence:
We could prioritise our works to fix existing flooding by placing an emphasis on areas with recurrent
flood problem areas. For example, flooding of buildings and critical infrastructure which occurs on a
frequent basis could be prioritised over infrequent flooding (such as the 100 year storm event). This
would have to form part of a risk based approach to resolving flooding issues.

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)
H

2. Existing flooding and damage:
We could identify priorities for flooding solutions based on the potential level of damage to
buildings and infrastructure.

M

3. Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure:
A risk based approach would be taken whereby public safety, potential loss of life, critical
infrastructure and emergency facilities would have the highest priority.

H
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ISSUE 4 – MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Overall the Manukau Harbour CRE is estimated to contain around 1,300 km of open streams. Approximately 116 km
of these streams are within the urban area (i.e. 9%). Good quality streams and rivers enhance urban areas and
community well-being, maintain ecosystem goods and services, and create functional habitat and amenity value. In
addition, rivers and streams are of cultural significance to Māori, with their protection vital for the mauri (life giving
force) of the waters.
What are the issues?
The urban streams within the Manukau Harbour urban areas have been subject to changes in up-stream land use,
which has impacted on the ecology and functionality of the streams. Overall the Manukau Harbour CRE streams
within the urban area are of fair to poor ecological quality. The following key issues have been identified relating to
streams:
1. Due to past urban development and resulting increased impervious areas, nearly all urban streams have been
physically modified, and all have reduced ecological values resulting from effects such as:
x
accelerated stream channel erosion;
x
vegetation removal;
x
barriers to fish passage;
x
piping, lining and straightening;
x
lack of stream habitat due to urbanisation and stream modification;
x
contaminants (temperature, pH, metals, sediments, nutrients, leachate, emerging industrial
contaminants, etc); and
x
aquatic weeds
2. Bank and outfall erosion (and associated sedimentation) is the present throughout the Manukau CRE, and is of
particular concern within the northern catchments, such as the Titirangi/Laingholm and Blockhouse Bay South
catchments. This may be attributed to the steep hillsides in these areas.
3. Private industrial and commercial activities can lead to point-source discharges into streams causing localised
effects from a variety of contaminants.
4. The potential enhancement of streams could be constrained by other issues such as flooding, erosion, public
safety and security, rural influence, contaminated land and long term maintenance.
5. Greenfields and brownfields development, if well managed, could provide an opportunity for improvement.
However if poorly managed, it could worsen quantity, quality and aquatic habitat adverse effects on streams.
This can lead to a reduction in stream extent, quality and stability.

Urban Stream quality in the
Manukau Harbour CRE
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Managing Urban Streams - Criteria for Selecting Priorities
How important do you feel each of these criteria is for prioritising how the Stormwater Unit manages urban
streams? Please rate them (along with the generic criteria) on the feedback form according to how strongly you feel
about each one by selecting high, medium or low importance.

Proposed Criteria for Managing Streams
1. Ease of Intervention:
We could prioritise our works based on our factors such as zoning, ownership and access. Those
streams which are zoned as open space and are within public ownership can be more easily
managed by the Stormwater Unit than those under private ownership. Those streams in private
ownership would be of secondary concern.
2. Greatest ecological benefit:
We could prioritise our works by focussing on those areas where we can make the most difference
(i.e. those streams which have the biggest potential for enhancement and/ or connectivity). All
urban streams are impacted to some degree, but remaining ecological values still vary from stream
to stream. Existing ecological values should be protected, and ecological outcomes can potentially
be improved, but legacy actions and other constraints (see issue 5) could restrict what can be
achieved in the future.
3. The level of active community support:
Community involvement in stream management is important. We could focus on those areas
where there is a high level of community support to assist in ensuring the long term success of
stream management initiatives.
4. Opportunities to leverage outcomes through linkages to urban development, urban
enhancement or infrastructure projects:
We could tie into existing projects in order to improve stream management outcomes. For
example, the benefits of remediating stormwater issues are much greater if done in association
with park upgrades, the installation of cycleways and other public facilities, wastewater upgrades or
other projects.
5. Landscape integration and enhancement:
Stream corridors link communities and bring nature to the city. We could focus on improving
linkages in those streams which provide a focal point for community interaction as natural
pathways for commuters, exercise and passive recreation. Making stream corridors and parks a
safe and secure place for communities to enjoy and a forum for education. Connecting with nature
and cultural wellbeing would be a priority.
6. Holistic stream management:
Many aspects of stream management are outside the direct control of the Stormwater Unit (e.g.
management of industrial discharges, parks and rural and urban streams under private ownership).
We could take an advocacy role within the Council to motivate for better stream management
through the regulatory process and to take down barriers to stream enhancement.

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)
M

H

H

H

H

H
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ISSUE 5 – CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
The Manukau Harbour covers an area of approximately 365 km2 at high tide and has a shoreline of 460 km. has a
shoreline of 460km. The coastal environment consists of a series of complex shorelines with highly sheltered inlets
and embayments which lead out into the main body of the Manukau Harbour. The region is known to have a high
cultural significance, with many recognised Pa sites and the portage route used by Maori between the Tamaki and
Manukau Harbours (now Otahuhu). The entire Manukau Harbour is an also internationally important wetland
designated by the Department of Conservation as an Area of Significant Conservation Value.
What are the issues?
Based on available monitoring data, the Auckland Council State of Auckland Marine Report Card 2013 grades the
Manukau Harbour as having an ‘overall environmental health’ of D (with A being good and F bad). This grade
comprises three indicators, namely Water Quality (Grade D), Contaminants in Sediment (Grade B) and Ecology
(Grade D).
1. Contamination of the harbour comes from a variety of land use sources, including building materials,
contaminated sites, industrial and commercial areas. There are gaps in our knowledge in the extent of the direct
contributions these activities and other activities such as hardstands and boat cleaning facilities make to coastal
contamination.
2. These activities contaminate the harbour directly or through the urban stormwater system, which acts a conduit
for this contamination, rather than a source.
3. The highest monitored concentrations of zinc, copper, and lead occur in inner Mangere Inlet sites. This is likely
to be related to historical and ongoing industrial and commercial land use in surrounding catchments such as
One Tree Hill, Onehunga and Mangere.
4. Generally, the greatest increases in heavy metal contaminants (particularly zinc) have been observed in the
northern sub-inlets of the wider Pahurehure Inlet. However, this pattern is not as pronounced in more recent
monitoring data. Modelling suggests that some sites in this area will exceed threshold effects limits for ecological
health in under 20 years for copper and under 30 years for zinc concentrations.
5. Water quality is poor at the majority of monitoring sites in the Harbour, with the exception of Clarks Beach,
Grahams Beach and Manukau Heads (the Harbour mouth), which were all ranked as ‘fair’. These rankings are
primarily due to elevated nutrients and water turbidity (from rural landuse activities in the south and the
wastewater treatment plant in the north).
6. Overall, the ecological condition of benthic communities is degraded in the side-branches of the harbour. The
condition improves towards the mouth of the side-branches, and in the main harbour, ecological health is
generally very good.
7. Catchments that are considered to pose the greatest threat to the coastal environment, based on monitoring
results from water quality, sediment quality, shellfish contaminants, and benthic ecology programmes and
measured and modelled trends in sediment contaminants, are:
o One Tree Hill
o Onehunga
o Pahurehure Inlet
8. Sedimentation and turbidity are mainly rural landuse and future development issues, and can primarily be
addressed through rural land management and earthwork controls.
9. Litter is a widespread issue, but the relative contribution of litter through the stormwater system has not been
determined.
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10. There are a number of highly trafficked roads in the catchment which contribute to contamination of the
receiving environment.
Overall ranking of sub-catchments based on the risk posed by metals

Contamination of the Manukau Harbour - Criteria for Selecting Priorities
How important do you feel each of these criteria is for prioritising how the Stormwater Unit manages contamination
of the marine receiving environment? Please rate them (along with the generic criteria) on the feedback form
according to how strongly you feel about each one by selecting high, medium or low importance.

Proposed Criteria for managing contamination of the Manukau Harbour

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)

1. Existing contaminant levels
We could place a priority to ensure that already highly contaminated areas are not further
M
degraded. Available data shows that existing levels of contamination vary widely around the
Manukau Harbour. In general, the inner Mangere inlets are more contaminated than the remainder
of the Harbour.
2. Trends in contamination:
We could prioritise those areas which have the highest predicted change in contamination in the
future. Predicted and measured trends in metal concentrations vary from location to location.
Models predict that zinc and copper concentrations will slowly increase in the northern sub-inlets of
the Pahurehure Inlet. However, actual trends have been more variable.

H
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Proposed Criteria for managing contamination of the Manukau Harbour

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)

3. Contaminant loads:
Our prioritisation could be based on those catchments that have the most widespread influence on
the water and sediment quality of the estuaries. The environmental “footprint” of individual
catchments varies widely because of differences in their contaminant loads and dispersal patterns
in the coastal environment.

H

4. Marine ecology:
We could prioritise our efforts based on the health of the marine ecology. The health of benthic
communities is monitored by Council and used to assess the ecological response to contaminant
effects. Overall benthic health is degraded in the side-branches of the Harbour. Condition
improves towards the mouth of the side-branches, and in the main Manukau Harbour, ecological
health is generally good. As an example, a priority could be given to either managing the footprint
of degraded areas or protecting high value receiving environments such as Clarks Beach (where
benthic health diversity is the highest).
5. Amenity, aesthetics and recreational use
Amenity, aesthetic and use values vary around the Manukau Harbour. Stormwater contaminants
can degrade those values, especially litter and sediment. Build-up of metals in shellfish can pose a
risk to human health. Note that the effects of wastewater pollution are not covered by this consent
application. Areas of contact and recreational use could be prioritised jointly with Watercare
Services Ltd.
6. Holistic contaminant management
Hotspots from sources outside the direct control of the AC Stormwater Unit (for example landfills,
marinas and wastewater overflows) can have significant effects on the health of the estuaries and
the harbour. We could make it a priority to collaborate with other parts of the Council or external
institutions, including product stewardship by central government.

M

H

H
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ISSUE 6 – MANAGING STORMWATER DISCHARGES TO GROUNDWATER
The Manukau Harbour CRE has a number of High Use Aquifer Management areas (as identified in the Auckland
Council Regional Plan: Air Land and Water Plan). Those predominantly located in urban areas include:
1. Onehunga-Mt Wellington Volcanic;
2. Manukau City Waitematā (west of motorway);
3. Manukau City Kaawa;
Other aquifers within the CRE, located predominantly rural areas, include the Clevedon Waitematā, Franklin
Volcanic (Bombay, Pukekohe & Glenbrook aquifers), Franklin Kaawa ( excludes Awhitu Peninsula), and Drury SandVolcanic (north of Maketu Road).
Stormwater is disposed to ground in the following urban catchments:
x One Tree Hill;
x Onehunga;
x Mangere inlet; and
x Waiuku (within the Township).
The Takanini Peat Soil Aquifer is also present within the CRE and is a shallow aquifer system lying approximately
between the Drury Fault line and NIMT Railway embankment. Both the Takanini Peat Soil Aquifer and Pukekohe
Aquifers are recharge areas.
What are the issues?
The issues that have been identified relating to groundwater are:
1. The Onehunga aquifer is actively used for drinking water.
2. Recharge areas (such as the volcanic rock outcrops and the peat soil areas) require specific protection during
development, as these areas can provide the most significant recharge mechanism.
3. Land stability is a key issue for the peat soils in Papakura.
4. Some of the high use rural aquifers, e.g. Franklin Volcanic and Drury Sand-Volcanic, could be subject to
significant future development in the overlying catchment areas. Increase of impervious coverage will
potentially reduce groundwater infiltration and thus the recharge of these aquifers. The Franklin Volcanic
Aquifer is defined as a Quality Sensitive Aquifer.
5. It is likely that there is a significant amount of private soakage within the catchment, however, there is little
or no record of these devices.
6. Knowledge of the chronic effects of stormwater soakage on the aquifer is limited, particularly as a result of
the loss of aquifer capacity through sediment build up (often due to a lack of maintenance of the soak hole).
7. Without soakage, a reduction in stream baseflows can be expected, especially in areas with high
imperviousness (where there is little soakage into the ground).
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Ranking of catchments based on the interaction between stormwater and the aquifers in the Manukau Harbour CRE

Managing Stormwater Discharges to Groundwater - Criteria for Selecting Priorities
How important do you feel each of these criteria is for prioritising how the Stormwater Unit manages discharges to
groundwater? Please rate them (along with the generic criteria) on the feedback form according to how strongly
you feel about each one by selecting high, medium or low importance.

Proposed Criteria for managing stormwater discharge to Groundwater
1. Groundwater Takes:
We could progressively prioritise implementing improved soakage performance (i.e. water
quantity recharge) in areas where there are groundwater takes (as a raw water source for drinking
water), and target this implementation to those areas of highest use.
2. Disposal of stormwater into ground:
We could progressively prioritise improved treatment of stormwater prior to disposal into soakage
systems in areas of highest potential for sedimentation and clogging. Stormwater contaminants
can potentially migrate into groundwater aquifers and influence groundwater quality. In addition,
soakage can result in localised sediment accumulation in the rock matrix.

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)
H

H
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ISSUE 7 – STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Wastewater is typically managed by Watercare Services Ltd, so a coordinated effort between the Stormwater Unit
and Watercare will be required to resolve stormwater effects on the wastewater network.
What are the issues?
The drainage system in the Manukau Harbour CRE is separated, meaning that there is one system for wastewater
and another for stormwater. Although illegal cross-connections that cause inflow of stormwater into the
wastewater network exist in places, this is generally a localised issue and does not result in the large volume
overflows that occur in the combined network around the Waitematā Harbour.
However, during large storm events the wastewater system may become overloaded, and flood water could become
contaminated with wastewater:
x Ensuring that the wastewater system has sufficient capacity to convey flows, in all but the most severe
storms, is Watercare’s responsibility.
x Managing floods is a stormwater issue.
Reducing the potential for contamination of flood waters may therefore be best addressed by both organisations
working together.
Managing Stormwater Effects on the Wastewater Network - Criteria for Selecting Priorities
How important do you feel each of these criteria is for prioritising how the Stormwater Unit manages effects of
stormwater on the wastewater network? Please rate them (along with the generic criteria) on the feedback form
according to how strongly you feel about each one by selecting high, medium or low importance.

Proposed Criteria for managing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

Level of
Importance
(H, M, L)

1. Public health risk:
We could prioritise our efforts based on risks of contaminated flooding and wet weather overflows
to human health. This would need alignment with Watercare Services Ltd.

H

2. Environmental risk:
We could prioritise our efforts based on risks of contaminated flooding and wet weather overflows
to the health of the receiving environment. This would need alignment with Watercare Services
Ltd.
3. Watercare opportunities taken as they arise:
Under this criterion it is proposed that opportunities to implement solutions be identified in
coordination with Watercare Services Ltd as they arise.

M

H
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MANUKAU HARBOUR CRE: STORMWATER PRIORITIES CONSULTATION: FEEDBACK DETAILS

Name: Auckland Regional Public Health Service
Address: Private Bag 92605, Symonds Street Auckland

Phone:

623 4600

Email: leslieb@adhb.govt.nz

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?

Do you have any additional comments?

If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.
Would you like to be kept informed of the outcome of this consultation process?
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

√ YES
√ NO

√

Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following areas? Please tick in
either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
CRE Area
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes
√
√
√
√
√
√
v

No

[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

Please return this feedback form to us via email at the following address: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jason Myers (ADHB) <JasMyers@adhb.govt.nz>
Friday, 29 August 2014 2:55 p.m.
'Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz'; 'stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz'
Leslie Breach (ADHB); Holly Westerman (ADHB)
Feedback on the Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment Discharge Consent
FinalSubmissionARPHS.pdf; FinalFeedbackFormARPHS.pdf

HiJanetandStacey,

PleasefindattachedthefeedbackformandsubmissionfromtheAucklandRegionalPublicHealthServiceonthe
ManukauHarbourConsolidatedReceivingEnvironmentDischargeConsent.

Kindregards

Jason



Jason Myers
Policy Analyst (Temp)
Auckland Regional Public Health Service
Cornwall Complex, Building 15 – Level 2, Greenlane Clinical Centre, Auckland
Tel: 09-623 4600 x 27105 | Fax: 09-623 4633 | Email jasmyers@adhb.govt.nz
www.arphs.govt.nz

Our vision: Tamaki Makaurau - protecting population health, promoting future wellbeing
Please, conserve our resources... think before you print!
CONFIDENTIALITY: The information contained in this email message (and any attachments) is CONFIDENTIAL and
may be subject to LEGAL PRIVILEGE. This information is intended only for the recipient named in this message. If
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient you must not read, disclose, copy, distribute or use the
information in any way. If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and then
delete this email message. Thank you.
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> on behalf of Network Discharge Consent
<ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Tuesday, 2 September 2014 9:51 a.m.
Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
FW: CRE stormwater management Manukau Harbour
manukaucrenetworkfeedbackform.pdf; ATT00001.txt; MHRS submission StormwaterAug2014.pdf

Another

JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialistStormwaterUnit,I&EServicesAucklandCouncil

Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358PhysicalAddress:Level3South,Bledisloe
House,24WellesleyStreet,Auckland1010PostalAddress:PrivateBag92300,VictoriaStreetWest,Auckland1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz PleaseconsidertheenvironmentbeforeprintingthiseͲmail

ͲͲͲͲͲOriginalMessageͲͲͲͲͲ
From:AnnaWhite[mailto:annawhite@orcon.net.nz]
Sent:Saturday,30August20143:35p.m.
To:NetworkDischargeConsent
Cc:<landcare@awhitu.org.nz>
Subject:CREstormwatermanagementManukauHarbour

Attachedpleasefindbrieffeedbackfromourorganisation.

PleasenotethatwearefullyinsupportofthecontentsofthedetailedManukauHarbourRestorationSociety
submissiondatedAugust6,acopyofwhichisalsoattachedforeasyreference.

thankyou
AnnaWhite
Secretary
AwhituPeninsulaLandcareInc

[AucklandCouncil]

CAUTION:Thisemailmessageandanyattachmentscontaininformationthatmaybeconfidentialandmaybe
LEGALLYPRIVILEGED.Ifyouarenottheintendedrecipient,anyuse,disclosureorcopyingofthismessageor
attachmentsisstrictlyprohibited.Ifyouhavereceivedthisemailmessageinerrorpleasenotifyusimmediatelyand
eraseallcopiesofthemessageandattachments.Wedonotacceptresponsibilityforanyvirusesorsimilarcarried
withouremail,oranyeffectsouremailmayhaveontherecipientcomputersystemornetwork.Anyviews
expressedinthisemailmaybethoseoftheindividualsenderandmaynotnecessarilyreflecttheviewsofCouncil.
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JanvanWijk
Chairman
ConiferGroveResidentsAssociation
From:StaceyFaire[mailto:stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz]
Sent:Friday,19September20142:32p.m.
To:sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz
Subject:ManukauHarbourCREͲconsultationisclosing

Hello,

YouwouldhavereceivedpreviousemailsanddocumentsontheManukauHarbourCRE.Thisisthelastreminderto
provideyourinputintoprocessastheconsultationperiodisclosingthismonth.

Wevalueyourprioritiesandinputintothisprocess.Pleaseclickonthelinkbelowtohaveyoursay.

http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/AboutCouncil/HaveYourSay/Pages/manukauharbourstormwaterpriorities.a
spx
KindRegards
Stacey



SeniorEnvironmentalAdvisor
CoastandCatchmentLtd
3TheBrae,MaraetaiBeach
ManukauCity2018

emailstacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz

Mobile021853440
Fax095366235

www.coastandcatchment.co.nz


Thisemailmessageandanyattachment(s)isintendedsolelyfortheaddressee(s)namedabove.Theinformationitcontainsis
confidentialandmaybelegallyprivileged.Ifyouarenottheintendedrecipient,youmustnotperuse,use,disseminate,
distributeorcopythisemailorattachments.Unauthoriseduseofthemessage,ortheinformationitcontains,maybeunlawful.
Ifyouhavereceivedthismessagebymistakepleasecallthesenderimmediatelyon095366238ornotifyusbyreturnemailand
erasetheoriginalmessageandattachments.Thankyou.
CoastandCatchmentLtd.acceptsnoresponsibilityforchangesmadetothisemailortoanyattachmentsaftertransmission
fromitsoffice.
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> on behalf of Network Discharge Consent
<ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 19 September 2014 10:27 a.m.
Jenny Cox
Sue Ira [sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz] ; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
RE: Manukau Harbour clean up

Thank you Brian. We have noted your feedback and will pass it on to our teams that are working with
WaterCare on this matter.
Cheers
JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
AucklandCouncil
Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
Physical Address: Level 3 South, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland 1010
Postal Address: Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

3 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail



From: Jenny Cox [mailto:cx@waiuku-college.school.nz]
Sent: Saturday, 6 September 2014 4:25 p.m.
To: Network Discharge Consent
Subject: Manukau Harbour clean up


ItisessentialthattheburdenofpollutedwaterenteringtheHarbourisreducedimmediately,Thespillofsewageat
timesofheavyrainfallistotallyunacceptable.

BrianCox
96HullRoad,
Waiuku

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sue Ira <sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz>
Thursday, 18 September 2014 11:23 a.m.
Stacey Faire
FW: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT - Consultation

Yes–NicolafromEDSdidrespond,sowecanusetheirfeedback.
Cheers
Sue


From: Nicola de Wit [mailto:nicola@eds.org.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 17 July 2014 3:58 p.m.
To: 'Sue Ira'
Subject: RE: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT - Consultation

HiSue,

YespleaseimplementthefeedbackprovidedprovidedfortheWaitematĈHarbour.

Kindregards,

NicoladeWit
Solicitor
EnvironmentalDefenceSociety

POBox91736|VictoriaStreetWest|Auckland1142|NewZealand
094802565|0276969598|nicola@eds.org.nz

FormoreinformationaboutEDSgotowww.eds.org.nz;www.edsconference.com
TheCommunityGuidetotheResourceManagementActgotowww.rmaguide.org.nz
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From: Sue Ira [mailto:sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 17 July 2014 9:39 a.m.
To: Nicola de Wit
Subject: RE: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT - Consultation

HiNicola,
Itrustyouarekeepingwell.IsawthatyouareunabletoattendtheManukauHarbourCREstormwater
prioritiesconsultationworkshop.Iwonderedifyouwouldlikeustousethefeedbackyouprovidedforthe
WaitematƗ Harbourforthisconsultationinitiative?Icanconfirmthatwedidthatforthe TƗmaki
consultationandgiventhatmanyoftheissuesareverysimilar,itworkedwellandIwasableto
incorporateyourfeedback intothedraftconsultationreport.
Alternatively,youmaywishtocompletetheManukauHarbourfeedbackform –I cansendthistoyouif
you’dlikemeto.
Ilookforwardtohearingfromyou.
1

Withbestwishes,
Sue
Koru Environmental Consultants Limited
P O Box 125147
St Heliers
1740
Ph: (09) 528 3866
Mobile: 021 922 408
http://www.koruenvironmental.co.nz
PleasenotethatIamcurrentlyworkingparttime:ourofficehoursareMonday,Tuesday,ThursdayandFridayfrom8:30until
3:30.IdonotworkonWednesdays.
3 PleaseconsidertheenvironmentbeforeprintingthiseͲmail
NOTE:Thiscorrespondenceisconfidentialandintendedforthenamedrecipient(s)only. Ifyouarenotthenamedrecipientandreceivethiscorrespondenceinerror,you
mustnotcopy,distributeortakeanyactioninrelianceonitandyoushoulddeleteitfromyoursystemandnotifythesenderimmediately.Anyviewsexpressedinthis
messagearethoseoftheindividualsender,exceptwherethesenderexpressly,andwithauthority,statesthemtobetheviewsofKoruEnvironmentalConsultantsLimited.
Beforeopeninganyattachments,pleasecheckthemforvirusesanddefects.KoruEnvironmentalConsultantsLimitedand/oritsemployeesshallnotbeliableforthe
incorrectorincompletetransmissionofthiseͲmailoranyattachments,norberesponsibleforanydelayinreceipt. Thankyouforyourassistance.


-----Original Appointment----From: Janet Kidd
Sent: Tuesday, 1 July 2014 11:58 a.m.
To: Janet Kidd; 'david.greig@nzta.govt.nz'; Cath Heppelthwaite; 'deborah.hewett@kiwirail.co.nz'; Timothy Hegarty;
Suzanne Weld; 'ptuinder@doc.govt.nz'; 'laura.furneaux@mpi.govt.nz'; 'leslieb@adhb.govt.nz';
'jdudley@adhb.govt.nz'; 'nicolas.giraldo@hnzc.co.nz'; 'info@msi.govt.nz'; 'Nicolaa@eds.org.nz';
'n.beveridge@forestandbird.org.nz'; 'foenz@kcbbs.gen.nz'; 'sam@sustainablecoastalines.org';
'andrew.jenks@xtra.co.nz'; 'juliatuineau@gmail.com'; 'landcare@awhitu.org.nz'; 'mudlarks@vodafone.co.nz';
'iansouthey@yahoo.co.nz'; 'mel.galbraith@aut.nz'; 'shorebird@farmside.co.nz'; 'info@birdrescue.org.nz';
'kiwibonnie@yahoo.com'; 'kate.akers@landcare.org.nz'; 'trudy.rankin@landcare.org.nz'; 'waynebeau@xtra.co.nz';
'chairman@pipspapakura.org.nz'; 'keith@skipper.co.nz'; 'gracer@xtra.co.nz'; 'info@LegaSea.co.nz';
'scottm@wilmac.co.nz'; 'trish@legasea.co.nz'; 'percyml@xtra.co.nz'; 'Andrew@yachtingnz.org.nz'; 'info@wyc.org.nz';
'commodore@mymbc.org.nz'; 'watersports@instruction.com'; 'commodore@clarksbeachyachtclub.org.nz';
'matt@pauaware.co.nz'; 'president@titirangicoastguard.org.nz'; 'sue@communitywaitakere.org.nz';
'admin@mecoss.org.nz'; 'richette@bbholdings.co.nz'; 'ceo@otaraboardsforum.org.nz'; 'riversidecc@xtra.co.nz';
'barbara.carney@mbct.org.nz'; 'Graeme.Bakker@mbct.org.nz'; 'peter.atkinson@ema.org.nz';
'Daniel@propertynz.co.nz'; Michael Barnett (external); 'Graham.Matthews@aucklandaiport.co.nz';
'amanda@onehunga.net.nz'; 'richette@otahuhumainstreet.co.nz'; 'giba@xtra.co.nz'; 'chris@panmure.net.nz';
'jan@blockhousebay.org.nz'; 'grange.lodge.motel@xtra.co.nz'; 'mtcba@xtra.co.nz';
'carol_anne@mangerebridgevillage.co.nz'; 'mbvillage@maxnet.co.nz'; 'waiukutownmanager@gmail.com';
'anpwilliams@gmail.com'; 'stuart.palmer@snl.co.nz'; 'stewart@manukaucentralbusiness.co.nz';
'alexholley@xtra.co.nz'; 'obassociation@xtra.co.nz'; 'vasunaidu@xtra.co.nz'; 'roger@acenz.com'; 'jim@jackson.co.nz';
'wattledowns@live.com'; 'denisejohuia@xtra.co.nz'; 'info@cornwallis.org.nz'; 'melsbarton@gmail.com';
'chking@ihug.co.nz'; 'parau.ratepayers@hotmail.com'; 'foxgrove@xtra.co.nz'; 'dave@alderair.co.nz';
'Nigel@hoske.co.nz'; 'pikorouahouse2@gmail.com'; 'jomax2113@windowslive.com'; 'mptoophey@xtra.co.nz';
'hinnehettema@yahoo.com.au'; 'awoodford@clear.net.nz'; 'il.sj.brown@gmail.com'; 'pastel@clear.net.nz';
'ladu159@yahoo.co.nz'; 'ekiriona@yahoo.co.nz'; 'tinasteune@hotmail.com'; 'fredmerilyn@xtra.co.nz';
'pat.guptill@xtra.co.nz'; 'chiefleckie@ihug.co.nz'; 'Chris@riskassessment.co.nz'; 'clarks.muka@xtra.co.nz';
'elowera@ihug.co.nz'; 'admin@probussouthpacific.org'; 'aftavui@clear.net.nz'; 'papatuanukumarae@xtra.co.nz';
'admin@papakuramarae.co.nz'; 'secretary@manurewamarae.co.nz'; 'admin.mataatua@gmail.com';
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'admin@muma.co.nz'; Sue Ira [sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz] ; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz);
nicola@eds.org.nz
Cc: 'Scott Macindoe'; Martine Abel; 'Gary Holmes - Glen Innes Business Association'; Anna White; AntoniaCraig;
gandamarson; Adam Scattergood; Ian and Anna McNaughton
Subject: MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT – REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION ON
STORMWATER PRIORITIES
When: Monday, 21 July 2014 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. (UTC+12:00) Auckland, Wellington.
Where: RES STH Civic Annex Ground Manukau (Seats 80)



Goodmorning


TheAucklandCouncilStormwaterUnitisrequiredundertheResourceManagementAct(1991)toobtain
resourceconsentstodischargestormwaterfromtheregion’sstormwaternetworkintothenatural
environmentunderaprocesscalledNetworkDischargeConsents(NDCs).TheAucklandCouncil
StormwaterUnitisproposingahighlevel,broadͲscaleassessmentapproachtostormwaterNDCs,with
stakeholderconsultationfocusedonConsolidatedReceivingEnvironmentsorCREs.There are ten CREs in
the region, and some of you will have been involved in the consultation process for the WaitematƗ Harbour
and Greater TƗmaki CREs. These CREs are almost complete and we are now focussing on the Manukau
Harbour CRE.


WeintendthattheapplicationbeprecededbywellͲdesignedandfocusedconsultation,resultinginquality
engagementwithstakeholders.Itishopedthatthisengagementwillthenstrengthenandconsolidatethe
longtermrelationshipsneededforonͲgoingcatchmentͲbasedinitiativesfollowingtheconsent.The
ManukauHarbourCREConsultationProcessisthereforefocusingontwospecificquestionsfor
consultation:

1. Fromthestormwaterissuesidentified,whatdoyouthinkaretheprioritiesfortheManukau
HarbourCREareaandwhatmustbemosturgentlyaddressed?
2. FromtheStormwaterUnit’sresponsibilities,whatdoyouthinkarethecriteriathatcouncilshould
useforselectingstormwatermanagementpriorities?


ThekeystormwaterissuesidentifiedfortheManukauHarbourCREincludegrowth,managing
infrastructure/assets,managingflooding(ortheriskofflooding),urbanstreammanagement,
contaminationoftheestuaryandcoastalinlets,managingstormwaterdischargestogroundwater,and
stormwatereffectsonthewastewaternetwork.

TheStormwaterUnitwouldliketoobtainfeedbackinrelationtothesetwoquestionsandattachthe
followinginformationtoassistthisprocess:

3

x
x

TheManukauHarbourConsolidatedReceivingEnvironment:StormwaterPrioritiesConsultation
InformationBrochure
TheManukauHarbourConsolidatedReceivingEnvironment:StormwaterPrioritiesConsultation
FeedbackForm




ThefollowingmoredetailedinformationwillbeshortlyavailableonCouncil’swebsiteatthefollowing
address: http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay
x
x

FrequentlyAskedQuestions–includingalistofdetailedresponsestothefrequentlyasked
questionsaboutthisproject.
TheManukauHarbourConsolidatedReceivingEnvironment:StormwaterPrioritiesConsultation
SummaryReport–adetailedtechnicalreportregardingthechallengesofmanagingthe
stormwaterdrainingintotheManukauHarbourcatchment.Thisreportcontainsdetailsregarding
keyissueswithinthecatchmentarea,alongwithanexplanationofthepotentialcriteriafor
prioritisation.



Itshouldbenotedthattherearecertainaspectswhichwillnotbeconsultedon,namely:
x

x

Highlevelregionalissues,visions,objectivesandoutcomesasthesepertaintostormwaterbecause
thesehavealreadybeenagreedtoandarealreadydeterminedbypreͲexistingplansandpolicies;
and
Thenetworkconsent’sobjectivesandoutcomes,asthesewillbederivedfromthepriorities.



TheStormwaterUnitthereforerequeststhatyou(ortherelevantperson(s)inyourorganisation)consider
theattacheddocumentationandprovideanyfeedbacktoususingtheattachedfeedbackformand
sendingittothefollowingaddress: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz by 8AugustMay2014.

ToassistyouinprovidingfeedbacktheStormwaterUnitproposestoholdtwopublicworkshops.The
workshopswillbeheldon:
x
x

Monday21July2014between10:00amand12:00pmattheAucklandCouncilManukauBuilding
Annex,ManukauRoomonGroundFloor(thisinvite)and
Thursday24July2014between6:00pmand8:00pmalsoatAucklandCouncilManukauBuilding
Annex, ManukauRoomonGroundFloor (anotherinvite).



Wewouldwelcomeyourattendanceateitheroftheworkshopsand inviteshavebeensenttoboth.To
clarify,youdonotneedtoattendbothworkshops,justwhicheverismostconvenient. PleaseRSVPby
Friday11July2014. Ifyouhaveanyquestionsregardingtheconsultationprocess,orwouldliketomeet
todiscussanyaspectsoftheinformationprovided,pleasedonothesitatetocontactuspriortothisdate.
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TheStormwaterUnitwouldliketothankyouinadvanceforyourtime.ProvidinginputintotheManukau
HarbourstormwaterconsultationprocessassistsAucklandCouncilindefiningthehighͲlevelmanagement
prioritiesforthecatchment.Welookforwardtoworkingwithyouandobtainingyourfeedbackonthis
importantproject.Pleasedonothesitatetocontacttheundersignedon3674280orSueIraon021922
408ifyouwouldlikeanyfurtherinformation.

Yoursfaithfully

JanetKidd|StormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices

Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
AucklandCouncil,Level6,8HerefordStreet,Ponsonby
Visitourwebsite: www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz


3 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail






CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are not the
intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email message in error
please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any viruses or similar carried with our
email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in this email may be those of the individual
sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT: STORMWATER
PRIORITIES CONSULTATION:
FEEDBACK FORM

Name: Kate Loman-Smith
Address: 5 Ysabel Crescent, The Gardens, Manurewa, Auckland 2105

Phone: 021657344

Email:katelomansmith@gmail.com

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Questions:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the
Manukau Harbour CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
ISSUE*

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1
is the most urgent and 7
the least urgent)
1
2
2
1
1

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour
Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network, reducing
wastewater effects on the stormwater network

2
2

2. Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to
stormwater management within the Manukau Harbour CRE.

#

Assets

Flooding

Stream
Management

Contamination
of the Harbour

Groundwater

Stormwater
Effects on the
Wastewater
Network

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits

Growth

BUSINESS AS USUAL
CRITERIA#

h
h
h
h

m
h
h
h

m
m
m
m

h
m
h
h

m
m
m
m

m
l
m
m

m
m
m
m

Please note that these criteria can be ranked individually for each issue, or be ranked the same across all the issues.

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(e) Easy wins

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
h
m
l
m
h
m
l
m
h

*A description of the identified issues and criteria can be found in the Manukau Harbour CRE Stormwater Priorities
Consultation Document and in the Consultation Brochure, available at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay

MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
h
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
h
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
h
m
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)
depends

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
m
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
h
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
h

MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
Holistic stream management

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
h
h
l
m
m
h

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
h
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
h
predicted)
Contaminant loads
h
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
h
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
m
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
m
organisations and agencies)

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
h
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas
h
REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK, I see it as reducing
wastewater effects on the stormwater network,
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
h
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
h
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
h
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?

Do you have any additional comments?
New growth(developers) can pay for a lot of the needs listed above and so maybe the
development fee structure needs a revisit?
I would like to see the cumulative effects the individual developments established.Its seems
that when a Resource Consent is being sought by a Developer, that the existing ecological
(stream life) picture (it is often degraded) is assessed and used to justify piping. This does
not take into account past harm and therefore does not show the potential for stream life. I’d
like to see that assessed also; this will often give grounds for restoration.
Any existing remnants of Native vegetation, riparian and otherwise should be preserved,
enlarged and restored and boundary limits should be such that the trees and/or vegetation
will not interfere with any future buildings light (sun) requirements.
If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.
¥
Would you like to be kept informed of the outcome of this consultation process?
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

¥<(6
¥12

Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following
areas? Please tick in either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

CRE Area
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes

No

Please return this feedback form to us either via post or email at the following addresses:

POSTAL ADDRESS:
Attention: Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142
EMAIL ADDRESS: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT:
STAKEHOLDER MEETING: HOUSING NEW ZEALAND.
Venue: Housing NZ Offices, Greenlane, Auckland.
Date: 7 August 2014
Time: 11:00am – 12pm.
MEETING MINUTES
Attendance List
Name
Brendon Liggett
Patrick Dougherty
Mandy Sherring
Matthew Saseve-Dale,
Janet Kidd
Stacey Faire

Organisation
Development Planning Manager, HNZC
Manager, New Projects, HNZC.
Senior Developer Planner, HNZC.
Portfolio Manager, HNZC.
Senior Stormwater Resource Consent Specialist, Stormwater
Unit, Auckland Council
Project Consultation Facilitator, Coast and Catchment Ltd.

Welcome
Janet Kidd welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked them for their time and attendance.
Everyone introduced themselves and explained their roles.
General Discussion
Janet explained the project and Housing NZ queried why Auckland Council needs to apply for
consent. Janet clarified that the project is to make the consenting for the public network;
consistent, to streamline the legacy of the previous six councils and confirmed that independent
commissioners would be appointed to determine the application for resource consent.
Housing NZ questioned if the consent includes public impervious surfaces, beyond discharges solely
from the public network. Janet responded that to manage the impervious surfaces Auckland Council
looks at the best practicable option, including best practice.
Housing NZ queried if Auckland Council has an updated system with catchment analysis that Housing
NZ can consider tap into, to identify solutions for Housing NZ properties? Janet noted that
catchment analysis would fit into the more detailed level of catchment planning.
Housing NZ representatives, at the meeting, agreed to have an internal session to coordinate their
feedback and where happy to use the existing feedback from and ranking system provided.
Housing NZ noted that their feedback will be focused on issues related to their assets and not health
of the harbour as they are not environmental advocate group.
Housing NZ noted that for asset management, their biggest issue is flooding. In South Auckland
they have assets built in the 1980/90’s that are poorly constructed and are subject to repeat

flooding. They noted that these areas are clay based soils; the specific area is between Takanini/
Papakura, along State Highway 1. Housing NZ recapped that flooding, from stormwater:
damage to the buildings;
increased dampness; and
has a negative impact on the wellbeing of their tenants.
Growth
Housing NZ explained how they manage their large housing portfolio by:
providing strategic planning input, into the unitary plan;
intensification of existing properties, with minor dwellings;
addressing their social housing remit, which may see large developments in uneconomically
viable areas; and
working with their internal operations team to reduce the long-term costs of maintaining
their assets.

Housing NZ briefly mentioned their concern about onsite management of stormwater and ongoing
costs of maintenance, particularly rain gardens. Janet mentioned that for the large scale housing
projects, a stormwater management plan, that works through the best practicable options and
include limitations, is the vehicle for identifying appropriate stormwater solutions. Janet confirmed
that Auckland Council is in favour of protection of streams and onsite treatment of stormwater,
where practicable.
Closing and Feedback
The meeting ran out of time and the presentation was not finished. Auckland Council left the
presentation with Housing NZ. Housing NZ confirmed that they would coordinate internally and
provided feedback by the end of the month. Janet and Stacey and thanked the group for their time
and input. Stacey will liaise with Brendon at the end of the month to follow up.

MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT:
STAKEHOLDER MEETING: HOUSING NEW ZEALAND.
Venue: Housing NZ Offices, Greenlane, Auckland.
Date: 7 August 2014
Time: 11:00am – 12pm.
MEETING MINUTES
Attendance List
Name
Brendon Liggett
Patrick Dougherty
Mandy Sherring
Matthew Saseve-Dale,
Janet Kidd
Stacey Faire

Organisation
Development Planning Manager, HNZC
Manager, New Projects, HNZC.
Senior Developer Planner, HNZC.
Portfolio Manager, HNZC.
Senior Stormwater Resource Consent Specialist, Stormwater
Unit, Auckland Council
Project Consultation Facilitator, Coast and Catchment Ltd.

Welcome
Janet Kidd welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked them for their time and attendance.
Everyone introduced themselves and explained their roles.
General Discussion
Janet explained the project and Housing NZ queried why Auckland Council needs to apply for
consent. Janet clarified that the project is to make the consenting for the public network consistent,
to streamline the legacy of the previous six councils and confirmed that independent commissioners
would be appointed to determine the application for resource consent.
Housing NZ questioned if the consent includes public impervious surfaces, beyond discharges solely
from the public network. Janet responded that as impervious surfaces divert rainwater to the
stormwater system, they are included under the consent. As such there will be controls on the
quantity and quality of this stormwater diversion, which will be based on the Unitary Plan
requirements and be based on the concept of the best practicable option for renewal/upgrade of
existing areas as well as development of future areas.
Housing NZ queried if Auckland Council has an updated system with catchment analysis that Housing
NZ can consider tap into, to identify issues and solutions for Housing NZ properties.
The
Stormwater Unit is always obtaining information and updating models throughout the region,
through prioritisation processes. Housing NZ can certainly request details of existing information
and details of future programmes.
Housing NZ representatives, at the meeting, agreed to have an internal session to coordinate their
feedback and were happy to use the existing feedback form and ranking system provided.

Housing NZ noted that their feedback will be focused on issues related to their assets.
Housing NZ noted that for asset management, their biggest issue is flooding. In South Auckland
they have assets built in the 1980/90’s that are poorly constructed and are subject to repeat
flooding. They noted that these areas are clay based soils; the specific area is between Takanini/
Papakura, along State Highway 1. Housing NZ recapped that flooding, from stormwater:
damage to the buildings;
increased dampness; and
has a negative impact on the wellbeing of their tenants.
Growth
Housing NZ explained how they manage their large housing portfolio by:
providing strategic planning input, into for instance the Unitary Plan;
intensification of existing properties, with minor dwellings;
addressing their social housing remit, which may see large developments in uneconomically
viable areas; and
working with their internal operations team to reduce the long-term costs of maintaining
their assets.

Housing NZ briefly mentioned their concern about onsite management of stormwater and ongoing
costs of maintenance, particularly rain gardens. Janet mentioned that for the large scale housing
projects, a stormwater management plan, that works through the best practicable options, which
include limitations, is the vehicle for identifying appropriate stormwater solutions. Janet confirmed
that Auckland Council is in favour of protection of streams and onsite treatment of stormwater,
where practicable.
Closing and Feedback
The meeting ran out of time and the presentation was not finished. Auckland Council left the
presentation with Housing NZ. Housing NZ confirmed that they would coordinate internally and
provided feedback by the end of the month. Janet and Stacey and thanked the group for their time
and input. Stacey will liaise with Brendon at the end of the month to follow up.

MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT: STORMWATER
PRIORITIES CONSULTATION:
FEEDBACK FORM

Name: Chris Keenan
Address: Horticulture NZ Head Office PO Box 10232, The Terrace Wellington

Phone:

027 668 0142

Email:chris.keenan@hortnz.co.nz

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Questions:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the
Manukau Harbour CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
ISSUE*

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1
is the most urgent and 7
the least urgent)
1
7
3
5
4

Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

2
6

2. Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to
stormwater management within the Manukau Harbour CRE.

#

Assets

Flooding

Stream
Management

Contamination
of the Harbour

Groundwater

Stormwater
Effects on the
Wastewater
Network

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits

Growth

BUSINESS AS USUAL
CRITERIA#

H
H
L
M

H
H
L
M

H
H
M
H

H
H
M
H

H
H
M
M

H
H
H
H

H
M
M
M

Please note that these criteria can be ranked individually for each issue, or be ranked the same across all the issues.

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(e) Easy wins

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
L
H
M
H
L
H
L
M
L

*A description of the identified issues and criteria can be found in the Manukau Harbour CRE Stormwater Priorities
Consultation Document and in the Consultation Brochure, available at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay

MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
M
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
H
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
M
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)
H

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
H
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
M
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
H

MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
Holistic stream management

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
L
M
L
H
H
H

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
H
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
H
predicted)
Contaminant loads
H
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
H
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
L
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
H
organisations and agencies)

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
H
H

REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
M
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
H
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
L
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
Groundwater sustainability outside the stormwater management area that is influenced by
stormwater system design in developing urban areas

Production land effects in general from increased hydrological flushing and decreased
groundwater recharge.

Do you have any additional comments?

If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.
:RXOG\RXOLNHWREHNHSWLQIRUPHGRIWKHRXWFRPHRIWKLVFRQVXOWDWLRQSURFHVV"¥<(6
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[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]
Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following
areas? Please tick in either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

CRE Area
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes

No
¥

¥
¥
¥
¥
¥
¥

Please return this feedback form to us either via post or email at the following addresses:
POSTAL ADDRESS:
Attention: Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142
EMAIL ADDRESS: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

¥

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> on behalf of Network Discharge Consent
<ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 29 August 2014 9:14 a.m.
Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
FW: Manukau raw sewage into Harbour

JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
AucklandCouncil
Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
Physical Address: Level 3 South, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland 1010
Postal Address: Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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From: Jacinta Kerrigan [mailto:j.kerrigan@barfoot.co.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 28 August 2014 11:20 p.m.
To: Network Discharge Consent
Subject: Manukau raw sewage into Harbour

Hello
I would like to add my view about the overflow into the manukau Harbour.
As a resident of this area for 40 years I have seen huge improvements to our coast and flora and fauna since
the improvement of the sewage ponds.
Please do not let raw sewage into our Harbour. There must be a cleaner way to treat it. I think our Harbour
has long ago had enough and this must not happen.
I hope you hear the voices of the area and change plans in consultation with the community and rangers at
Ambury Farm our lovely local farm. Who spend thdre time educating the wider Auckland community about
conservative and environmental improvements.
Thank you Jacinta Kerrigan
---------------------------------------------------------------Attention: - This message and any attached files may contain confidential and privileged information. If you
have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and delete all copies of the
message and attachments. You are not authorized to use, disseminate, or reproduce any files or content. Any
comments or opinions expressed in this message are those of the individual sender NOT Barfoot &
Thompson.
1

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT: STORMWATER
PRIORITIES CONSULTATION:
FEEDBACK FORM

Name: KiwiRail
Address: Private Bag 92138, Victoria street west
Auckland 1142

Attn: Andrew de L’Isle

Phone: 09 363 8282

Email: Andrew.de-lisle@kiwirail.co.nz

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Questions:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the
Manukau Harbour CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
ISSUE*

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1
is the most urgent and 7
the least urgent)
5
3
6
2
1

Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

4
7

2. Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to
stormwater management within the Manukau Harbour CRE.

#

Assets

Flooding

Stream
Management

Contamination
of the Harbour

Groundwater

Stormwater
Effects on the
Wastewater
Network

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits

Growth

BUSINESS AS USUAL
CRITERIA#

M
H
M
M

M
H
M
M

L
M
M
M

L
H
M
M

L
H
M
M

L
M
M
M

L
M
M
M

Please note that these criteria can be ranked individually for each issue, or be ranked the same across all the issues.

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(e) Easy wins

Your Ranking (H, M, L)

*A description of the identified issues and criteria can be found in the Manukau Harbour CRE Stormwater Priorities
Consultation Document and in the Consultation Brochure, available at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay

MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
M
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
H
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
H
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
M
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
L
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
H

MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
Holistic stream management

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
L
H
M
M
H
H

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
H
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
M
predicted)
Contaminant loads
M
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
H
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
H
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
H
organisations and agencies)

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
L
M

REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
L
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
M
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
L
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?

Do you have any additional comments?
There is significant mangrove expansion into the Otahuhu area of the harbour raising silt
levels. While this is creating a good filter and habitat area it is blocking up natural drainage
channels and is pushing the foreshore back (reclamation). Needs to be addressed. (Balance
needed)
It would be good for the council to work commercial property owners around the foreshore to
look at how the harbour edge can be opened up for public use and how it can be re-vegetated
for improved habitat and filtration to minimise contaminates entering the harbour. (This could
Including feeder streams)
If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.
Would you like to be kept informed of the RXWFRPHRIWKLVFRQVXOWDWLRQSURFHVV"¥<(6
¥12
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]
Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following
areas? Please tick in either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

CRE Area
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes

No
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

Please return this feedback form to us either via post or email at the following addresses:
POSTAL ADDRESS:
Attention: Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142
EMAIL ADDRESS: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Y

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Thursday, 7 August 2014 3:36 p.m.
'Sue Ira'
FW: Manukau Harbour CRE: Submission by Manukau Harbour Restoration Society
ManukauCREMHRSFdbkFm.pdf; ManukauCREMHRSSubm14.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

Orange Category

here u go

JanetKidd|StormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
AucklandCouncil,Level6,8HerefordStreet,Ponsonby
Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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From: Bronwen Turner [kiwibonnie@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 6 August 2014 3:47 p.m.
To: Network Discharge Consent; Janet Kidd
Cc: Jim Jackson; MHRS Geoff Shearman
Subject: Manukau Harbour CRE: Submission by Manukau Harbour Restoration Society
Please find attached feedback by the Manukau Harbour Restoration Society on the Stormwater
Priorities for the Manukau Harbour CRE, Network Discharge Consent.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments.
Thanks,
Bronwen Turner. Deputy Chair
MHRS
09.811.8161

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.

1

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> on behalf of Network Discharge Consent
<ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Friday, 29 August 2014 9:13 a.m.
Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
FW: Manukau Harbour Feedback Form unclassified
Manukau Harbour Consultation Form.pdf

JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
AucklandCouncil
Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
Physical Address: Level 3 South, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland 1010
Postal Address: Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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From: IRVINE JULIE, MISS [mailto:JULIE.IRVINE@nzdf.mil.nz]
Sent: Tuesday, 26 August 2014 12:23 p.m.
To: Network Discharge Consent
Subject: RE: Manukau Harbour Feedback Form unclassified

HiJanet,

Hopefullyitsattachedthistime…?

Thanks,
Julie

From: Janet Kidd [mailto:Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz] On Behalf Of Network Discharge Consent
Sent: Tuesday, 26 August 2014 12:10 p.m.
To: IRVINE JULIE, MISS
Cc: Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
Subject: RE: Manukau Harbour Feedback Form unclassified

Hi Julie
Thanks for your feedback - unfortunately there was nothing attached. Can you please resend?
Cheers
JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialist
StormwaterUnit,I&EServices
AucklandCouncil

1

Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358
Physical Address: Level 3 South, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland 1010
Postal Address: Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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From: IRVINE JULIE, MISS [mailto:JULIE.IRVINE@nzdf.mil.nz]
Sent: Tuesday, 26 August 2014 9:10 a.m.
To: Network Discharge Consent
Subject: Manukau Harbour Feedback Form unclassified

Hithere,

PleasefindattachedacompletedfeedbackformfortheManukauHarbourconsolidatedreceivingenvironment:
Stormwaterprioritiesconsultation.

Thanks,

Julie Irvine
Environmental Officer (Northern)
Environmental Services
Property Group
New Zealand Defence Force
T: 09 445 5317 M: 027 439 9831
Internal: (397) 7317
www.nzdf.mil.nz




The information contained in this Internet Email message is intended for the addressee only and may
contain privileged information, but not necessarily the official views or opinions of the New Zealand
Defence Force. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy or
distribute this message or the information in it. If you have received this message in error, please Email or
telephone the sender immediately.

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.

The information contained in this Internet Email message is intended for the addressee only and may
contain privileged information, but not necessarily the official views or opinions of the New Zealand
Defence Force. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy or
distribute this message or the information in it. If you have received this message in error, please Email or
telephone the sender immediately.
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MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT: STORMWATER
PRIORITIES CONSULTATION:
FEEDBACK FORM

Name: South Harbour Business Association Inc
Address: PO Box 92902 Onehunga Auckland 1643

Phone: 021535855

Email:southharbourbiz@xtra.co.nz

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Questions:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the
Manukau Harbour CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
ISSUE*

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1
is the most urgent and 7
the least urgent)
2
1
3
6
7

Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

5
4

2. Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to
stormwater management within the Manukau Harbour CRE.

#

Assets

Flooding

Stream
Management

Contamination
of the Harbour

Groundwater

Stormwater
Effects on the
Wastewater
Network

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits

Growth

BUSINESS AS USUAL
CRITERIA#

h
h
h
h

h
h
h
h

h
h
h
h

h
h
h
h

h
h
h
h

h
h
h
h

h
h
h
h

Please note that these criteria can be ranked individually for each issue, or be ranked the same across all the issues.

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(e) Easy wins

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
l
m
h
h
l
m
h
h
h

*A description of the identified issues and criteria can be found in the Manukau Harbour CRE Stormwater Priorities
Consultation Document and in the Consultation Brochure, available at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay

MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
h
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
h
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
h
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)
m

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
m
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
h
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
h

MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
Holistic stream management

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
h
m
l
h
m
h

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
h
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
h
predicted)
Contaminant loads
h
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
m
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
l
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
h
organisations and agencies)

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
h
m

REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
h
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
h
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
h
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?

Do you have any additional comments?

SUBMISSION OF SOUTH HARBOUR BUISNESS ASSOCIATION INC
MANUKAU HARBOUR CRE PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR MANAGING GROWTH
_________________________________________________________________________________
_
1. Prevent, mitigate and/ or minimise adverse effects from future development:
This can readily be addressed through consent conditions.
2. Intensification and re-development:
e. Easy wins:
We could focus our effort in those areas where problems and solutions are well-known and can be
fixed at an affordable cost, while still accommodating future development.
WHAT ARE THE ISSUES
Where asset data is missing, it can affect critical asset management and renewals strategy, and
limit Council’s ability to demonstrate resource consent and permitted activity compliance.
Environmental monitoring is a statutory requirement so has to be undertaken. This stocktake can
easily be implemented through partnerships with education providers i.e. AUT, UNITEC, Massey
University, Auckland University and community organisations. Additional data can be compiled
from consent applications.
PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR MANAGING GROWTH
1. Prevent, mitigate and/ or minimise adverse effects from future development:
3. Developer led:
We could let developers take the lead on stormwater planning, with direction and input from
Council.
Developers are already constrained by a plethora of design and policy documents. The market

drives innovation and affordability so let it determine best practicable options to achieve targeted
outcomes.
2. Intensification and re-development:
c. Developer led:
We could let developers take the lead on stormwater planning, with direction and input from
Council to ensure that stormwater planning and infrastructure upgrades are still undertaken
comprehensively.
Developers are already restricted by a plethora of design and policy documents. The market drives
innovation and affordability so let it determine best practicable options to achieve targeted
outcomes.
PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR MANAGING OUR ASSETS
1. Asset condition and criticality:
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
These works have been continuously deferred in budget rounds by Councils because they are out of
sight. Bureaucrats and politicians consistently focus on high profile expenditure to the detriment of
what really matters.
The fact is that the city’s initial infrastructure was designed for demands of over 100 years ago. We
need infrastructure to be designed, funded, and maintained for a two hundred year scenario.
Retrofits just haven’t happened and until they are undertaken all the money being spent on
producing discussion and policy papers is wasted – meanwhile, the harbour and wider environment
continue to be compromised.
(b) Above ground built natural assets (treatment devices such as constructed wetlands, swales, rain
gardens, overland flow paths, etc.)
These are easy retrofits and can be required to be included in designs as part of consent conditions
and parks maintenance and improvement projects.
(c) Stream assets (streams require maintenance such as weeding and planting, debris removal, etc.,
though opportunities are constrained by the private ownership of these streams in the CRE).
Water monitoring to gauge upstream and downstream effects can easily be achieved through Wai
Care projects, consent conditions etc
2. Impacts on existing communities where levels of service are not being met:
We could focus on those areas where levels of service are not being met and there are impacts
(e.g. public health and safety or erosion effects) on existing communities.
Currently, the Stormwater Unit takes a risk management and cost-benefit approach to managing
flooding, and these are reflected in the generic criteria.
This is the best practical option at this stage as, until there is real commitment to actually apply the
tools in the toolbox Auckland Council already has at its disposal, things will only continue to get
worse.
PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR MANAGING FLOODING

Flooding occurrence:
We could prioritise our works to fix existing flooding by placing an emphasis on areas with
recurrent flood problem areas. For example, flooding of buildings and critical infrastructure which
occurs on a frequent basis could be prioritised over infrequent flooding (such as the 100 year storm
event). This would have to form part of a risk based approach to resolving flooding issues.
This should be top priority as those impacted often can’t get insurance or premiums are prohibitive.
In addition businesses and incomse, and homes and families are likely to be devastated.
PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR MANAGING STREAMS
Ease of Intervention:
We could prioritise our works based on our factors such as zoning, ownership and access. Those
streams which are zoned as open space and are within public ownership can be more easily
managed by the Stormwater Unit than those under private ownership. Those streams in private
ownership would be of secondary concern.
They shouldn’t be of secondary concern as most watercourses are interconnected and the
catchment needs to be managed as such. The environment doesn’t have boundaries and neither
should the way streams are managed. Environmental monitoring is mandated by RMA and there is
no provision for such an approach.
4. Opportunities to leverage outcomes through linkages to urban development, urban
enhancement or infrastructure projects:
We could tie into existing projects in order to improve stream management outcomes. For
example, the benefits of remediating stormwater issues are much greater if done in association
with park upgrades, the installation of cycleways and other public facilities, wastewater upgrades
or other projects.
Auckland Council already has Parks Management Plans, Catchment Management Plans, Waste
Management Plans, and a host of others, thus the Stormwater Department should already be fully
contributing to these documents, and having input into service delivery specifications to ensure
holistic outcomes are actually being achieved.
6. Holistic stream management:
Many aspects of stream management are outside the direct control of the Stormwater Unit (e.g.
management of industrial discharges, parks and rural and urban streams under private ownership).
We could take an advocacy role within the Council to motivate for better stream management
through the regulatory process and to take down barriers to stream enhancement.
This should already be happening???
CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for managing contamination of the Manukau Harbour
1. Existing contaminant levels
We could place a priority to ensure that already highly contaminated areas are not further
degraded. Available data shows that existing levels of contamination vary widely around the
Manukau Harbour. In general, the inner Mangere inlets are more contaminated than the remainder
of the Harbour.
A review of consent conditions and land use across the catchment should be undertaken and where

gaps are found the consent holders should be required (by way of consent review) to undertake
regular monitoring and reporting to ensure compliance.
2. Trends in contamination:
We could prioritise those areas which have the highest predicted change in contamination in the
future. Predicted and measured trends in metal concentrations vary from location to location.
Models predict that zinc and copper concentrations will slowly increase in the northern sub-inlets
of the Pahurehure Inlet. However, actual trends have been more variable.
A review of consent conditions and land use across the catchment should be undertaken and where
gaps are found the consent holders should be required (by way of consent review) to undertake
regular monitoring and reporting to ensure compliance.

3. Contaminant loads:
Our prioritisation could be based on those catchments that have the most widespread influence on
the water and sediment quality of the estuaries. The environmental “footprint” of individual
catchments varies widely because of differences in their contaminant loads and dispersal patterns
in the coastal environment.
A review of consent conditions and land use across the catchment should be undertaken and where
gaps are found the consent holders should be required (by way of consent review) to undertake
regular monitoring and reporting to ensure compliance.
Additional adverse effects from road runoff, litter could be addressed though retrofitting sediment
and detention ponds. We see some very attractive interventions being constructed and more use
should be made of these. Litter traps can be fitted into existing systems and should be q
requirement for all new development and upgrades.
4. Marine ecology:
We could prioritise our efforts based on the health of the marine ecology. The health of benthic
communities is monitored by Council and used to assess the ecological response to contaminant
effects. Overall benthic health is Manukau Harbour CRE: Stormwater Priorities Consultation (June
2014) 16 degraded in the side-branches of the Harbour. Condition improves towards the mouth of
the side-branches, and in the main Manukau Harbour, ecological health is generally good. As an
example, a priority could be given to either managing the footprint of degraded areas or protecting
high value receiving environments such as Clarks Beach (where benthic health diversity is the
highest).
Top priority should be given to managing the footprint of degraded areas.
Consent conditions for development in areas of high value and integration of environmental
technology at the design phase of development projects should be the preferred approach - rather
than do nothing.
5. Amenity, aesthetics and recreational use
Amenity, aesthetic and use values vary around the Manukau Harbour. Stormwater contaminants
can degrade those values, especially litter and sediment. Build-up of metals in shellfish can pose a
risk to human health. Note that the effects of wastewater pollution are not covered by this consent
application. Areas of contact and recreational use could be prioritised jointly with Watercare
Services Ltd.

Environmental technology already exists to address both issues. Obviously Water Care haven’t
placed a high priority on utilising such mechanisms and neither have the council’s regulators in
terms of design and development. This just has to change!

6. Holistic contaminant management
Hotspots from sources outside the direct control of the AC Stormwater Unit (for example landfills,
marinas and wastewater overflows) can have significant effects on the health of the estuaries and
the harbour. We could make it a priority to collaborate with other parts of the Council or external
institutions, including product stewardship by central government.

All the mechanisms for achieving this are available to Council. The organisation needs to have a
collaborative integrated approach instead of perpetuating the organisations ‘silo’ culture.
MANAGING STORMWATER DISCHARGES TO GROUNDWATER
Proposed Criteria for managing stormwater discharge to Groundwater
1. Groundwater Takes:
We could progressively prioritise implementing improved soakage performance (i.e. water quantity
recharge) in areas where there are groundwater takes (as a raw water source for drinking water),
and target this implementation to those areas of highest use.
Need to just get on with it.
2. Disposal of stormwater into ground:
We could progressively prioritise improved treatment of stormwater prior to disposal into soakage
systems in areas of highest potential for sedimentation and clogging. Stormwater contaminants can
potentially migrate into groundwater aquifers and influence groundwater quality. In addition,
soakage can result in localised sediment accumulation in the rock matrix.
Agree. More use of riparian filtration for nutrient stripping before disposal into ground should be
communicated – and encouraged. Wai Care could be useful for getting the message across
STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for managing stormwater effects on the wastewater network
Reducing the potential for contamination of flood waters may therefore be best addressed by both
organisations working together.
Agree but need to work through the policy/provider/CCO issues- to even get to a starting point.
1. Public health risk:
We could prioritise our efforts based on risks of contaminated flooding and wet weather overflows
to human health. This would need alignment with Watercare Services Ltd.
2. Environmental risk:
We could prioritise our efforts based on risks of contaminated flooding and wet weather overflows
to the health of the receiving environment. This would need alignment with Watercare Services
Ltd.

3. Watercare opportunities taken as they arise:
Under this criterion it is proposed that opportunities to implement solutions be identified in
coordination with Watercare Services Ltd as they arise.
None of this is working so why continue flogging the horse? The whole structure, and policy
scenarios underpinning many of the proposals in this document need to be addressed. Watercare
Services’ SOI, legislative reviews and a whole raft of other issues have been glossed over. Sort these
out and then allocate who is going to contribute what – FIRST.

If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.
Would you like to be kept informed of the outcome of this FRQVXOWDWLRQSURFHVV"¥<(6
¥12
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]
Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following
areas? Please tick in either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

CRE Area
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes

No
×
×
×
×
×
×
×

Please return this feedback form to us either via post or email at the following addresses:
POSTAL ADDRESS:
Attention: Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142
EMAIL ADDRESS: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> on behalf of Network Discharge Consent
<ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Monday, 25 August 2014 9:55 a.m.
Avelien Strickland
Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
RE: Storm water manukau harbour

HiAvelien

Thankyouforyourfeedback.Wehavenoteditandwillalsopassitontotheappropriatepersonnel.

Cheers

JanetKidd|SeniorStormwaterResourceConsentSpecialistStormwaterUnit,I&EServicesAucklandCouncil

Ph093674280|Extn(40)2920|Mobile021834716|Fax093753358PhysicalAddress:Level3South,Bledisloe
House,24WellesleyStreet,Auckland1010PostalAddress:PrivateBag92300,VictoriaStreetWest,Auckland1142

Visitourwebsite:www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz PleaseconsidertheenvironmentbeforeprintingthiseͲmail

ͲͲͲͲͲOriginalMessageͲͲͲͲͲ
From:AvelienStrickland[mailto:avelienstrickland@gmail.com]
Sent:Friday,22August20141:45p.m.
To:NetworkDischargeConsent
Subject:Stormwatermanukauharbour

ThisisanemailtoexpressmyconcernfortheplansmadetomanagestormandwastewaterattheMangere
treatmentplant.

Idonotfinditacceptablethatintimesofmalfunctionoroverflowthatrawsewagebereleasedintoourharbour.
Especiallyifthereisapracticaloptionofseparatingstormwaterandwaste(asdoneinwhanganui)

Thecouncilareinvestingindevelopingtheleisurefacilitiesonourharbour(onehunga)butwhat'sthepointofthisif
wecan'tunitisethisspaceduetounhealthywaterconditions

AsaMangerebridgeresidentwithayoungfamilyIamstronglyopposedtothisdevelopmentandthenegative
effectsitwillhaveonourcommunityintermsofleisure,healthandwildlife

Kindregards
AvelienStrickland
Phone:+64212832288
[AucklandCouncil]

CAUTION:Thisemailmessageandanyattachmentscontaininformationthatmaybeconfidentialandmaybe
LEGALLYPRIVILEGED.Ifyouarenottheintendedrecipient,anyuse,disclosureorcopyingofthismessageor
attachmentsisstrictlyprohibited.Ifyouhavereceivedthisemailmessageinerrorpleasenotifyusimmediatelyand
eraseallcopiesofthemessageandattachments.Wedonotacceptresponsibilityforanyvirusesorsimilarcarried
withouremail,oranyeffectsouremailmayhaveontherecipientcomputersystemornetwork.Anyviews
expressedinthisemailmaybethoseoftheindividualsenderandmaynotnecessarilyreflecttheviewsofCouncil.

1

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

samjuddnz@gmail.com on behalf of Sam Judd <sam@sustainablecoastlines.org>
Monday, 11 August 2014 7:24 a.m.
Janet Kidd
Sue Ira [sue.ira@koruenvironmental.co.nz]; Stacey Faire (stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz)
Re: Update on the "Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment Stormwater
Priorities" Consultation Exercise

Hi Janet,
Thanks for sending this through.
A question I have - is Auckland Council going to recognise that identifiable point-source pollution that is
being regularly discharged into our environment via the storm water network (such as plastic resin pellets)
is pollution that must be investigated and prosecuted?
Thanks,
Sam
---

Sam Judd / Co Founder and CEO
+64 21 058 9349 / sam@sustainablecoastlines.org / skype: samjuddnz
Sustainable Coastlines / Registered New Zealand Charity
Level 1, 54 Upper Queen Street, Eden Terrace, Auckland 1010

+64 9 948 8454 / www.sustainablecoastlines.org
Thanks to our partners:

Supreme Winners - Green Ribbon Awards 2013

2013 Young New Zealander of the Year

Columnist / The Environment
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The New Zealand Herald Online / Check out my column here

On 7 August 2014 10:34, Janet Kidd <Janet.Kidd@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> wrote:
Good morning

This is a brief update on the email and workshop invite sent to you by our team on 1 July 2014,
seeking your feedback on the “Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment
Stormwater Priorities - Protecting our Waters”.

As you may recall, this consultation is your chance to tell Auckland Council about your priorities
when it comes to managing Stormwater around the Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving
Environment (or CRE), which is the harbour and the areas of land that drain into it.

First off, many thanks to those who attended the workshops and have already provided
feedback. We appreciate your time and effort.

We are very keen to hear from those who have not yet replied, and therefore are extending the
feedback deadline until the 29th August 2014.

The information brochure and feedback form were attached to the original invite - if you would
like these again please feel free to email us and we are happy to provide additional copies.

We have also attached a document called “Frequently Asked Questions” that provides some
more useful information. All these documents and another detailed technical report -The
Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment: Stormwater Priorities
Consultation Summary Report – will be on our Auckland Council website soon - and we will
send another email shortly with these details. (The unforeseen delay in getting this website up
and running is one of the various reasons we are extending the deadline. Apologies for this).

We will also be contacting you directly in the near future to see if you have any specific
comments and questions.
2

Thank you and we look forward to hearing from you. Please feel free to contact us with any
comments or questions.

Warmest regards

Janet Kidd | Senior Stormwater Resource Consent Specialist
Stormwater Unit, I & E Services
Auckland Council

Ph 09 367 4280 | Extn (40) 2920 | Mobile 021 834 716 | Fax 09 375 3358
Physical Address: Level 3 South, Bledisloe House, 24 Wellesley Street, Auckland 1010
Postal Address: Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142

Visit our website: www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

3 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any
viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in
this email may be those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council.
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MANUKAU HARBOUR CONSOLIDATED RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT: STORMWATER
PRIORITIES CONSULTATION:
FEEDBACK FORM

Name: Julia Tu’ineau (Wai Care programme)
Address: 151 Wallace Road, Auckland 2022

Phone: 021 264 7100

Email:Juliatuineau@gmail.com

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Questions:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the
Manukau Harbour CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
ISSUE*

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1
is the most urgent and 7
the least urgent)
1
3
5
2
6

Managing growth
Managing our infrastructure/ assets
Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)
Managing urban streams
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour
Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

4
7

Stormwater
Effects on the
Wastewater
Network

Groundwater

Contamination
of the Harbour

Flooding

Assets

Growth

BUSINESS AS USUAL
CRITERIA#

Stream
Management

2. Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to
stormwater management within the Manukau Harbour CRE.

Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
#

Please note that these criteria can be ranked individually for each issue, or be ranked the same across all the issues.

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities*
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Partnership led
(c) Developer led
(d) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(e) Easy wins

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
M
H
L
H
H
H
L
M
M

*A description of the identified issues and criteria can be found in the Manukau Harbour CRE Stormwater Priorities
Consultation Document and in the Consultation Brochure, available at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay

MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
M
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices &
H
overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
H
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)
M

MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding
H
occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
L
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
M

MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
Holistic stream management

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
M
M
H
H
M
H

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
L
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is
M
predicted)
Contaminant loads
H
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
M
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
L
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other
H
organisations and agencies)

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas

Your Ranking (H, M, L)
H
H

REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities*
Your Ranking (H, M, L)
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
M
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
H
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
M
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
Issue 4. Wai Care’s brief is to help communities in the Auckland Region to care for streams.
Criterion 2,”Greatest Ecological Benefits”: very small streams should be specifically
recognised within this Criterion. Tiny streams are preferred refuges for declining native fish
populations (eels, kokopu, inanga, koura). Yet they are not adequately protected from
piping/channelling/culverting. Seaward connectivity must be maintained too, as most fish migrate to
complete life-cycles.
Therefore Criterion 2 is dependent on Criterion 4, “Opportunities to leverage outcomes to urban
development, urban enhancement or infrastructure projects”, and ultimately to informed public
opinion through Criterion 3, “Level of active community support”.
Do you have any additional comments?
To maintain ecosystem services in our region, at least 20% of the area should have intact natural
habitat (not necessarily native), and these natural habitats should provide connectivity throughout.
[Colin Meurk, senior biologist, Landcare Research Lincoln]. Stream corridors, liberally provided by
nature in Auckland, provide our best natural habitat network, and small tributaries and headwater
streams are necessary for the functioning of healthy stream communities.
The protection of our small streams should therefore have high priority.

If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.
Would you like to be kept informed of the outcome of this consultation SURFHVV"¥<(6
¥12
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]
Would you like to be involved in future stormwater network consent applications for the following
areas? Please tick in either the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ column.
[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

CRE Area
Hauraki Gulf Islands
Mahurangi Harbour
Hibiscus Coast
Wairoa
West Coast
South Kaipara Head
North East

Yes

No

Y

Please return this feedback form to us either via post or email at the following addresses:
POSTAL ADDRESS:
Attention: Janet Kidd
Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street
Auckland 1142

Y

EMAIL ADDRESS: ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

4Sight Auckland User
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sharlene Druyven <waiukutownmanager@gmail.com>
Sunday, 31 August 2014 4:47 p.m.
stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz
Manukau Harbour Stormwater submission
The Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment_Bus Assn_Aug2014 Rev A.pdf

HiStacy
AmandaKinzettsentthisthroughtometocompleteandsubmit.
Regards

SharleneDruyven
WaiukuTownCentreManager
(021)08275763
waiukutownmanager@gmail.com
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Page 19 of the FAQ document states that the wastewater and stormwater drainage systems in
the Manukau Harbour are separated apart from illegal cross connections in places. Why then
is Auckland Council proposing to depart from this system by bringing combined storm and
wastewater from the Waitemata to the Manukau via the proposed Central Interceptor –
essentially transferring a problem for the eastern Waitemata area to the western Manukau?
This is outdated practice in a world where water is our most treasured asset, the very stuff of
'R\RXKDYHDQ\DGGLWLRQDOFRPPHQWV"

This consultation process is made meaningless if the activities of Watercare Services are
separated from the stormwater discharge consent.
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Waitematā Harbour Stormwater NDC - Issues and Criteria Summary Table & Feedback

WAITEMATĀ HARBOUR STORMWATER NETWORK CONSENT: FEEDBACK
Summary of Issues/ Priorities
From the stormwater issues already identified, what do you think are the priorities for the Waitematā Harbour CRE and what must
be most urgently addressed?

ISSUE

Your Priority Ranking
(please rank 1 – 7, where 1 is the
most urgent and 7 the least urgent)

Managing growth

1=

Managing our infrastructure/ assets

3

Managing flooding (or the risk of flooding)

5

Managing urban streams

4

Contamination of the estuaries and the Harbour

1=

Managing stormwater discharges to groundwater

7

Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network

6
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Waitematā Harbour Stormwater NDC - Issues and Criteria Summary Table & Feedback

Criteria
Rank the criteria (High, Medium or Low) to guide the priorities for Council’s response to stormwater management within the
Waitematā Harbour CRE.
Issue 1: Growth Management
What are the Issues?

Potential Growth Areas as identified through the
Unitary Plan process (still to be confirmed):
Greenfield Areas:
A greenfield area for investigation has been
identified for the Whenuapai area in the upper
Waitematā Harbour. The Upper Waitematā
Harbour is a sensitive receiving environment at
high risk for further environmental degradation.
Future Urban Areas:
Future urban greenfields areas have been
identified in the Westgate/ Massey
North/Hobsonville areas for major residential
development and extension to the Westgate
metropolitan centre. These catchments drain to
the sensitive Upper Waitematā Harbour
receiving environment which is at high risk of
further environmental degradation.
Growth through urban intensification:
Significant intensification is identified for the
Waitematā CRE including:
x Intensification of Metropolitan Centres
x CBD
x New Lynn
High density apartment development across the
CRE with significant development signalled for:
x Meola
x Oakley
x Whau
x Newmarket
x Ellerslie
General intensification is also identified across
the CRE in most existing urban areas.
Significant infill and intensification is identified
for parts the Waitematā CRE. Infill development
puts pressure on existing networks and can
compromise levels of service, which leads to
more frequent and severe flooding.
At present there is no growth delivery
mechanism across Auckland Council.
Development tends to occur in an ad-hoc
manner, primarily driven by external factors
including developer priorities and timetables. Ad
hoc development can also lead to developments
in floodplains which causes other stormwater
issues such as flooding and effects on aquatic
habitats.

Waitematā Harbour CRE
Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Proposed Criteria

Your Priority (H,
M, L)

The high level growth direction is provided by the
Auckland Plan and Council’s future Unitary Plan.
However, within this high level direction, there is still a
requirement to prioritise the Stormwater Unit’s effort.
1. Prevent/ minimise effects from future
development:
Focusing on areas where there is an opportunity to avoid,
as far as possible, creating adverse effects of stormwater
discharges in greenfields areas through integrated land
use, stormwater management and water sensitive design.

H

2. Sensitivity of the receiving environment:
Focussing effort and resources in growth areas where
there is a significant potential to affect sensitive receiving
environments or identify opportunities to reduce effects
on these environments.

M

3. Intensification and re-development:
There are a range of criteria that may affect priorities for
stormwater management planning and infrastructure
provision in areas of intensification and redevelopment:

H

a. Council identified priorities:
Focus on areas identified by Council as high priority
and where intensification and change is most
significant to ensure that stormwater infrastructure
priorities are aligned with other infrastructure
requirements, and intensification occurs in a
prioritised manner.
b. Opportunity driven network upgrades:
Focus on areas where networks are currently in poor
condition and under capacity, and utilise growth as
an opportunity to address existing asset issues and
provide for future development.
c. Easy wins:
Focus effort in those areas where problems and
solutions are well known and can be delivered at an
affordable cost to enable some intensification and
redevelopment to occur while enabling more time to
resolve more difficult problems
d. Market led:
Work closely with developers and infrastructure
providers to identify likely areas of change and invest
effort in these areas to align planning with market
need/opportunities
e. Development led:
Developers undertake stormwater management
planning with direction and input from Council. Need
to ensure that catchment planning and infrastructure
upgrading is still undertaken on a comprehensive
basis.

Question:
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
WILL THE OBJECTIVE BE TO HALT THE DECLINE OF WATER QUALITY ENTERING STREAMS AMD THE HARBOUR?
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Issue 2: Asset Management
What are the Issues?

Waitematā Harbour CRE
Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Proposed Criteria

As Auckland’s most developed CRE, there are
significant stormwater assets (including natural
assets) and their effective management,
renewal and upgrading are essential to ensure
on-going performance to meet community and
environmental objectives.
Asset information (completeness and quality) is
highly variable, with limited information on
streams, and in some areas coastal structures,
and age and condition of public pipe networks.
The lack of asset information, particularly asset
age, material and condition, and level and
accuracy of asset information affects critical
asset management and renewals strategy.
Lack of asset information also limits council’s
ability to demonstrate resource consent and
permitted activity compliance.

1. Asset condition and criticality:
Asset management can be prioritised on the basis of the
age, condition and type of material of the stormwater
network. Areas where the network has the potential to
collapse or fail could be prioritised, where the resultant
failure could pose a potentially high risk to council.
Under this criterion, risk is defined as both risks to the
community and the environment.

Your Priority (H, M,
L)
H (but focused on
the ability of the
infrastructure to
deliver cleaner
water to a standard
that improves the
harbour)

2. Growth opportunities:
Stormwater assets can be improved and upgraded
based on the level of growth.

H

3. Asset information:
A lack of robust asset information is a primary
consideration in determining sub-catchment planning
priorities.

M (on-going)

4.
Impacts on existing communities:
Levels of service are not being met, and this is
impacting existing communities.

M

A continued approach to developing hard
assets/structures in streams as a first response
to erosion and other management issues will
continue to degrade stream health.
Natural assets need to be better understood and
quantified and fully integrated into asset
management as an essential component of the
stormwater system.
Quality control of asset installation, including
vested assets, is an additional issue for
management.

Question:
e there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
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Issue 3: Flooding
What are the Issues?

Waitematā Harbour CRE
Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Proposed Criteria

There is widespread flooding of
habitable floors across the Waitematā
CRE. Overland flow paths also pose a
threat to habitable floors across the
region. The number of predicted
flooded floors in the Waitematā CRE
comprises approximately 41% of the
flooding in the Auckland region.

1. Flooding occurrence:
Flood solutions need to be identified in priority catchments and
included in the forward works programme. These could be
identified by placing emphasis on recurrent flood problem areas
and flooding of buildings and critical infrastructure which occurs
more frequently than the 10 year average recurrence interval
(ARI) event. However, this would have to form part of a risk
based approach to resolving flooding issues.

Infill development has proven to be a
major threat to overland flow paths,
often blocking flow paths and causing
flooding.

2. Existing flooding and damage:
Priorities for flood solutions can also be identified based on
damage to buildings and infrastructure. A risk based approach
would be taken whereby critical infrastructure and emergency
facilities would have the highest priority.

Flooding of critical infrastructure
(hospitals, power substations,
emergency roadways, etc.) needs to be
better identified and quantified, and
requires protection from flooding for up
to the 200 year rainfall event.

Your Priority (H, M,
L)
L

L

3. Cost to manage flooding issues:
Priorities to manage flood issues can be identified using cost as
an indicator. Those flooding problems that can be easily
remedied, and at a low cost, would be a higher priority than
those which are expensive to remedy and have a low costbenefit ratio.

L

4. Redevelopment opportunities:
Flood management is undertaken in those areas earmarked for
growth and in catchments where there are a high level of
complaints, predicted and actual flooding.

H

5. Multiple benefits:
Those projects which support multiple outcomes in terms of
enhancing amenity, cultural and recreational values should drive
the prioritisation process. Areas where amenity, recreational
and cultural values can be enhanced through flood management
initiatives should be prioritised.

H

Question:
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
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Issue 4: Streams
What are the Issues?

Nearly all urban streams have been
physically modified, and all have
reduced ecological values resulting
from effects such as:
x accelerated stream channel
erosion;
x vegetation removal;
x barriers to fish passage;
x piping, lining and straightening;
x contaminants (temperature,
pH, metals, sediments); and
x aquatic weeds.
The capacity to improve outcomes for
freshwater macro-invertebrate
communities in moderate to highly
modified streams is limited (they
cannot be restored to their original
state), but substantial gains could
potentially be made for fish and
terrestrial species in these
catchments. Urban streams should
continue to provide important habitat
for fish species, thereby indirectly
supporting a number of commercial
fisheries.

Waitematā Harbour CRE
Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Proposed Criteria
A number of different criteria can be used to prioritise our efforts in
urban stream management. These relate to protecting high value
areas for biodiversity outcomes, recognising the value that all
urban streams play in maintaining ecosystem goods and services
that streams provide, or creating functional habitat and amenity
value. Criteria also include practical considerations such as land
ownership and timing.
1. Ease of Intervention:
The ability to influence stream management and values depend
factors such as zoning, ownership and access. Those streams
which are zoned as open space and are within public ownership
can be more easily managed by the Stormwater Unit than those
under private ownership.

Attractive urban streams enhance
landscape, aesthetic, amenity and
property values. They enhance
recreational experiences, and provide
natural trails which link locations,
facilities and communities. They
bring people together and promote
sustainability through participation in
environmental programmes.
However, the potential of many urban
streams within the Waitematā
Catchment has not been realised.
Rivers and streams are of cultural
significance to Maori, with their
protection vital for the mauri (life
giving force) of the waters.

L

2. Ecological values:
H
All urban streams are impacted to some degree, but remaining
ecological values still vary from stream to stream. A few high-value
reaches remain in bush-clad upper catchments or on the urban
margin. Shaded urban streams with natural beds maintain fish and
reduced invertebrate values, while concrete lined or piped “drains”
provide little ecological function. Prioritisation criteria could be to
protect and enhance streams of great potential for ecological value.

3. The level of active community support:
Community involvement in stream management is vital. Focusing
on those areas where there is a high level of community support
Streams continue to form an essential will assist in ensuring the long term success of stream
component of the stormwater system. management initiatives.
Polluted and physically unpleasant
urban streams diminish landscape
and amenity values, and discourage
the utilisation of public open space.

Your Priority (H, M,
L)

4. Opportunities to leverage outcomes through linkages to
urban development, urban enhancement or infrastructure
projects:
Stream outcomes can be greatly improved if several projects can
be combined. For instance, the benefits of remediating stormwater
issues are much greater if it is done in association with park
upgrades, the installation of cycleways and other public facilities,
wastewater upgrades or other projects.

M

H

5. Cultural significance:
All streams have cultural significance to local iwi due to the mauri
of the waters, and many have important historical significance.
These values should be protected through stream restoration and
reduction of contaminants to the waters. This will also result in
enhancing cultural and historical understanding for the area.

M

6. Landscape integration and enhancement:
Attractive, healthy looking streams enhance urban landscapes.
Stream corridors link communities and bring nature to the city.
They provide natural pathways for commuters, exercise and
passive recreation. They can provide a focal point for community
interaction.

L

Question:
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
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Issue 5: Estuaries and the Harbour
What are the Issues?

The southern estuaries of the
Waitematā Harbour have high
contaminant (metals – zinc and
copper) concentration levels
and there is a high risk of
increasing contamination in the
future.

Waitematā Harbour CRE
Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Proposed Criteria
A key question surrounding the prioritisation of contaminant effects on
estuaries and the harbour is whether or not efforts should concentrate on
highly contaminated areas or healthy estuarine/ harbour areas.

1. Existing contaminant levels:
H
Available data shows that existing levels of contamination vary widely
around Waitematā Harbour. In general, tidal creeks and embayments on
the southern side of the harbour are more contaminated than those on the
northern side of the harbour. Central parts of the harbour are relatively
clean. A priority could be to ensure that already highly contaminated
areas are not further degraded.

The northern estuaries have
low concentrations of metals at
the moment, but Lucas and
Hellyers Creek are at risk of
increasing contamination in the 2. Trends in contamination:
Predicted and measured trends in heavy metal concentrations vary
future to beyond the red
around the harbour. Models predict that copper and zinc concentrations
environmental response
will slowly increase in central harbour areas and rapidly increase in many
criteria (ERC1) level.
tidal creeks. However, actual trends have been more variable. Despite
Sediment and nutrients are
the uncertainties in trend prediction, areas of highest predicted change
mainly rural landuse issues.
could be used as a criteria for prioritisation (it provides an indication of
Consequently, their effects are potential change in the receiving environment).
most evident in the Upper
Waitematā Harbour.
3. Contaminant loads:
The environmental “footprint” of individual catchments varies widely
Litter is a widespread issue,
because of differences in their contaminant loads and dispersal patterns
but the relative contribution of
in the coastal environment. Prioritisation could be based on catchments
litter to the stormwater system that have the most widespread influence on the water quality of the
has not been determined.
harbour.
There are gaps in our
knowledge of the direct
contributions that activities
such as marinas, landfills and
industry make to harbour
contamination.

Your Priority (H, M,
L)

4. Marine ecology:
Ecological responses to contamination are key environmental endpoints.
The health of benthic communities is monitored by Council and used to
assess contaminant effects. Benthic health in the harbour ranges from
good to highly degraded. Highest priority could be given to areas with the
poorest health ranking.
5. Amenity, aesthetics and use:
Amenity, aesthetic and use values vary around the harbour. Stormwater
contaminants can degrade those values, especially litter and sediment.
Note that the effects of wastewater pollution are not covered by this
consent application. Areas of contact and recreational could be prioritised
jointly with Watercare Services Ltd.

H

H

H

L

6. Cultural significance:
The Harbour and its water are of cultural importance to many iwi in the
region, with many areas having historical significance. These areas
should be protected and enhanced to protect the mauri of the waters, as
well as enhance cultural and historical understanding of the Harbour.

M

7. Holistic contaminant management:
Hotspots from sources outside the direct control of the AC Stormwater
Unit can have significant effects on the health of the estuaries and the
harbour. A priority for the Stormwater Unit could be to influence efforts by
other parts of the Council or external institutions, including product
stewardship by central government.

H

Question:
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?

1

The Auckland Regional Plan: Coastal specifies that environmental response criteria (ERC) should be used to categorise contaminant concentrations in coastal sediments
into green, amber or red. Section 20.1.1 of the Auckland Regional Plan: Coastal indicates that a green ERC signal is an “all clear”, while amber and red values denote
increasing levels of contamination and highlights areas where management action may be required to prevent or minimise further contamination.
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Issue 6: Groundwater
What are the Issues?

Stormwater discharges can have an
adverse effect on the capacity and
quality of groundwater aquifers,
although groundwater quality
currently meets drinking water
standards in most urban aquifers.
Knowledge of the chronic effects of
stormwater soakage on the aquifer is
limited, particularly in respect of loss
of aquifer capacity/sediment build up.
Without soakage, a reduction in
stream baseflows can be expected,
especially in areas with high
imperviousness.

Waitematā Harbour CRE
Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Proposed Criteria
1. Groundwater Takes:
Improved soakage performance is undertaken progressively and
targeted in areas of highest use.
2. Disposal of stormwater into ground:
Stormwater contaminants can potentially migrate into
groundwater aquifers and influence groundwater quality. In
addition, soakage can result in localised sediment accumulation
in the rock matrix. Improved treatment of stormwater prior to
disposal into soakage systems is undertaken progressively and
targeted in areas of highest potential for sedimentation and
clogging.

Your Priority (H, M,
L)
L

M

3. Opportunity driven:
?
In general, all of the aquifer system has the potential to be
adversely affected by public stormwater soakage. Accordingly, all
groundwater aquifers would be treated the same and improved
management of soakage would occur as opportunities arise.

Question:
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
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Issue 7: Stormwater Impacts on the Wastewater Network
What are the Issues?

In areas of the Waitematā Harbour CRE,
particularly where there is a combined
stormwater-wastewater network, flood
waters are contaminated with wastewater.
This contaminated flooding can cause a
public health risk, especially in areas with
high contact recreation.
Some combined sewer overflows operate
in excess of 100 times per annum and
discharge on average 3,500,000 m3 of
wastewater contaminated stormwater our
streams each year. This has a damaging
effect on the receiving environment and
creates a public health risk for contact
recreation in freshwaters and at bathing
beaches in the Waitematā Harbour.
The primary issue is the extent to which
this is a stormwater issue (as opposed to
solely the responsibility of Watercare) and,
if it is a stormwater issue, how priorities
would be determined through a
management response.

Waitematā Harbour CRE
Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Proposed Criteria
1. Public health risk:
Contaminated flooding and wet weather overflow issues can
be prioritised on the basis of risk to human health. Needs
alignment with Watercare Services Ltd.

Your Priority (H, M,
L)
L

2. Environmental risk:
Contaminated flooding and wet weather overflow issues could H
be prioritised on the basis of the level of risk to the receiving
environment from stormwater impacting on the wastewater
network. Needs alignment with Watercare Services Ltd.
3. Watercare opportunities taken as they arise:
Wastewater does not contribute to stormwater priorities.
Wastewater overflows are managed by Watercare Services
Ltd, so a coordinated effort between the Stormwater Unit and
Watercare will be required to resolve contaminated flooding
issues. Opportunities to implement solutions will need to be
identified in coordination with Watercare Services Ltd as they
arise.
4. Mauri of water:
Mauri (life giving principle) can be used as an indicator of
stream health, since the mixing of waters from two different
sources or water that contains contaminants, can negatively
affect the productivity of waters. Contaminated flooding and
wastewater can degrade the mauri of water.

M

M

Question:
Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?
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WAITEMATĀ HARBOUR STORMWATER NETWORK CONSENT: FEEDBACK DETAILS
Name: Mark Bellingham
Address: Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Inc., PO Box 108055 Symonds St, Auckland 1150

Phone: 3023903

Email: m.bellingham@forestandbird.org.nz

[these details are optional unless you want the Council to provide feedback to you]

Are there any additional criteria which you feel should be considered as part of the selection process?

Do you have any additional comments?

If you require more room, please use a separate sheet and include it with this form.

Would you like to be kept informed of the outcome of this consultation process?

√ YES

[If yes, please list contact details on first page of this form]

Please return this feedback form to us either via email at the following address:
ndc@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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Submission to Auckland Council
The Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environment: Stormwater Management
Priorities
Network Discharge Consent
Feedback from Waiuku Business & Development Association

Date : 31st August 2014
INITIAL COMMENTS
1.

Public Input:
Waiuku Business & Development Association appreciates the opportunity to provide
input into the development of the network discharge consent. We believe that
meaningful community engagement in the early stages of a planning process will
deliver much better results, most particularly a draft consent that is more closely
aligned with the community’s desires and thus with less likelihood of protracted
opposition and appeals.

2.

Outcomes Guiding the Discharge Consent
At the heart of this discharge consent is the Manukau Harbour. Waiuku Business &
Development Association believes that the planning process and discharge consent
itself would be strengthened considerably if the community were in agreement
about the goals - what we’re seeking for the harbour and how this consent moves
us towards these goals. Council actions and spending priorities could be assessed
against these goals or outcomes.
Waiuku Business & Development Association suggests that the following be used as
a starting point for a wider community discussion as to the goals:
a.
To support the progressive improvement and restoration of the Manukau
Harbour towards a healthy natural state.
b.
To ensure that any discharges will not prevent any part of the Harbour from
meeting recognized standards for:
(i)
swimming and surface recreation; and
(ii)
the free breeding and safe human consumption of fin fish and
shellfish.
c.
To ensure that any discharges will not negatively effect any feeding areas,
breeding or roosting habitats of wading or migratory birds.
d.
To maintain in a natural state as much as possible the natural streams and
estuaries of the Manukau Harbour and restore those which have been
degraded.s
e.
To treat all stormwater prior to discharge into the Manukau Harbour and to
use best practices and technologies to improve the quality of and reduce
high volume stormwater flows to the harbour particularly during storm
events.
f.
To eliminate all combined storm and wastewater systems and outfalls
discharging into the Manukau Harbour; and avoid the creation of new
combined storm and wastewater systems or expansion of existing combined
systems.
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g.
h.
i.
j.

3.

To avoid all diversions of stormwater from another catchment into the
Manukau Harbour.
To preserve possibilities for future options to reuse stormwater prior to
discharge.
To manage stormwater in ways that recharge aquifers and groundwater as a
priority over discharging it into the harbour.
To recognize the Tangata Whenua customary and traditional relationships
with Manukau Harbour.

Watercare
Waiuku Business & Development Association disagrees with the decision to separate
this stormwater discharge consent from the activities of Watercare. Not only does
Watercare manage combined storm and wastewater outfalls that discharge into the
harbour, Watercare is proposing to divert stormwater that should flow into the
Waitemata Harbour to the Manukau Harbour. Both of these activities have
enormous impact on the harbour. Standards set for stormwater in the Waitemata
catchment will affect the quality of stormwater flowing to the Manukau. These
decisions must be integrated.
Stormwater activities of Watercare must be held to at least the equivalent standard
as those of private parties whether they are residential, industrial or rural in nature.
It is inequitable for private parties to be held to high standards which a public
agency can avoid. And in the case of the Manukau Harbour, it makes no sense to
require high standards for discharges of private parties if Watercare, responsible for
the largest discharges, is degrading the quality of the harbour.

4.

What is the Stormwater Unit’s Commitment?
The Workshop Handout and Feedback Form says the Stormwater Unit is committed
to the vision of Auckland becoming the world’s most liveable city and to be a
liveable city we need to promote a “water sensitive community”. (P1) That seems to
be at odds with the Stormwater Unit’s proposal to develop the Central Interceptor, a
combined storm and wastewater tunnel that will take large volumes of stormwater
from the Waitemata catchment and discharge it into the Manukau. And under storm
events, this combination of waste and storm water will exceed the capacity of the
Mangere Treatment Plant and significant volumes of only primary treated sewage
will be discharged into the Manukau. How is this moving Auckland towards being a
water sensitive community and the world’s most liveable city? What is the
Stormwater Unit’s commitment to the Manukau?

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES
Feedback on Priorities:
Priority 1
Contamination of the Manukau Harbour:
this must include reducing
the combined storm and wastewater outfalls into the harbour – in terms of
volume discharged and number of outfalls.
Priority 2
Reducing stormwater effects on the wastewater network
Priority 3
Managing our infrastructure.assets: this must include separation of
combined wastewater and stormwater systems and upgrading existing
systems
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ISSUE 1:

MANAGING GROWTH

Council must establish policies and standards for stormwater in the Unitary Plan which result
in the outcomes listed above, high quality urban development whether greenfields or
intensification, and that prevent or minimize adverse effects.
Auckland Council must take the lead in area-wide stormwater system development but the
timing should be driven by development and the costs should be financed by development
contributions and fees, not rates.
Rates should only be used for system maintenance and upgrading and improving existing
infrastructure and assets.
All four “criteria” or situations should be employed depending on the area and its unique
conditions.

ISSUE 2:

MANAGING OUR ASSETS

Council must also consider equity – providing service to ratepayers who are paying their
rates and have low quality infrastructure. While the problems created may be small on a
regional scale (eg little impact on water quality) Council’s lack of attention to the issues in
these areas leads to low living quality such as damage to roads, driveways and footpaths. A
good example is Huia and Cornwallis. These areas should receive Council attention and
spending.

ISSUE 3:

FLOODING

Council’s first priority should be to establish policies and standards in the Unitary Plan that
ensure new development and infill are built to avoid flooding. Council must enforce these
policies and standards. There should be no “illegal infill development” that causes flooding.
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure should be the priority.

ISSUE 4:
MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Council’s first priority should be to establish policies and standards in the Unitary Plan that
ensure new development and infill do not degrade streams and that piping of streams is
avoided. “Discharges” of contaminants into streams from any activity should be avoided
either through onsite treatment or connection to the wastewater system.
Council should be encouraging community involvement in stream rehabilitation.

ISSUE 5:

CONTAMINATION OF THE MANUKAU HARBOUR

Council’s priorities should be to
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(i)

(ii)

ISSUE 6:

Collect the data that leads to a better understanding of the sources of
contamination and their relative importance including the sources of
sedimentation and turbidity. The effect of the Mangere Wastewater Treatment
Plant and other treatment plants discharging to the harbour must be included in
this assessment. Rational policies and actions can then be developed.
Reducing both the number of and the volumes flowing from combined
wastewater and stormwater outfalls discharging into the harbour.

MANAGING STORMWATER DISCHARGES TO GROUNDWATER

Maintaining the health of Auckland’s aquifers and sources of groundwater must be a Council
priority. The first step is for Council to establish policies and standards in the Unitary Plan
that ensure this as development and intensification occur.

ISSUE 7:

STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK

This must be a high priority for Council – whether it is acting as Watercare or the
Stormwater Unit. Both divisions of Council should work together to reduce the combined
outfalls and the instances of raw sewage being discharged into the Manukau Harbour (eg
from the outfall in the Onehunga Foreshore currently under restoration).
It is ironic that on p18 of the document it states that ” the drainage system in the Manukau
Harbour CRE is separated”. Why then is Auckland Council proposing to “combine” the
system by bringing combined storm and wastewater from the Waitemata to the Manukau
via the proposed Central Interceptor – essentially transferring the problem from the
Waitemata to the Manukau? It is taking the Manukau Harbour in a backwards direction.
Signed

Waiuku Business & Development Association
Name__________________________________________________

designation : Waiuku Town Manager

date : 31th August 2014
group : Waiuku Business & Development Association

email your completed submission to :- stacey@coastandcatchment.co.nz
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Appendix E

Overview of Iwi Input into the

Waitematā Harbour, Greater Tāmaki and Manukau
Harbour CRE Consultation Processes

Manukau Harbour CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

E-1

Stormwater Unit Priorities Consultation – Summary of Iwi
Input IRU WKH :DLWHPDWƗ +DUERXU *UHDWHU 7ƗPDNL DQG
Manukau Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environments

1

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to solidify the input that we have received by Mana Whenua on
ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ ƵĐŬůĂŶĚ ŽƵŶĐŝů ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ tĂŝƚĞŵĂƚĈ, 'ƌĞĂƚĞƌ dĈŵĂŬŝ and Manukau
Harbour Consolidated Receiving Environments (CREs). It is noted that consultation on the Manukau
Harbour CRE is still in progress.
This document provides a summary of feedback received to date from Mana Whenua, and will assist
in setting of stormwater management priorities for the regional stormwater network discharge
consent application.
The Stormwater Unit would like to take time to review the information we have gathered and
confirm that these issues have been correctly summarised.

2

Summary of Input – Recent Planning Initiatives

UNITARY PLAN INPUT
The information under this section has been grouped according to comments received by Mana
Whenua on effects on water quality, loss of streams and stormwater management. However, a few
general comments are also considered relevant to the Manukau Harbour. These include:
x No further damage should be done [to waterways].
x How is the value of waterways being restored?
x Business as usual will not get the outcomes needed – the ‘same mould’ will not be a solution
or sufficient.
x Monitoring needs investment to determine policy effectiveness.
x Collaborative effort is needed, but fundamental values must not be compromised.
x Need to empower input at the right time.
Freshwater: Water Quality
x Water is a fundamental issue. Water Quality is the most significant environmental issue –
this is not sufficiently acknowledged.
x Consider urban stream quality. Most streams are on Council property so there needs to be
follow-up.
x There needs to be a clear vision on issues such as how riparian margins are treated.
x Riparian margins are as important as stormwater.
x Industrial waste must be kept out of waterways and higher standards need to be set for
discharges.
x Discharges to the coast should be of drinking water quality.

Freshwater: Loss of Streams
x Consider the cumulative effect of stream loss. The catchment upstream needs to be looked
at and the activities such as forestry which affect them. Council needs to look at ways to
safeguard stream values. There should be no more stream loss.
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Support both permanent and intermittent streams.
Support protection of intermittent streams from further loss (i.e. adopt ‘river RMA’
definition).
Prevent filling in, recontouring and drainage of intermittent streams.

Stormwater Management
Stormwater Outcomes:
x Riparian planning is also needed in urban areas (Raglan is the best restoration example).
x Stormwater needs to be looked at not to ‘maintain’ but to ‘enhance’ environmental
outcomes.
x Council is not allowing a better system because it can’t maintain it. Consider targeted rates.
x Offsetting of environmental effects should be addressed within the local area, not remote
areas.
x Local ecology needs to be preserved – key issues may require the protection provided by
prohibited activities.
Assets
x Cesspits need to be maintained. All are full and so first flush goes to the Harbour and they
don’t do their job. They need to be monitored and if the Council can’t then allow Mana
Whenua to fulfil the kaitaki responsibilities.
x Low impact stormwater design systems need to be used.
x Concern about consents over 2 years old – they need to be revisited if they are not using the
best available technology for the purposes of getting the best outcomes (such as
reassessment of stormwater ponds).
x Use a high enough bund around holding ponds.
Discharges to water
x Baseline should be existing quality. It should not be maintained but enhanced.
x All discharges should be of a higher quality than the receiving environment.
x Long term goal: discharges to water to be of a safe drinking water quality (i.e. stormwater
treatment technology – ultra-violet).
x Council needs a better development contributions policy, e.g. continually maintain
detention ponds.
x Discharges into the coast should be of drinking water quality.
x Tuna are a bio-indicator: need to be able to eat them.
x Industrial waste should not get into the waterways and discharge standards should be
higher.
x Need to examine and give more focus to all sources of discharge contaminants, e.g. roading,
not just point sources.

LONG TERM PLAN INPUT
A submission from iwi was received on the Long Term Plan and included the following points:
x All stormwater entering our harbours should be filtered (preferably through naturally based
systems such as settlement through ground/ ponds/ raingardens) before it reaches the sea.
x No budget has been attributed for renewals from 2017-2022. Not providing budget for the
entire span of the LTP will risk the running down of natural and heritage resources and
infrastructure.
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Summary of Input – tĂŝƚĞŵĂƚĈ Harbour͕'ƌĞĂƚĞƌdĈŵĂŬŝĂŶĚDĂŶƵŬĂƵ
Harbour CREs Stormwater Consultation Processes

ƐĞƌŝĞƐŽĨǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐǁĞƌĞŚĞůĚĨŽƌƚŚĞtĂŝƚĞŵĂƚĈ,ĂƌďŽƵƌ, 'ƌĞĂƚĞƌdĈŵĂŬŝ and Manukau Harbour
stormwater consultation processes, which raised high level issues and specific issues for the
catchments. Detailed consultation reports summarising mana whenua feedback will be prepared
for each CRE. This summary is therefore high-level and integrates all the key issues raised across all
three receiving environments. This is deemed appropriate as one Iwi group noted:
“The principles of iwi values for water cross all receiving environments – dĈŵĂŬŝ͕tĂŝƚĞŵĂƚĈ
ĂŶĚDĂŶƵŬĂƵ͘KŶůǇŝǁŝŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐĚŝĨĨĞƌŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĂƌĞĂƐ͕ŶŽƚƚŚĞŝƌǀĂůƵĞƐ͟
Specific interests included: reducing contaminants; adopting integrated and holistic management
approaches, managing existing flooding and preventing future flooding, eliminating the mixing of
stormwater and wastewater and identifying enhancement opportunities.
In addition to these specific areas, overarching issues that emerged included:
x DĈŽƌŝŚĂǀĞ<ĂŝƚŝĂŬŝƚĂŶŐĂƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞƚŚĞŵĂƵƌŝŽĨǁĂƚĞƌŝƐƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞĚ͘tĂƚĞƌ
ŝŶĂůůŝƚƐĨŽƌŵƐŝƐĂĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĂŶĚĂdĂŽŶŐĂƚŽƚŚĞDĈŽƌŝƉĞŽƉůĞ.
x <ĞƉĂDŽƌŐĂŶ͛ƐŵŽĚĞůĨŽƌǀĂůƵŝŶŐƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĐould be used to inform the application
as it uses the mauri of water as a criteria for cost benefit analyses rather than money.
x MĈƚĂƵƌĂŶŐĂDĈŽƌŝshould be incorporated into stormwater management practices and
should reflect the DĈŽƌŝResponse Framework.
x Timeframes need to be put around the resolution of key identified issues.
x There should be a greater emphasis on avoiding effects, rather than just mitigating them,
and the Stormwater Unit objectives should be strengthened to include the concept of
improving water quality.
x The Stormwater Management Bylaw will help to improve environmental outcomes including
improved water quality through effective stormwater management.
x Statutory requirements to recognise and provide for the particular values and relationships
of mana whenua with the environment and the natural resources of their respective areas;
x The “four-tier” approach from the regional level to the project level is supported. It is good
to understand where projects have come from and ensure they meet the objectives of
improving the mauri of a stream. Consultation with iwi needs to be on-going and should
occur at each stage of the “four-tier” process.
x Given that water is such a high priority in the Auckland Council planning documents, the
Stormwater Unit’s budget is too small and Council needs to put money into their budget to
resolve the identified issues.
x Some iwi were concerned that Council undertakes many reports, but then the projects
aren’t implemented and there is no follow-through (e.g. the stream daylighting report by
Boffa Miskell on College Hill).
x Referring to Iwi Management and Environmental Plans may help with prioritizing.
x <ŽƌĞƌŽŝƐǀĞƌǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĂŶĚŽƵŶĐŝůƐŚŽƵůĚƚĂŬĞĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨŚŝƐƚŽƌǇĂŶĚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨDĈŽƌŝ
in terms of fixing pollution problems.
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/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞĨŽƌDĈŽƌŝĂƐŐƵĂƌĚŝĂŶƐŽĨƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŽĂĐĐĞƉƚĂ͚ĚŽŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ͛
approach to some areas and an approach of managing stormwater “neutrally” in others.
Some iwi groups felt supportive of the overall strategic direction of the Stormwater Unit.
KƚŚĞƌƐĨĞůƚƚŚĂƚDĈŽƌŝƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƐĞĞŶĂƐŵŽƌĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂůƚŽƚŚĞhŶŝƚĂŶĚĂŬĞǇƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ, better
reflecting iwi’s relationship with the mauri of water..
The objectives of the Stormwater Unit and work being done are not being profiled properly,
and do not seem to be reaching the public and iwi.
The objectives of the Stormwater Unit should be accountable and measurable.
Stormwater management across all receiving environments is a high priority for iwi. Some
iwi groups felt that the Stormwater Unit should receive additional funding to reflect the
importance of water, not only to tangata whenua, but also the wider public.
All waterways are of equal value culturally. Iwi cannot prioritize or separate one waterway
or water body from another as they are interconnected and an integral part of cultural
health and spiritual wellbeing.
There is a desire to build capacity within the iwi groups in terms of their understanding of
stormwater management.
Increased funding for the Stormwater Unit to reflect the importance of water quality not
only to tangata whenua but also the wider public.
Concern about point source pollutants – if we do not address the problem upstream it won’t
matter/will impinge on what we do downstream.
Ensuring quality infrastructure is in place to support this expected growth will help
implement the development strategy of the AP whilst also underpinning its wider social,
cultural, economic, and environmental aspirations.
Council should be proactively promoting best practice stormwater management and should
lead by example
There should be shared management and collaboration on kaitiaki issues, including the
allowance for mana whenua to have input into decision making regarding stormwater
reviews. This would then reinforce the status of iwi as treaty partners and not just
stakeholders.
Increased enforcement activity of existing rules.
Iwi encouraged the ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨŝǁŝŽƌŚĂƉƻƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉůĂŶƐto assist with
environmental outcomes.
Mana whenua seek out monitoring and research programmes undertaken by tangata
whenua are fundamental to identify and assess the condition of resources and sites of
particular significance.

The consultation process identified specific themes from tĂŝƚĞŵĂƚĈ ,ĂƌďŽƵƌ, 'ƌĞĂƚĞƌ dĈŵĂŬŝ and
Manukau Harbour CREs:
a) Reducing contaminants;
b) Waste water inputs;
c) Flooding priorities;
d) Management approaches - Holistic/integrated;
e) Stream management and enhancement opportunities; and
f) Groundwater.
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A) ZĞĚƵĐŝŶŐContaminants
x PƌŝŽƌŝƚǇƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŐŝǀĞŶƚŽƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐĐŽŶƚĂŵŝŶĂŶƚůŽĂĚƐƚŽƚŚĞtĂŝƚĞŵĂƚĈ,ĂƌďŽƵƌ,
'ƌĞĂƚĞƌdĈŵĂŬŝand Manukau Harbour marine environments.
x Holistic contaminant management is very important if we are to reduce
contamination of the Harbour.
x Some iwi felt that those streams and coastal waters that have the highest level of
pollution, or have been altered from their natural flow state the most, should be
remedied. The Stormwater Unit should look after those areas that have previously
been neglected, and protect/ enhance other areas.
x A “zero tolerance” stance should be adopted for polluters of streams that feed into
the Harbour, including financial penalties.
x Intensification is more difficult to manage and should be Council driven. All
impervious areas should be treated prior to stormwater discharging to streams.
x Update and retrofit historical industrial areas that do not have stormwater treatment
devices.

B) Wastewater Inputs
• Wastewater contaminating streams is a significant concern to iwi.
x Mixing of stormwater and wastewater is a significant concern and the flows should be
separated where possible.
x There was concern that a lot of industrial waste ends up in Watercare's system
(without any prior treatment), and is therefore discharged to the Manukau Harbour
without the proper treatment. This industrial waste should be separated out from the
Watercare system during redevelopment of the industrial areas. Watercare needs to
be addressing these types of issues.

C) &ůŽŽĚŝŶŐPriorities
x People should not be allowed to build in flood-plains.
x More pro-active maintenance and cleanout of road cesspits should occur in the future.
x Flooding occurrence needs to take account of climate change.
x Council is spending a lot of money remedying flooding issues, yet regional and district
plans still allow people to build in flood prone land
x There should be a high priority on multiple benefits of flooding projects in order to use
opportunities to enhance streams/ receiving systems whenever possible.
x Council should require alleviation of flooding through a combination of rainwater
tanks and soakage.
D) Management Approaches – ,ŽůŝƐƚŝĐͬ/ŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞĚ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŐƌŽǁƚŚΘĂƐƐĞƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
x The Stormwater Unit should look through Council databases to obtain information on
cultural health indices.
x The significance of water in any development would be a key determinant in
prioritising works for growth.
Stormwater Unit Network Consent Consultation: Summary of Iwi Input

September 2014

5

x
x
x
x
x
x

x

Greenfield areas are important as this is where one can incorporate best practice.
Greenfield areas should not be at risk of degradation during growth and should be
strategically managed.
Asset management should focus on the use of natural assets and the long term
management of those assets.
Council should develop a database that identifies private stormwater assets to
illustrate and understand the extent of this additional infrastructure system.
The Council should invest in fixing the old infrastructure as a matter of priority.
Some iwi felt that compliance with resource consents in rural areas is very bad, whilst
others felt the agricultural sector should be commended for their environmental
work. The fact that there is a perception that compliance is not being followed up by
Council is something that should be further investigated.
There was general concern expressed about the Council’s regulation of development.
It was requested that the Stormwater Unit:
 Work with Mana Whenua to identify operational mechanisms to trigger the
involvement of the Stormwater Unit in major consents;
 Provide a stormwater person to liaise with planners, during the consent
processing period;
 Educate developers about iwi issues and concerns;
 Require developers and Council to consult with iwi at the first stage of their
projects;
 Work with the regulatory arm of Council to improve consent compliance;
 Use local and international stormwater best practice as examples for
developers;
 Work across Council to ensure that the Stormwater Unit was integrating the
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM) into their
policy and practice and the bylaws to control stormwater on private property.

E) ^ƚƌĞĂŵDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚEnhancement Opportunities
x Streams should at least be maintained, but should be enhanced if possible. A big
concern is the piping of streams and allowance of on-line ponds.
x A general reluctance to prioritise streams as they all have value – they should be
viewed in an integrated, holistic perspective and are all a priority.
x Rivers should be viewed holistically (i.e. not just the stream bed, but the riparian area
as a whole).
x Monitor and protect waterways.
x Protect riparian margins.
x Support the management of aquatic pest plants.
x Enhance habitat for fish, birds and invertebrates.
x Promote improved fish passage.
x sĂůƵĞǁĂƚĞƌƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞĐůĞĂŶƐŝŶŐƉŽǁĞƌŽĨWĂƉĂƚƻĈŶƵŬƵ.
x There was support for daylighting streams and ensuring planning documents allow for
enhancement and removal of barriers/ pipes to make restoration easier.
x Native vegetation should be used wherever possible in green stormwater practices.
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There was support for taking a precautionary approach to managing groundwater and
protecting groundwater as a water supply source.
Iwi would like to have a greater level of input in the concept design for all new
developments.
It would be good if Council could show what a liveable city really means. For example,
the Puhinui Stream could be used as a pilot project where Council clean up and
manage the stream holistically from its source all the way to the Harbour.
There should be a culture-shift to focus on stormwater enhancement rather than
neutrality.
Greater use of systems and technologies such as rain gardens or other innovative
ways of treatment within the network system as a matter of course.
We are generally supportive of ‘daylighting’ stormwater corridors where appropriate.
There is concern at the trend for cut-and-fill earthworks platforms over the last
decade and the effect on overland flow paths and flooding potential.
Supportive of the idea to have a “proof of concept” project whereby a polluted stream
is targeted for enhancement and the outcomes measured against set criteria.
Interest in working with Council and the community to accomplish ecological
enhancement such as the ‘Project Twin Streams’.
The health of streams and waterways can be measured holistically by integrating
cultural and scientific measures e.g. contaminant levels in coastal or estuarine
environments and the ability of whanau to collect and eat shellfish.

F) 'ƌŽƵŶĚǁĂƚĞƌ
x The Takanini peat soils are under threat at the moment due to the large amount of
development which is going on in this area - this needs to be managed carefully by
Council.
x There is little data on the effects on downstream users and aquifer reserves of
industry using groundwater for their activities.
x The high volume of water being used from aquifers is of concern as this can affect
base flows in streams.
x Council also need to acknowledge the effects that water takes from agriculture can
have on the aquifer.
x In general, a precautionary approach to managing aquifers should be adopted by
Council.

4

/ǁŝ'ƌŽƵƉƐŽŶƐƵůƚĞĚ

The table overleaf provides a summary of those iwi groups who were invited to partake in the
WaitematĈ ,ĂƌďŽƵƌ͕ 'ƌĞĂƚĞƌ dĈŵĂŬŝ ĂŶĚ DĂŶƵŬĂƵ ,ĂƌďŽƵƌ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ͘  /ƚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ
noted that whilst all these groups were invited, not all iwi chose to attend the workshops or provide
feedback.
Invitations were sent to iwi groups via email, and were followed up with a phone call where a phone
number was available.
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Clive Stone

&ŝŽŶĂDĐ<ĞŶǌŝĞ

Rodney Ngawaka

Tame Te Rangi

Alyssce Te Huna

Glen Wilcox

Malcolm Paterson/ Eruera Wilton

Dainne Lee/ Edward Ashby

David Beamish

Ted Ngataki; Lucille Rutherfurd

<ĂƌĞŶtŝůƐŽŶͬŽďůĂƌŬͬEŝŐĞůĞŶŶǇ

<Ăƌů&ůĂǀĞůů͖EŐĂŶĞŬŽ

Lucy Tukua/ Peter Mason

EĂƚŚĂŶ<ĞŶŶĞĚǇ

Geoff Cook/ William Peters

Liane Ngamane

David Williams

Maryanne Rapata

Tim Manukau

Ngati Wai

Ngati Manuhiri

Ngati Rehua

Ngati Whatua

Te Uri o Hau

EŐĂƚŝtŚĂƚƵĂŽ<ĂŝƉĂƌĂ

Ngati Whatua o Orakei

dĞ<ĂǁĞƌĂƵĂDĂŬŝ

Ngai Tai ki Tamaki

Ngati Tamaoho

Te Akitai-Waiohua

Ngai Te Ata-Waiohua

Ngati Paoa

Ngati Whanaunga

Ngati Maru

Ngati Tamatera

Te Patukirikiri

Te Ahiwaru

Tainui
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Table 1: Iwi groups invited to consult on the stormwater network discharge consent application “Stormwater Priorities” (listed in no particular order)
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Executive Summary
Background
This report describes the consultation process which has been undertaken for the Greater Tamaki
consolidated receiving environment (CRE), to support the Auckland-wide stormwater network discharge
consent (NDC). To scope the project, a Consultation Implementation Plan (CIP) was developed and a
wide range of stakeholders identified as potentially interested parties. The CIP identified that the goal of
the consultation for the Greater Tāmaki CRE was to obtain an understanding of the high-level priorities
of the Stormwater Unit for this area. In reaching this goal, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback
on two key questions:

1. From the stormwater issues identified, what do you think are the priorities for the Greater
Tāmaki CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
2. From the Stormwater Unit’s responsibilities, what do you think are the criteria that council
should use for selecting stormwater management priorities?
Feedback obtained from these two consultation questions will assist in developing and informing the
selection of the best practicable option for managing stormwater effects from Council’s public network
through an Auckland-wide stormwater NDC. It is neither practically possible nor affordable to address
all the negative effects of stormwater discharges, including existing effects, within the next 35 years (the
duration of a stormwater NDC). Effort and resources therefore need to be directed to where the Unit
can make the most difference, in accordance with identified priorities. In this regard, the consultation
outcomes will help to frame the high-level priorities for the stormwater NDC, from a stakeholder
(cultural/ social) perspective.
The CIP identified key stakeholder groups and recommended potential levels of consultation in
accordance with the classifications of the IAP2 public participation spectrum. Stakeholders were divided
into four key categories: governance, internal staff, external stakeholders and iwi. Consulted
stakeholders are listed in Section 2.2, and the approach to consultation discussed in Section 3.0 of this
report.

The Consultation Process
Section 3.0 of this report summarises the consultation process that was undertaken for the Greater
Tāmaki Stormwater CRE to support the Auckland-wide NDC application. Stakeholders were directly
informed of the consultation process via emails, post or agenda reports. Attached to the letters and
agenda reports was a consultation information pack. In addition, the Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation
process was advertised on Auckland Council’s website at
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http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay . The consultation period started in August 2013 and
ended in March 2014.
In total, 97 stakeholders were identified in the CIP and directly contacted (excluding the general public
category). Of the 97 contacted, 46 either attended workshops or provided feedback. A further 14
stakeholders stated that they were not interested in the process. In essence, 62% of stakeholders
contacted through this process either responded or provided feedback. In addition to this, 6
stakeholders provided feedback through the “general public” category. Auckland Council’s
communications and engagement department stated that this level of response was “very good”.

Consultation Questions and Supporting Information
As mentioned previously, the CIP for the Greater Tāmaki CRE NDC process focused on two key
consultation questions. The first question requested feedback, from a set of identified stormwater
issues, on the priorities for the Greater Tāmaki CRE. Stakeholders were requested to rank the 7 key
issues from 1 (being the highest priority) to 7 (being the lowest priority). The 7 key issues included:
x

managing growth,

x

managing infrastructure/ assets,

x

managing flooding (or the risk of flooding),

x

urban stream management,

x

contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets,

x

managing stormwater discharges to groundwater, and

x

stormwater effects on the wastewater network.

More information on each issue can be found in Section 3.2 and Appendix C of this report.
The second consultation question requested feedback on the criteria that guide how, through the NDC
process, the Auckland Council Stormwater Unit selects its priorities for stormwater management in the
Greater Tāmaki CRE and its associated sub-catchments (i.e. stream catchment areas). A summary of
the potential criteria are presented in Section 3.2, Table 7 and Appendix C of this report. Stakeholders
were asked to rank the criteria as low, medium or high, and to also add any other criteria that they
deemed important in selecting priorities.

Consultation Outcomes - Priorities
Feedback from the consultation process highlighted that contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and the
coastal inlets should be prioritised and most urgently addressed by the Stormwater Unit. This was
followed very closely by managing urban streams. As shown in the graph overleaf, this was a
consistent message received from all stakeholder groups. The remainder of the issues were closely
Greater Tāmaki CRE NDC: Consultation Outcomes Report
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ranked in the following order: managing infrastructure/ assets, stormwater effects on the wastewater
network, growth, the risk of flooding and lastly, groundwater. It is also interesting to note that the
consultation process did not raise any additional issues to those presented to stakeholders.
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Estuaries/ Harbour
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Flooding

Asset Management/
Renewal
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Growth

Ranking

Prioritisation of Stormwater Issues from the
Greater Tamaki CRE Consultation Process (by
stakeholder group)

External Stakeholders
Iwi
Local Boards

Issues

Consultation Outcomes – Criteria for Prioritisation
The second consultation question on the feedback form related to obtaining feedback on criteria that
Council should use to prioritise expenditure on each of the identified issues. Stakeholders were asked to
classify the criteria for each issue as high, medium or low. Stakeholders could also include additional
criteria on the form. Feedback on the criteria for prioritisation was more varied and is summarised
briefly below.

Growth:
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Figure 5 in the main report summarises the priority levels for the proposed criteria relating to growth.
For both intensification and greenfields growth, stakeholders show a clear preference for council and
partnership-led over “development-led” approaches.

Asset Management
Stakeholders’ feedback indicates that asset condition and criticality is the key criterion that should be
used to prioritise asset management expenditure (Figure 6). Giving priority to identifying and fixing
assets in poor condition, before they fail, would assist in reducing potentially serious public health and
environmental effects. However, it is noted that there is only a small difference between this criterion
and impacts on existing communities.

Flooding:
85% of respondents ranked “public safety and protecting critical infrastructure” as a high criterion for
prioritisation Figure 7. 57% and 63% of stakeholders ranked flooding occurrence and existing flooding
and damage, respectively, as high. The majority of stakeholders identified that it is critical for the
Stormwater Unit to ensure that future flooding is proactively managed through rules in the Unitary
Plan, and agreed that redevelopment should take account of and remedy existing flooding issues.

Urban Stream Management:
Figure 8 in the main report provides a summary of the criteria rankings relating to prioritising
expenditure on urban streams. The “greatest ecological benefit” criterion was ranked highest (84%),
followed closely by “holistic stream management” (79%). The priority ranking accurately reflects and
mirrors the discussions in the workshops, i.e. that stakeholders are concerned about the current
condition of streams within the Greater Tāmaki CRE, and would like Council to investigate opportunities
for enhancement where practicable.

The Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets:
Figure 9 in the main report highlights that contaminant loads and dispersal, and marine ecology are the
two highest criteria. It is interesting to note that these two criteria are very closely related, and are also
closely linked with “trends in contaminant levels”. Those areas which are currently experiencing high
sediment concentration levels are predicted to worsen over time. The rankings therefore indicate a
focus on ensuring highly degraded areas are remediated and relatively “clean” areas are protected from
further degradation. This is consistent with the workshop discussions surrounding contamination of the
marine receiving environment. Comments from the stakeholders, both within the feedback forms and
at the workshops, emphasised ‘treatment at source’ of contaminants, and a desire to see the Estuary
and coastal inlets protected from further degradation.

Groundwater:
Groundwater was ranked as the lowest priority issue for the CRE (see Section 4.2.1). Figure 10 in the
main report provides a summary of the criteria rankings relating to prioritising expenditure on
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groundwater, and shows that the “treatment of disposed stormwater to ground” (criterion 2) is the
highest ranked criterion. This mirrors feedback on the forms which suggested that there should be
greater protection of groundwater resources from contaminated stormwater discharges, particularly
where groundwater is being used for water supply purposes. In general, aquifers as potential water
sources should be protected in the long term, and a pre-cautionary approach to managing the aquifers
should be adopted.
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Stormwater Effects on the Wastewater Network:
Contrary to discussions during the workshops, the feedback forms indicate that a greater number of
stakeholders (90%) ranked “environmental risk” as high than “public health risk” (87%) (Figure 11). In
general, stormwater effects on the wastewater network were identified as either a concern or a
significant concern for all stakeholders.

Comparison of Consultation Outcomes with the Waitematā Harbour CRE Consultation Process
Section 5.0 provides a comparison of the outcomes between the Waitematā Harbour CRE and Greater
Tāmaki CRE consultation processes. Overall, stakeholder feedback was similar, and both CRE
stakeholders ranked contamination of the marine receiving environment as their highest priority for
management. Likewise, the criteria for prioritisation were also ranked comparably across both CREs.
The results assist in providing the Stormwater Unit with a clear direction which relates to protecting
sensitive receiving environments and focussing on council-identified priorities for growth. In addition,
stakeholders in both CREs felt that the condition and criticality of assets should be a high priority. With
respect to the receiving environments, works which provide for the greatest ecological value/ benefit
and holistic management, and allow for reducing contaminant loads and protecting marine ecology
should be given priority. The precautionary approach should be adopted for groundwater management
by treating stormwater prior to disposal. Finally, both stakeholder groups deemed that managing public
health and environmental risk should be a high priority where stormwater has an effect on the
wastewater network.

Recommendations
Whilst the initial round of consultation on the Greater Tāmaki CRE stormwater NDC has now been
completed, engagement will be on-going with stakeholders over the years to come as the process
moves down from the high-level consent to detailed sub-catchment-based studies and then projectbased consents. The next steps for this project will be to ensure that all stakeholders who requested
feedback are provided with the results of the consultation process, and that the consultation outcomes
provided in this report inform setting of the best practicable option for the Auckland-wide stormwater
NDC.
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1.0 Background and Introduction
The Auckland Council Stormwater Unit is required under the Resource Management Act (1991) to
obtain resource consents to divert and discharge stormwater from the urban region’s stormwater
network into the natural environment. This authorisation of stormwater diversions and discharges from
the public network is known as a stormwater network discharge consent (NDC) under the Auckland
Regional Plan: Air Land and Water and the Auckland Regional Plan: Coastal. Council is applying for an
Auckland-wide stormwater NDC consent to authorise the following activities:
x

diversion and discharge of stormwater from existing and potential future public networks within
urban areas, and in rural / coastal settlements; and

x

discharge of contaminants.

Ten CREs have been identified for the Auckland region (Figure 1). This Consultation Summary Report
focuses on the second CRE to be considered as part of the Auckland-wide consent application, namely
the Greater Tāmaki. The Greater Tāmaki CRE priorities are important to the long-term wellbeing and
interests of a large number of people.

Figure 1 The Ten Consolidated Receiving Environments for which an Auckland-wide NDC application is being sought. The
Greater Tamaki CRE has been circled in red.
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A high level, broad-scale assessment approach to stormwater NDCs, focusing on outcomes for the CRE
has been undertaken. This approach focusses on where the Stormwater Unit should prioritise regional
expenditure and effort in order to address key identified effects and issues.
Stakeholder engagement needs to be at the same high-level scale in order to obtain priorities relating to
CRE-wide outcomes. Consultation outcomes obtained from this high level process will therefore assist
in developing and informing the selection of the best practicable option for managing stormwater
effects from Council’s public network through the Auckland-wide stormwater NDC. It is neither
practically possible nor affordable to address all the negative effects of stormwater discharges, including
existing effects, within the next 35 years (the duration of a stormwater NDC). Effort and resources
therefore need to be directed to where the Unit can make the most difference, in accordance with
identified priorities. In this regard, the consultation outcomes will help to frame the high-level priorities
for the stormwater network consent, from a stakeholder (cultural/ social) perspective.
This report provides a summary of the consultation process undertaken and outcomes obtained for the
Greater Tamaki CRE. More specifically, the report summarises the:
1. Consultation Implementation Plan for this application (Section 2.0)
2. consultation process undertaken (Section 3.0),
3. outcomes of the consultation process (Section 4.0), and
4. key conclusions reached through the Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation process (Sections 4.0 and
6.0).
This report has been prepared as a supporting document of the Auckland-wide stormwater NDC
application.
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2.0 The Consultation Implementation Plan
In February 2013 Annette Lees and Associates prepared a “Consultation Implementation Plan” (CIP) for
the Greater Tamaki CRE. The CIP was prepared in order to provide the network consent application with
a well-designed and focused consultation process, resulting in quality engagement with stakeholders.
The rationale behind this approach is to strengthen and consolidate the long term relationships needed
for on-going catchment-based initiatives.
A number of key stormwater documents helped to frame the approach to consultation, namely:
x

The draft Stormwater Unit Strategic Direction

x

The Stormwater Engagement Plan

x

The Consultation Implementation Guide: A Guide to Customising Consultation Planning for
Individual Consolidated Receiving Environments1

The CIP also took into account related and recent stakeholder consultation processes including the
Auckland Plan, Long Term Plan, Proposed Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water, Regional Plan: Coastal, and
the Local Board Plans.
The full CIP is attached in Appendix A.

2.1

Purpose of the Plan

2.1.1

Strategic goals and decisions for consultation

The goal of the CIP was to:

“design an effective, efficient, best-practice high-level consultation process for the
Greater Tāmaki NDC that is genuinely engaging, useful to all parties, contributes to longterm relationship-building that gives effect to the Auckland Plan, and that fulfils the
requirements of the consent process.”
In order to meet this goal, the consultation process for the Greater Tāmaki CRE was centred around one
core issue under consideration:

“In managing stormwater discharges for the Greater Tāmaki CRE, what should the highlevel management priorities of the Auckland Council be?”
In designing the strategic decisions for consultation, the CIP acknowledged that, at the highest levels of
planning and stormwater management, regional stormwater issues (along with the desired broad vision
1.0
1

Lees, Annette and Janet Cole, March 2013, ‘Consultation Implementation Guide: A Guide to Customising Consultation
Planning for Individual Consolidated Receiving Environments’ . Prepared by Annette Lees and Associates for Auckland Council.
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and outcomes for the Greater Tāmaki CRE) are already established through the Stormwater Unit
Strategic Direction, Auckland Plan, the ALWP, the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park legislation and other
regional and national policy and regulatory frameworks (Figure 2). As a result, the CIP did not seek
consultation and stakeholder views on these pre-existing regional issues, visions, objectives and
outcomes.
The level of strategic detail in the Greater Tāmaki CRE NDC therefore fits between this high-level preexisting framework and the next level of stormwater planning: sub-catchment priority-setting and
development (see Figure 2).

Figure 2 The relationship between NDCs and Auckland Council policies, processes and statutory documents. The level of
consultation for the Greater Tāmaki CRE NDC is circled in red.

Taking this into account, the CIP identified two core issues relevant to the consideration of stakeholder
consultation:
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1. Priorities for the Council’s stormwater resource allocation and for focus of management
implementation, and
2. Principles and criteria for management decision-making
These are important decisions affecting long term outcomes for communities, businesses, environment
and iwi Māori that key stakeholders should be consulted on. The Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation
process therefore focussed on two specific questions for consultation:

1. From the stormwater issues identified, what do you think are the priorities for the Greater
Tāmaki CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
2. From the Stormwater Unit’s responsibilities, what do you think are the criteria that council
should use for selecting stormwater management priorities?
2.1.2

Scale and target of consultation

A number of factors were taken into account in the CIP in determining the scale and target for
consultation. These are briefly summarised below and can be viewed in more detail in the full CIP
(Appendix A):
x

The Greater Tāmaki CRE NDC priorities are important to the long term wellbeing and interests
of a large number of people.
The Greater Tāmaki CRE includes the catchments and receiving environments of a number of
streams, estuarine areas, coastline and harbour waters that are iconic and important for eastern
Auckland. It includes the rohe of 9 iwi/hapu and the constituencies of 6 Local Boards and 7
Ward Councillors. The issues and priorities under discussion are of interest and concern to a
wide range of stakeholders.
The Greater Tamaki CRE includes areas of intense urbanisation and on-going development. It is
a centre for much of Auckland’s industry and includes the site of a significant new residential
subdivision. Sociologically and culturally it is diverse. For all of these reasons, the Greater
Tamaki CRE is of interest to both local and central government along with development and
business interests. It is an area of concern for community groups, environment and conservation
organisations, and recreation clubs. The network utility operators Watercare and NZTA and
infrastructure provider Auckland Transport are collaborating with Auckland Council to coordinate
their NDCs and so will need to be engaged in the consultation process. Finally, as stormwater
runoff has widespread impacts on a range of environmental, social, cultural and economic issues,
its management is of interest to the general public.

x

The CRE NDC is a high-level, broad-scale assessment and addressing of stormwater issues.
Stakeholder engagement needs to be at the same scale, but also needs to take into account
special features of Greater Tamaki CRE.
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High-level broad-scale planning requires consultation with stakeholder representatives and
individuals who have broad-scale mandates and interests. This fact needs to be balanced by the
recognition that the Greater Tamaki CRE:
o does not have a single uniting geographical feature (like the Waitematā Harbour CRE),
o incorporates an especially culturally diverse population, and
o includes a wide range of land uses from heavy industrial and suburban residential
through to rural townships.
Consultation planning for Greater Tamaki therefore included local-scale interest groups to ensure
this diversity and fragmentation is adequately represented. Wider information dissemination
was also emphasised in order to ensure that those areas of the CRE that do not have active local
groups or clubs still have the opportunity to learn about the Greater Tamaki process. Once
alerted, they can then choose to have an engaged role in consultation if desired.
x

Stakeholders with an interest in the Greater Tāmaki CRE have already been extensively
consulted at a high-level for strategic planning documents.
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC sits within a strategic planning framework that includes the
Auckland Plan (30-year framework), the Long Term Plan (10-year framework), the Unitary Plan,
the former seven District Plans and the Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water and the Regional Plan:
Coastal. Stakeholders have already been extensively and recently consulted for these plans. All
of these documents include reference to high-level vision, objectives or outcomes for the
catchments, harbours or other receiving environments of Auckland.
This extensive previous consultation means that it is not necessary to duplicate consultation
with stakeholders over the broader environmental outcomes that form the strategic framework
for this NDC (this also avoids ‘consultation fatigue’).

x

Engagement with stakeholders does not end with the Greater Tāmaki CRE NDC process.
Engagement will be on-going with stakeholders over the years to come, as the process moved
down from the high-level consent to detailed sub-catchment-based studies and then projectbased consents. This is accounted for in the Regional Stormwater Consultation Plan (Annette
Lees and Associates, 2013) that has been developed for Auckland Council.

x

The diversity of stakeholders is accommodated by a diversity of approaches to consultation.
The CIP identified four groups of stakeholders and many divisions of these groups, each with
different mandates, interests, representation and consultation needs. The CIP was designed to
accommodate these differences to ensure quality engagement with all groups.

2.1.3

Legal requirements
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While consultation is not specifically required by legislation for this work under the Resource
Management Act (RMA), it is regarded as good practice to complete consultation and include the details
within a resource consent application for a project such as the Greater Tāmaki CRE.
For iwi Māori, under the RMA tangata whenua interests are required to be considered when making
decisions on resource consent applications. Consultation with Māori is required on issues relating to
cultural wellbeing, relationships with ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu and other taonga and the
exercise of kaitiaki. Consultation requirements are set out in the Regional Air Land and Water and
Coastal Plans, as well as the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.
The Local Government Act (LGA) 2002 also requires that before making any decision relating to land or
a body of water, a Council must take into account the relationship of Māori and their culture and
traditions with their ancestral land, water, sites, waahi tapu, valued flora and fauna, and other taonga. In
addition to the requirements of the RMA and the LGA, the partnership framework between the Auckland
Council and the Independent Māori Statutory Board requires particular attention to the consultation
process. The CIP was prepared in order to meet any legal requirements for consultation.

2.2

Stakeholders

2.2.1

Scoping potentially interested stakeholders

Given the size of the consolidated receiving environment area and the diversity of stakeholders, a
systematic approach to identifying potentially interested stakeholders was undertaken. In this regard, 5
unique factors were investigated:
1. Distinguishing physical features – the Tāmaki Estuary, along with the coastal embayments are
the distinguishing physical features in this CRE. These coastal receiving systems are relatively
isolated from each other, and stakeholders are therefore likely to focus on localised issues and
features rather than taking a “CRE-wide” approach.
2. Social and cultural features – identification of significant community interests relating to iwi,
ethnic mix, clubs and groups, community cohesiveness (e.g. fragmented, organised, active,
disengaged) and economic status.
3. Economic features – understanding core business drivers assists in identifying stakeholder
representatives (e.g. identifying large industrial or commercial precincts, transport bodies, or
businesses that rely on natural water features such as aquaculture, fishing, tourism, etc).
4. Land ownership patterns – recognising patterns of land ownership assists in identifying
stakeholders and their potential interest. For example, large areas of land within a CRE could be
owned by a single entity and therefore indicate possible stakeholders (e.g. Housing New
Zealand, the Tāmaki Transformation Company).
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5. Relevant local issues – consultation planning needs to be aware of local issues of relevance for
stakeholders such as other recent consultation, major local projects, existing stormwater
projects, political issues.
Using this methodology, a list of stakeholders was developed for the Greater Tāmaki CRE. This list was
then “ground-truthed” in order to:
x

Test assumptions,

x

Explore whether there are other and possibly unexpected stakeholders with an interest in the
NDC,

x

Confirm that those affected and with an interest in engaging at the CRE level will be consulted,

x

Determine actual interest from stakeholders in the two consultation questions,

x

Understand and interpret the scope, mandate and reach of representative groups,

x

Clarify the level of engagement appropriate to each stakeholder (inform, consult, involve,
collaborate, empower),

x

Determine the best way to consult with representatives and individuals,

x

Determine the most appropriate form of communication and outreach for the consultation, and

x

Understand issues of timing, sequencing and collaboration with other local consultation
initiatives.

The ground-truthing involved some desk-top research and access to relevant reports and on-line
reading. Mostly, however, it involved direct conversations with key parties.
The most important key party was the Stormwater Unit itself, as the Stormwater Unit has the
responsibility for delivering the completed NDC application and will provide the timelines, dependencies
and processes for political and management approvals.
Other key parties were those individuals from within Auckland Council, and throughout a variety of
organisations, who have knowledge of the CRE and its stakeholders (Table 1). In addition, many
stakeholders were contacted directly via telephone to determine whether or not they would be
interested in providing feedback.
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Table 1 Key parties involved in ground-truthing the Greater Tāmaki CRE stakeholder list

Starting point

Issue or contacts assisted with

Pou Hononga Relationships Unit




Mana whenua contacts
Best consultation approaches

Local Board Services





Board issues and interests in the NDC
Timing of consultation
Methods of consultation, such as cluster meetings or
portfolio-holder workshops.

CCO Monitoring Unit




CCO issues and interests in the NDC
Coordination with other consultation and strategic
engagement between Council and CCOs

Divisions, departments, units and
teams of Auckland Council

Contacts, insights into, and best approaches relating to
specific components of the CRE including environment and
conservation, recreation, community development,
planning, policy, strategy, research, transport, and
economic development.

Group and central government
representatives: starting point are
Key group contacts, unexpected points of activity or
those with a mandate most closely
interest, understanding of core issues.
aligned to obvious issues in the
CRE

From this starting point, a network of contacts was identified and used in the development of the CIP,
and the completed CIP for the Greater Tāmaki CRE contains a comprehensive list of iwi and stakeholder
contacts (see Table 5 and Table 6). Whilst this list is comprehensive, it cannot be assumed that every
potentially interested stakeholder is listed. As a result, a number of amendments were made to the CIP
during the consultation process (as discussed in Section 3.3.2) and as a result of lessons learnt through
the Waitematā Harbour CRE consultation process.
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2.2.2

Level of Influence of Stakeholders

Based on the IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum, the CIP identified five potential levels of commitment
that the Stormwater Unit can make in engaging with stakeholders on priority setting for stormwater
management. Taking into account the features of the Greater Tāmaki CRE described in Section 2.2.1,
identified stakeholders were categorised according to a potential level of consultation commitment
(Table 2). It is important to note that whilst stakeholders were initially categorised across a range of
consultation options, in reality the actual consultation process was more flexible and responded to
stakeholder requests/ needs.

Table 2 Summary of consultation levels set within the CIP, along with the consultation approach and potential stakeholders
Level of consultation
commitment

Inform

Goal
To provide stakeholders with
sufficient information to make
them aware of the issue and
decide if they would like to be
further involved.

Approach
Stakeholders informed of issues
and self-identify their degree of
engagement up to the point of
‘involve’.
Stakeholders submit written
submission and/or attend dropin day.

Consult

To obtain stakeholder feedback
on analysis, alternatives and/or
decisions

Involve

To work directly with
stakeholders throughout the
process to ensure that their
concerns and aspirations are
consistently understood and
considered.

Stakeholders self-identify if they
would like meeting with staff at
the ‘involve’ stage.

To partner with stakeholders in
each aspect of the decision
including the development of
alternatives and the
identification of the preferred
solution

Stakeholders previously
identified collaborate with
Stormwater Unit staff to advise
and help formulate solutions

Collaborate
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Potential Stakeholders
x

Independent Maori
Statutory Board

x

Statutory Panels

x

Advisory Panels

x

NZTA

x

Central government

x

Environment and
recreation interests

x

Community interests

x

Business interests
Auckland Infrastructure
Forum

x

General public

x

Iwi Māori

x

Mayor’s Office

x

Deputy Mayor’s Office

x

Local Boards

x

Council units and
departments outside
Stormwater

x

CCOs

x

Hauraki Gulf Forum

10

Empower

2.2.3

To place the final decision
making in the hands of the
stakeholders

SW Unit staff present ideas,
solutions and alternatives to
decision-makers who may
deputise the Unit to make final
decisions.

x

Regional Development
and Operations
Committee (RDOC)

x

Environment and
Sustainability Forum

Identifying and Understanding Stakeholders

The CIP identified four categories of stakeholders: Council governance, iwi, internal to Council, and
external to Council. These groupings are briefly described in the following sections.
2.2.3.1 Council Governance
Table 3 outlines those Council governance bodies, identified through the CIP, as likely having an interest
in the Greater Tāmaki CRE. It is noted that only those CCOs listed in Table 3 indicated that they were
interested in being consulted for this project.
Table 3 Auckland Council governance stakeholders

Level of governance

Forum

Governing Body

Regional Development and Operations Committee
(RDOC)
Environment and Sustainability Forum

Ward Councillors

Franklin
Howick (2)
Manukau (2)
Maungakiekie – Tāmaki
Orakei

Local Boards

Franklin
Howick
Mangere-Otahuhu
Maungakiekie – Tāmaki
Orakei
Otara-Papatoetoe

Independent Maori Statutory Board

Advisory Panels and Groups

Council-controlled organisations

Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel (EPAD)
Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel (PPAP)
Youth Advisory Panel (YAP)
Business Advisory Panel
Rural Advisory Panel
Watercare Services

Greater Tamaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

11

(CCOs)

Auckland Transport (AT)
Auckland Council Property (ACP)
Regional Facilities (RF)
Mayoral office
Deputy Mayoral office

Offices

2.2.3.2 Iwi
Māori are both mana whenua (Māori who have occupied the wider region for almost a millennium made
up of the iwi of Tamaki Makaurau) and matāwaka (Māori residents and ratepayers of the region). The
CIP proposed that Matāwaka be engaged through the consultation planning for the general public, whilst
mana whenua be consulted through an engagement strategy that focuses on the iwi and hapu of
Tamaki Makaurau. By working closely with Auckland Council’s Pou Hononga Relationships Unit 3 iwi
clusters consisting of 9 iwi/hapu with mana whenua status for the Greater Tāmaki CRE were identified
(Table 4).
Table 4 Iwi/ hapu with mana whenua status for the Greater Tāmaki CRE

Ngati Tamaoho Trust

Waiohua-Tāmaki

Te Ara Rangatu o Ngati Te Ata o
Waiohua
Te Akitai Waiohua Iwi Authority
Ngai Tai ki Tamaki Trust
Ngati Paoa

Marutuahu

Ngati Whanaunga
Ngati Maru
Ngati Tamatera

Ngati Whatua

Ngati Whatua o Orakei

Additional iwi groups were identified as interested in this application during the actual consultation
process. This is further discussed in Section 3.0. Table 2 highlights that iwi Māori are included at the
“collaborate” end of the IAP2 public participation spectrum, however, actual consultation with iwi was
determined through the following process:
x

Working with Pou Hononga to identify contact points for each of the 9 iwi/hapu.

x

Making contact with each of the iwi/hapu to explain the NDC context and issues and to
determine the preferred approach for engagement
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x

Providing clear and accessible written information, along with clear timelines for
engagement

x

Organising in-person fora where iwi/hapu representatives can collectively discuss issues
with Stormwater staff and consultants, become informed and knowledgeable, and provide
their views and ideas

x

Following up with iwi/hapu who have not responded to ensure capacity issues are
addressed

x

Allowing for individual engagement between iwi/hapu and the Stormwater Unit staff
and/or Pou Hononga as appropriate

x

Ensuring that all of this engagement follows tikanga Māori, with support from Pou
Hononga

2.2.3.3 Internal to Council
The CIP identified that many of the strategic outcomes for the Greater Tamaki CRE will be delivered by
other parts of the Council, together with its CCOs. Therefore, a high degree of alliance and
engagement with departments, units and teams outside the Stormwater Unit would be required to
successfully deliver the NDC. The CIP recognised that an early goal of consultation should be to build
long-term, sustaining and effective relationships with these important internal stakeholders.
The CIP regarded all internal stakeholders (Table 5) as collaborators in the scale of consultation for the
Greater Tāmaki. This represents over 20 separate sections of Council, exclusive of Council governance
components.
Table 5 Internal stakeholders as determined through the CIP.

Division

Department

Infrastructure and
Environmental Services

Unit

Environmental Services

Operations

Team
Environmental
Programmes
Biodiversity
Local Environment
Programmes
Land & Coastal
Remediation

Building Control
Major Projects –
Network Consents

Resource Consents

Regulatory

Parks, Sports and
Recreation
Community Development,

Community Development and Safety
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Division

Governance

Planning

Department

Unit

Team

Arts and Culture (CDAC)
Maori Strategy and
Relations
Local Board Services

Pou Hononga Relationships

Environmental Strategy
and Policy

LBS Lead Team
Spatial and Infrastructure Strategy
Environmental Science
Research,
Investigations and
Land-use and Built
Environment
Monitoring Unit
(RIMU)
Social and Cultural
Transport Strategy
Air, Land, Water, Coastal (CLAW)
Southern Area Planning

Economic Development

Business and Local Economic Development

Regional Strategy,
Community and Cultural
Policy

Civil Defence and
Emergency
Management

2.2.3.4 External to Council
The following external stakeholders were identified through the CIP as having a mandate and interest in
the Greater Tāmaki CRE (Table 6). It is worth noting that the ‘general public’ category refers to any
stakeholder who could be interested in the process, and generally included local residents associations,
service clubs and town centre organisations in order to capture this wider audience. In addition, the
consultation process was advertised on the Council “haveyoursay” web page (see Section 3.0).
Table 6 External stakeholders as determined through the CIP.

Network Operators
external to Council

Kiwi Rail
NZ Transport Agency (NZTA)
Auckland Infrastructure Forum (AIF)
Department of Conservation

Central government and
other government

North Island Shared Services:
Central Planning Team

Hauraki Gulf Forum
Ministry of Primary Industries

Inshore Fisheries

Auckland Regional Public Health Service
(ARPHS)
Housing NZ Corp
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Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment

Institute of Environmental
Science Research
NIWA

Tamaki Regeneration Company
Environmental Defence Society
Environment and
Recreational Interests

Forest and Bird Protection Society
Friends of the Earth
Sea Cleaners
Watercare Harbour Clean-Up Trust
Wai Care
Tamaki Estuary Environment Forum
Tamaki Estuary Protection Society
Otara Lake and Creek Community Liaison
Group
NZ Landcare Trust

The Chinese Conservation Education
Trust
Whitford Estuaries Conservation Society
NZ Recreational Fishing Council
Legasea
Underwater specialist
NZ Underwater
Association
Yachting New Zealand
Community interests

Network and anchor organisations

Auckland Community
Development Alliance
Manukau East Council of
Social Services (MECOSS)

Place-based community interests

Otahuhu Community Network
Panmure Community Network
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Riverside Community Network
St Mary’s Community
Network
Keep Auckland Beautiful
Keep Manukau Beautiful
Keep Franklin Beautiful
Business Interests

Employers and Manufacturers Association
(EMA)
Property Council
Auckland Chamber of Commerce
Marinas

Half Moon Bay Marina
Sea Link

Marine Transport Association

Fullers Ferries
Auckland Coastguard
Clevedon Coast Oysters

Greater East Tamaki Business
Association (GETBA)
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2.3

The Consultation Communication Plan

The Greater Tāmaki CRE CIP outlined the desired outcomes for internal Stormwater Unit consultation,
as well as consultation within Council and external to Council. It provided an understanding and
identification of the key stakeholders for this project, and recommended strategies for implementation
(Sections 2.1 and 2.2). One of the key strategies recommended through the CIP was the development
of a Communication Plan.
A Communication Plan is a core requirement of any Council project requiring public communication and
profile. As a result, Koru Environmental Consultants Ltd (June 2013) developed a Draft Communication
Plan for the Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation process. The Communication Plan was developed jointly
with the Stormwater Unit Liaison Team and was based on the recommendations set out in the CIP, the
Greater Tāmaki CRE technical studies, and lessons learnt from the Waitematā Harbour CRE consultation.
The Communication Plan identified:
x

key messages for all stakeholders,

x

key resources, budgets and processes,

x

processes for approvals of internal and external communications,

x

how stakeholders can access further information (e.g. intranet, websites, community centres),

x

how stakeholders will be informed (e.g. emails, letters, website),

x

methods for stakeholders to engage: consultation feedback form/letter/ formal response;
emails; phone calls; meetings,

x

frequently asked questions,

x

contact details for staff /consultants involved, and

x

project timelines.

The key consultation messages were divided into:
x

general consultation information (e.g. timing, engagement, level of consultation and the
consultation questions); and

x

technical messages (understanding the Stormwater Unit, technical issues related to stormwater
management, network discharge consents, the Greater Tāmaki receiving environments, key
issues, principles and criteria).

The Communication Plan recommended that all information be available on the Auckland Council
website during the consultation process. Stakeholders were informed of the consultation process via
emails, letters, an online survey request or an agenda report. The method of engagement, potential
tasks and level of effort for each stakeholder group are shown in Appendix B.
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2.4

Consultation within the Stormwater Unit

Whilst neither the CIP nor the Communication Plan explicitly dealt with consultation within the
Stormwater Unit, the project team recognised the importance of obtaining buy-in for the consultation
approach, as well as the identified issues and criteria, from within the Unit. As a result, a series of focus
group meetings was held. Key Stormwater Unit staff and managers were invited to the meetings in
order to workshop the identified issues and criteria, and to obtain approval for the consultation
information prior to dissemination.

2.5

Consultation with the Regulatory Unit

The Auckland-wide stormwater NDC will be assessed and approved by an independent commissioner to
avoid the conflict of interest inherent in Auckland Council assessing its own consent application. The
Council’s Regulatory Unit (located within the Resource Consents Department) is responsible for
providing recommendations to the independent commissioner on the approval and any conditions of
this NDC, and whether or not it should be notified.
Whilst the Regulatory Unit’s role in this is therefore critical to the Stormwater Unit’s application, the
approach to consultation needs to be different and separate from that identified in the CIP. The
consultation that has been undertaken to date with the Regulatory Unit has not sought feedback on the
specific questions for consultation. Rather it has focused on the approach taken for the NDC, on the
NDC’s CIP and on other technical and operative components of the NDC application itself. In this
regard, the Stormwater Unit meets on a regular basis with the Regulatory Unit to keep staff informed of
progress.
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3.0 The Consultation Process
The consultation process for the Greater Tāmaki CRE stormwater NDC took place over a number of
months, starting in July 2013. During the process it became evident that Council was consulting on a
number of other planning initiatives such as the Unitary Plan, National Freshwater Policy Statement, the
Water Strategy, and the Marine Special Plan. As a result, Council is currently developing a roadmap for
aligning future consultation around these projects, and where practical and relevant, outcomes from
these consultation processes have been incorporated into this project.
This section summarises the information that was prepared and distributed as part of this Greater
Tāmaki CRE consultation process. It includes a summary of:

3.1

x

the supporting information to assist stakeholders in providing feedback on the two key
consultation questions;

x

the consultation information prepared; and

x

the consultation process and changes made to the CIP.

Preparing for Consultation

In order to maximise the benefits of consultation, the consultation information was prepared prior to
commencing stakeholder engagement. As much as possible, the CIP utilised a standard approach to
communication, rather than recommending a range of different resources for each stakeholder. This
helped to ensure uniform terminology and concept presentation of the key issues. The following
consultation information was prepared:
1. The Greater Tāmaki Stormwater Network Discharge Consent Consultation Summary Report – a
detailed technical report regarding the challenges of managing the stormwater draining into the
Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets. This report contains details regarding key issues within the
Greater Tāmaki CRE, along with an explanation of the potential criteria for prioritisation.
2. A summary of “Frequently Asked Questions” – including a list of detailed responses to the
frequently asked questions about this project.
3. Greater Tāmaki Stormwater Network Discharge Consent - Information Brochure and Request for
Feedback – a brochure explaining the key messages relating to the Greater Tāmaki NDC and
requesting feedback via a customised feedback form.
4. On-line Survey – information on www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay which included
information from the information brochure (No. 3) and links to the technical Consultation
Summary Report (No. 1). In addition, it provided an on-line survey (based on the feedback form)
that interested members of the public could complete.
5. Agenda Reports – agenda reports were prepared for the governance stakeholders. These reports
were based on the information brochure and request for feedback (No. 3 above).
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6. Consultation Invitation Letter/ Email – A series of consultation invitations (letters and emails)
were prepared for the stakeholders. The letter provided the background to the project,
information regarding the proposed approach and a timeframe for providing feedback. The
letters were individualised according to the different stakeholder groups.
7. Presentations – a series of powerpoint presentations were prepared for the consultation
workshops. Information in the presentations was based on the technical Consultation Summary
Report (No. 1 above).
8. Workshop Handout – an “issues and criteria table” was created as a handout for the workshops.
The table was based on the format of the feedback form (No. 2 above), but provided more
detailed information on each of the criteria, as taken from the technical Consultation Summary
Report (No. 1 above). This “issues and criteria table” also served as a feedback form following
the workshops.
9. Summary of iwi input to Auckland Council Planning – a two page summary of input provided by
Mana Whenua on the Unitary Plan and Long Term Plan.
A copy of the consultation information (No’s 1 – 9 above) is included in Appendix C. The
information shown in the above list, whilst varying in the level of detail, provided a consistent
message to each stakeholder regarding the key consultation messages and questions. The detailed
consultation information sent to each stakeholder can be viewed in Appendix C, however, the key
information presented is summarised in Section 3.2 below. It is noted that the on-line survey
ensured that a wide-range of stakeholders would be informed about the Greater Tāmaki CRE
consultation process, including those who could potentially have been missed during the
development of the CIP.

3.2

Consultation Questions and Supporting Information

As mentioned previously, the CIP for the Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation process focused on two key
consultation questions. The first question requested feedback, from a set of identified stormwater
issues, on the priorities for the Greater Tāmaki CRE. Stakeholders were requested to rank the 7 key
issues from 1 (being the highest priority) to 7 (being the lowest priority). The 7 key issues included:
x

managing growth,

x

managing infrastructure/ assets,

x

managing flooding (or the risk of flooding),

x

urban stream management,

x

contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets,

x

managing stormwater discharges to groundwater, and

x

stormwater effects on the wastewater network.
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More information on each issue can be found in the technical Consultation Summary Report
(Appendix C).
The second consultation question requested feedback on the criteria that guide how, through the
network discharge consent process, the Auckland Council Stormwater Unit selects its priorities for
stormwater management in the Greater Tāmaki CRE and its associated sub-catchments (i.e. stream
catchment areas). In addition to the potential criteria developed for each issue, the Stormwater Unit
also developed a number of “business as usual” criteria. These criteria are used to prioritise
expenditure within the currently allocated budget, and were prioritised within and across each of the
seven identified issues. A summary of the potential “issue specific” and “business as usual” criteria
are presented in Table 7. Stakeholders were asked to rank the criteria as low, medium or high, and
to also add any other criteria that they deemed important in selecting priorities.
As mentioned previously, prior to undertaking external consultation, the identified priorities and criteria
were discussed with key members of the Stormwater Unit through a series of focus group workshops
(see Table 9).
Table 7 Summary of the potential criteria for selecting stormwater priorities within the Greater Tamaki CRE.

MANAGING GROWTH
Proposed Criteria for selecting priorities
Prevent/ minimise effects from future development
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(c) Partnership led
(d) Development led
Intensification and re-development:
(a) Council-identified priorities
(b) Sensitivity of the receiving environment
(c) Partnership led
(d) Development led
(e) Easy wins
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
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The mauri of water and cultural significance
MANAGING OUR INFRASTRUCTURE / ASSETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Asset condition, age and criticality (i.e. a potential for asset failure)
(a) Below ground built assets (such as pipes)
(b) Above ground built natural assets (such as treatment devices & overland flow paths)
(c) Stream assets
Impacts on existing communities (not meeting expected levels of service)
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance
MANAGING FLOODING AND THE RISK OF FLOODING
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Frequency of flooding (a risk based approach to managing flooding occurrence)
Existing flooding and damage
Public safety and protecting critical infrastructure
Cost-benefit analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance
MANAGING URBAN STREAMS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Ease of intervention (zoning, ownership and access)
Greatest ecological benefit (potential for enhancement)
Level of active community support
Opportunities to leverage outcomes (linkages with other projects)
Landscape integration and enhancement (create a community focal point)
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Holistic stream management
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance
CONTAMINATION OF THE TĀM
MAKI ESTUARY AND COASTAL INLETS
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Existing contaminant levels (to limit further degradation)
Actual trends in contamination (where the highest level of change is predicted)
Contaminant loads
Marine ecology (using benthic/seabed animals as an indicator of priority)
Focus on areas of amenity, aesthetics and use
Holistic contaminant management (within Council as well as other organisations and agencies)
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Improved soakage performance in groundwater take areas
Treatment of stormwater into ground in targeted areas
Cost-benefit analyses
Risk-based analyses
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance
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REDUCING STORMWATER EFFECTS ON THE WASTEWATER NETWORK
Proposed Criteria for Selecting Priorities
Public health risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
Environmental risk (needs alignment with Watercare Services)
Watercare opportunities taken as they arise (to work with council’s CCO)
Redevelopment opportunities
Multiple benefits
The mauri of water and cultural significance
Further information regarding each of the above criteria, as well as general information provided to
stakeholders through the Greater Tāmaki consultation process can be viewed in the technical
Consultation Summary Report included in Appendix C.

3.3

The Consultation Process

3.3.1

Tracking the Consultation Process

The consultation process for the Greater Tāmaki CRE was undertaken over a number of months from
July 2013 to March 2014.
Table 8 - Table 14 tracks the consultation process and provides a summary of:
x

emails sent out to each stakeholder group, along with dates and associated information (it is
noted that each email or letter sent was accompanied by the consultation information pack, i.e.
the technical Consultation Summary Report, FAQs and Brochure and Feedback Form);

x

agenda reports written and meeting dates; and

x

workshop dates and details.

3.3.2

Changes to the Consultation Implementation Plan

During the consultation process a number of stakeholders were added to the CIP as a result of
recommendations by other stakeholders and to ensure that the “general public” category was more
accurately represented by local stakeholder groups. The following changes were made:
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x

Auckland Transport (AT) is considered a key partner to the network consent application. As a
result, workshops were held with AT prior to the external stakeholder consultation in order to
obtain feedback on the consultation information.

x

Following discussions with the authors of the CIP, and lessons learnt from the Waitematā
Harbour CRE consultation process, resident and ratepayer were included in the “general public”
category and informed of the consultation process. Table 12 and Table 13 lists those groups
who were informed of the project.

x

Additional iwi groups were contacted as a result of a presentation to the Kaitiaki Forum on
stormwater network discharge consents.

x

As discussed in Section 3.0, detailed consultation was undertaken with members of the
Stormwater Unit

An additional change to the CIP related to the type and methodology of consultation with two of the
governing bodies, namely the Environmental Sustainability Forum and the Regional Development and
Operations Committee. It was agreed that it would be more appropriate to inform these committees of
the outcomes of the consultation process rather than request their feedback relating to community
priorities. It is additionally noted that these committees have now been disbanded and are replaced by
the Environment Climate Change and Natural Heritage Committee, and the Infrastructure Committee.
Finally, prior to consultation commencing the Stormwater Unit decided that the network consent could
be notified. As a result, it was decided that the consultation would be focussed on identified
stakeholders, and that notices would not be placed in the paper, that posters and information would not
be positioned at the local Council offices.
Outcomes of the consultation process are discussed in Section 4.0.
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Table 8 Tracking of Consultation process with governance stakeholders
Level of Governance

Governing Body

Meeting Requested (YES/ NO)/
Follow-up Phoning

Meeting Date

Minutes Sent Out

Feedback Received

Would like to be
kept informed

Interesting in upcoming
NDCs? (Specify)

Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No

4/03/2014
18/03/2014
-

24/3/2014 (via Emma Joyce)

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes - Manukau
No
Yes - Manukau
Yes - Manukau; HGI
No

No

-

Manukau (2)

No

-

Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei
Otara-Papatoetoe

No
No
-

-

9/12/2013

Yes

Forum

Date Letter/ Email Sent

Environment Climate
Change and Natural
Heritage Committee
Regional Strategy and
Policy Committee
Infrastructure Committee

Local Boards

Franklin
Howick
Mangere-Otahuhu
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei
Otara-Papatoetoe
Franklin
Howick (2)

Ward Councillors

Auckland Transport (AT)

Council-Controlled
Organisations (CCOs)

Cluster workshop 13/2/2014;
item on agenda for each LB
Business Meeting in February/
March. Minutes sent out by
Emma Joyce (27/2/2014)

24/3/2014 (via Emma Joyce)

Ongoing workshops
Declined workshop invitation have requested a separate
meeting (12/11)
Declined workshop invitation not interested in the process.
Email 15/11/2013
7/11 - Spoke with Gina and she
will forward to relevant facilities
managers for consideration. 12/11
- spoke with Gina. Not interested
in the process and will decline the
workshop.

Watercare Services

5/11/2013

Auckland Council
Property (ACP)

5/11/2013

Regional Facilities (RF)

5/11/2013

Mayoral office

5/11/2013

No response

Deputy Mayoral office

5/11/2013
5/11/2013

No response
No response

Offices

26/11/2013

5/12/2013

Manukau, Mahurangi,
Wairoa, North East

No

No

Independent Maori
Statutory Board
Ethnic Peoples Advisory
Panel (EPAD)
Pacific Peoples Advisory
Panel (PPAP)
Regional Youth Advisory
Advisory Panels and Groups Panel (RYAP)

Yes - to be included on October
agenda.
Yes - to be included on
September agenda.
Email sent on 5 September
2013 requesting to be an item
on the Sept/ Oct agenda.

Business Advisory Panel
Rural Advisory Panel
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17/10/2013

Yes

No further feedback

17/09/2013

Yes

No further feedback

24/03/2014

Federated Farmers (31/3/2014)

No response - not interested
(email to Janet Cole on
22/10/2013)
Suad to distribute individually to Send information to/
members. Sent request on
consult with GETBA.
5/11/2013. Sent follow-up on
12/11/2013
7/03/2014

Yes

Yes - All
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Table 9 Tracking of Consultation process with internal councils staff
Division

Department

Environmental Services

Stormwater Unit

Letter Sent/ Date

Meeting Requested (YES/ NO)

Meeting Date

Minutes Sent Out

Further Feedback

Focus Group Workshops
(identified for each issue)

Issues and Criteria Table

Feedback at
workshop

Feedback at workshop

Feedback at
workshop

N/A

Council workshop
held on 30/8/2013.
Attendees as per
workshop notes.

Would like to be kept Interesting in upcoming
informed
NDCs? (Specify)
Feedback at
workshop

Feedback at workshop

Received from
Various Depts and as
recorded in the
Feedback Summary
Spreadsheet

As recorded on
feedback forms

Infrastructure and Environmental
Services
Operations

Building Control
Resource Consents
Parks, Sports and Recreation
Community Development, Arts and
Culture (CDAC)
Civil Defence and Emergency

Invitation sent on 22/8/2013

13/09/2013

Regional Strategy, Community and
Cultural Policy
Planning
Environmental Strategy and Policy
Regional and Local Planning
Economic Development
Maori Strategy and Relations
Governance
Local Board Services

Greater Tāmaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

27

Table 10 Tracking of Consultation process with external stakeholders
Category

Network Operators external
to Council

Organisation

Letter Sent/ Date

Meeting Requested (YES/ NO)

NZ Transport Agency
(NZTA)

5/11/2013

Left Messages 14/11/2013;
19/11/2013, 13/12/2014, 25/3/2014

Kiwi Rail

5/11/2013

Left Message 14/11/2013;
19/11/2013; 13/12/2013

Note: too detailed for ASF,
but Tim to provide feedback
on behalf of Strategy and
Infrastructure.

Suzanne Weld accepted workshop
invitation

5/11/2013

Called on 12/11/2013 and left
message. Response on
15/11/2013 - general feedback
provided for Waitematā should
be used for Tāmaki. No further
involvement needed.

5/11/2013

Left Message 14/11/2013; sent
email 19/11/2013; 6/12/2013,

5/11/2013

Yes

Auckland Regional Public
Health Service (ARPHS)

5/11/2013

Yes

Housing NZ Corp

5/11/2013

Yes

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Auckland Infrastructure
Forum (AIF)

Central government and
other government

Hauraki Gulf Forum

Department of
Conservation Services
Ministry of Primary
Industries - Inshore
Fisheries

Central government and
other government

Ministry of Business,
Innovation and
Employment
Institute of
Environmental Science
NIWA
Tāmaki Regeneration
Company

Environmental Defence
Society

Meeting Date

Minutes Sent Out

Feedback / Form provided

Would like to be
kept informed

Interesting in upcoming
NDCs? (Specify)

18/11/2013

12/11/2013

13/12/2013

Yes

All

Yes

19/11/2013
18/11/2013 Leslie
Breach and Jane
Dudley
18/11/2013 - but then
declined.

12/11/2013

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)

12/11/2013

13/12/2013

Yes

All

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)

Not appropriate to provide feedback - indicated from Waitematā Consultation Process
Not appropriate to provide feedback - indicated from Waitematā Consultation Process
Sent email on Tuesday 8
8/11/2013 and
Yes
October. Meeting to be
28/11/2013
scheduled.
Advised via email from Nicola
de Wit that do not have
resources to be involved.
Continue to use Waitematā
feedback as for Tāmaki

Forest and Bird
Protection Society

5/11/2013

Friends of the Earth

5/11/2013

Sea Cleaners

5/11/2013

Watercare Harbour
Clean-up Trust

5/11/2013

Sustainable Coastlines

5/11/2013

Wai Care

5/11/2013

Environment and
Recreational Interests
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12/11/2013

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)

N/A

Discussion on 12/11/2013 - are
interested and has sent
information onto the central
office. Maybe southern office
should also be involved. Will
confirm approach and get back to
us.
Left message 12/11/2013 and sent
email. Spoke with Bob on
14/11/2013 - no resourcing to
partake in consultation but
interested in outcomes.
No (13/11/2013)
No further involvement required generic submission from the
Waitematā process which should
be used for Tāmaki. Discussion
12/11/2013 via phone.
Yes - Natalia Scarlett coming to
TEEF Workshop
Yes (Julia Tu'ineau)

Attended TEEF
Meeting on
28/11/2013

Yes

13/12/2013 (via Viv Heslop)

no (sent reminder emails on
6/12/2013, 13/12/2013, 5/3/2014)

N/A

Yes

N/A

No

N/A

No

28/11/2013

13/12/2013 (via Viv Heslop)

18/11/2013

5/12/2013

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)
20/12/2013

Yes

Manukau
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Table 13 Tracking of Consultation process with external stakeholders (cont.)

Category

Organisation

Letter Sent/ Date

Interesting in upcoming
NDCs? (Specify)

2/04/2014

Yes

None

Yes

Manukau, Wairoa,
Weset Coast, South
Kaipara, North East

Meeting Date

Minutes Sent Out

Feedback / Form provided

28/11/2013

13/12/2013 (via Viv Heslop)

N/A

Tāmaki Estuary
Environmental Forum
Tāmaki Estuary
Protection Society

Sent request to attend 28 Nov
TEEF meeting

Yes

5/11/2013

Sent follow-up email on
12/11/2013

Ornithological Society

5/11/2013

Yes

Miranda Naturalist Trust

5/11/2013

Sent follow-up email on
12/11/2013; 13/12/2013

Otara Lake and Creek
Community Liaison
Group

5/11/2013

Yes

Clevedon Cares

5/11/2013

Outside area of interest (12/11/13)

NZ Landcare Trust

5/11/2013

The Chinese
Conservation Education
Trust

5/11/2013

Yes (Trudy Rankin)
Left voicemail on 12/11/2013 and
sent email. Spoke with Estella on
14/11/2013. She will come to
Tuesday's workshop.

Whitford Estuaries
Conservation Society

Would like to be
kept informed

Meeting Requested (YES/ NO)

18/11/2013

5/12/2013

3/12/2013

19/11/2013

5/12/2013

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)
No

18/11/2013

5/12/2013

13/12/2013

Yes

None

19/11/2013

5/12/2013

13/12/2013

Yes

None

Taken off stakeholder list - can't get hold of. Information sent to Clevedon Cares Representative as she is also on the Whitford Estuaries Conservation Society

Environment and
Recreational Interests

Spoke with Keith on 12/11/2013 is unable to attend the workshops
but interested in process and
wants to provide feedback. SI to
resend documents. Did so 12/11.
Received email prior to Christmas
stating he would provide
feedback over the holidays. SI to
follow-up

NZ Recreational Fishing
Council

5/11/2013

Underwater specialist

5/11/2013

Legasea

5/11/2013

NZ Underwater
Association

5/11/2013

Yachting New Zealand –
40 yachting, sailing or
boating clubs in Auckland

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Auckland Community
Development Alliance

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Manukau East Council of
Social Services (MECOSS)

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No. Needs to focus efforts on
Northern Rodney area so will not
provide further feedback.
Spoke with Trish on 12/11/2013.
Have no resourcing to come to
workshops and provide feedback,
but are interested in the outcome
and Manukau.
left message 12/11/2013 and
followed-up with an email

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013,
13/12/2013 and on 20/12/2013)

N/A

No

N/A

Yes

Manukau

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

Declined
Consultation Request

Community interests
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Table 11 Tracking of Consultation process with external stakeholders (cont.)
Category

Organisation

Meeting Requested (YES/ NO)

Meeting Date

Minutes Sent Out

Feedback / Form provided

Otahuhu Community
Network (not operative)

5/11/2013

Otahuhu Steering Group

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

Otara Network Action
Committee
Panmure Community
Network

Place-based community
interests

Letter Sent/ Date

18/11/2013 apologies given after
meeting as unable to
make it.
18/11/2013 apologies given after
meeting as unable to
make it.

Would like to be
kept informed

Interesting in upcoming
NDCs? (Specify)

Yes

Manukau

Manukau

Riverside Neighbours
Network

5/11/2013

Yes

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)

Riverside Community
Network

5/11/2013

Yes

Keep Auckland Beautiful

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)

Keep Manukau Beautiful
(Manukau Beautification
Trust)

5/11/2013

Apologies given - unable to
attended. Feedback still
requested.

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)

Yes

Keep Franklin Beautiful

5/11/2013

Aging organisation and need new
help therefore difficult to commit
to the process. Is interested so
will tentatively come on Tuesday.

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)

Yes

Employers and
Manufacturers
Association (EMA)

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

Property Council

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

5/11/2013

Yes

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email on 6/12/2013)

5/12/2013

6/11/2013

Glen Innes Community
Network

Business interests

Auckland Chamber of
Commerce
Greater East Tāmaki
Business Association
(GETBA)
Marinas: Half Moon Bay
Marina
Marine Transport
Association: Sea Link,
Fullers Ferries, Auckland
Coastguard, Clevedon
Coast Oysters

19/11/2013

18/11/2013

5/12/2013

16/12/2013

Yes

None

General Public
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Table 12 List of the residents and ratepayers associations, and other community groups, who were informed of the consultation process as part of the “general public” category

Organisation

Letter Sent/ Date

Meeting Requested (YES/ NO)

Meeting Date

Minutes Sent Out

Feedback Received

Would like to be kept
informed

Interesting in upcoming
NDCs? (Specify)

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Flat Bush Community Group Incorporated

12/11/2013

Managere Bridge Ratepayers and Residents
Association

5/11/2013

Ormiston Community Vision

12/11/2013

Clifton Peninsula Residents and Ratepayers

5/11/2013

Yes (Dave Johnstone)

18/11/2013

5/12/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Pohutukawa Coast Community Association

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013.
Received response 12/11 that
message has been passed onto
other members of assoc as Joe
cannot attend.

19/11/2013

5/12/2013

17/12/2013

Whitford Residents and Ratepayers Association

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Stonefields RA

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

St Heliers/Glendowie Residents Assoc

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Stonefields

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

St Heliers Bay Village Association

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013.
Posted information to Wendy.

Panmure Community Action Group

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Beachlands-Maraetai & Districts Historical Society

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Yes

18/11/2013

5/12/2013

11/12/2013

Yes

Manukau

Yes

HGI, Wairoa

Yes

None

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

5/12/2013

13/11/2013

Auckland Region Residents and Ratepayers Group
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Table 13 List of the residents and ratepayers associations, and other community groups, who were informed of the consultation process as part of the “general public” category (cont)
Category

Organisation

5/11/2013

Lions Clubs of Clevedon

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Kiwanis Pakuranga

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Howick Rotary Club

5/11/2013

Lions Club of Manurewa
Manurewa Jaycees

5/11/2013

Not interested in providing
feedback, but would like to be
kept informed.
Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Manurewa Rotary Club (? Rotary Club of Alfriston)

5/11/2013

Not interested in the process.

Papatoetoe Lions Club

5/11/2013

Papatoetoe West Ladies Probus Club

5/11/2013

Rotary Club of East Tamaki Inc District 9920
Rotary Club of Papatoetoe West
Rotary Club of Pohutukawa Coast

5/11/2013
5/11/2013
5/11/2013

Manukau Urban Maori Authority

5/11/2013

Ruapotaka Marae

5/11/2013

Te Karaiti Te Pou Herenga Waka

5/11/2013

Nga Whare Waatea Marae
Marae and Urban
Maori interests
Papatuanuku Kokiri Marae
(not mana whenua
marae)
Te Puea Marae

Pacific interests
Migrant
communities

Town Centre
Business
Associations

Meeting Requested (YES/ NO)

Rotary Club of East Tamaki District : Clevedon/
Kawakawa Bay Lioness Club

Kiwanis Club of Papatoetoe

Service Clubs

Letter Sent/ Date

5/11/2013
5/11/2013
5/11/2013

Meeting Date

Minutes Sent Out

Feedback Received

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
Yes
No (sent reminder email

No

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013
Sent reminder email 12/11/2013
Yes

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Whaiora Marae

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Ngāti Otara Marae

5/11/2013

Interesting in upcoming
NDCs? (Specify)

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013.
Declined consultation request

Te Tahawai Marae

Would like to be kept
informed

Blaine Hoete

5/12/2013

No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder email
on 6/12/2013)

Yes

Pacific Island Board – Auckland City
Auckland Regional Migrant Services

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Onehunga

5/11/2013

Declined

Howick

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Glen Innes
Panmure

5/11/2013
5/11/2013

Declined
Declined

Penrose

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013

Otara

5/11/2013

Sent reminder email 12/11/2013
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Table 14 Tracking of Consultation process with iwi
Iwi

Ngati Whatua

Hapu

Invitation sent

Ngati Whatua o Orakei

Follow-up/ Phoning

Workshop Date

Left message 15/11/2013 & sent
follow-up email. Left msg
19/11/13

19/11 Will try and
make one of the
workshops.
Otherwise use
Waitematā feedback
or meet separately.
SI to follow up. Issue
of portage to be
included in
comments.

Did not come to meeting

Spoke on 15/11/2013 and will
attend the Manukau one.

25/11/2013

5/12/2013

Accepted Invite

25/11/2013

5/12/2013

25/11/2013

5/12/2013

5/11/2013
Ngai Tai ki Tamaki
Ngati Tamaoho
Waiohua-Tāmaki

Te Akitai-Waiohua

5/11/2013
5/11/2013
5/11/2013
5/11/2013

Ngai Te Ata-Waiohua
5/11/2013
Ngati Paoa
5/11/2013

Sent follow-up emails on 8/11 and
15/11
Sent follow-up email on
15/11/2013
Sent follow-up email on
15/11/2013 and left voicemail on
19/11/2013
Sent follow-up email on
15/11/2013 and left voicemail on
19/11/2013

Sent follow-up email on
15/11/2013

Ngati Whanaunga

5/11/2013

Marutuahu

Minutes Sent Out

Email 13/12/2013 - use Waitematā
Feedback.

19/11 Will try and
make one of the
workshops. Keen to
provide feedback
either via
independent
submission or to
meet with us
separately.

Te Patukirikiri
Additional groups from
March & August Kaitiaki
Forum

5/11/2013
Te Ahiwaru
Tainui
Te Kawerau a Maki

12/11/2013

Left message 15/11/2013 & sent
follow-up email. Sent Text Msg
19/11/2013
Yes - called on 12/11/2013 to
arrange new meeting
Sent follow-up email on
15/11/2013. Spoke on 19/11/2013 Will try come on Monday

5/11/2013

Accepted Invite
Email received 5/11/2013 - align
with IMP.

5/11/2013

Accepted Invite
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Yes

Manukau, Hibiscus
Coast, Wairoa, West
Coast, South Kaipara
Head, North East

Yes

TBC

Yes

Manukau, Mahurangi,
Hibiscus, West Coast

No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013,
13/12/2013, 24/2/2014)
No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013
and 13/12/2013)
13/01/2013

No (sent reminder emails on
6/12/2013)

Did not come to meeting

19/11/2013

Pending

5/11/2013

5/11/2013

TBC

No (sent reminder emails on
6/12/2013)

Accepted Invite

Ngati Whatua

Yes

No (sent reminder emails on
6/12/2013)

Ngati Maru

5/11/2013

Would like to be kept Interesting in upcoming
informed
NDCs? (Specify)

No (sent reminder emails on
6/12/2013)

5/11/2013

Ngati Tamatera

Feedback / Form provided

Letter received on 24/3/2013 declined
to provide feedback (preping a Ngati
Maru Maori Values Assessment
covering all catchments in the Auckland
area rather than reviewing each
catchment individually)
No (sent reminder emails on 6/12/2013,
13/12/2013)

14/11/2013

25/11/2013
21/11/2013 and
25/11/2013

5/12/2013

Did not come to meeting
Did not come to meeting

20/12/2013
No (sent reminder emails on
6/12/2013)
No (sent reminder emails on
6/12/2013)
5/11/2013

21/11/2013

Pending

9/12/2013
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4.0 Consultation Outcomes
4.1

General consultation outcomes

Overall, the consultation process was undertaken in general accordance with the recommendations set
out in the CIP. In total, 97 stakeholders were identified in the CIP and directly contacted (excluding the
general public category). Of the 97 contacted, 46 either attended workshops or provided feedback. A
further 14 stakeholders stated that they were not interested in the process. In essence, 62% of
stakeholders contacted through this process either responded or provided feedback. In addition to this,
6 stakeholders provided feedback through the “general public” category. Auckland Council’s
communications and engagement department stated that this level of response was “very good” (pers
comm Glenda Bostwick, 26/7/13). A breakdown of these results and the number of responses received,
is provided in Table 15.
A summary of consultation dates (i.e. when letters were sent out) can be viewed in Table 8 to Table 14,
and a copy of the consultation letters and information can be seen in Appendix C.
Table 15 Breakdown of the consultation process

Number of
Stakeholder Group invitations sent via
email

Number of
workshops
requested/ held

Number of
Number of
feedback forms/
requests for onresponses received going consultation**

10
(1 Local Board (LB)
cluster workshop –
6 LB’s invited and 7
7
ward councillors, 6 (6 local boards, 1
LB representatives general response
attended; 1 Rural
from the Rural
Advisory Panel
Advisory Panel –
Meeting, 6 LB Feb/ Federated Farmers)
March meetings
and 2 additional LB
workshops)

6
(local boards)

Governance

20

CCOs

3 (excluding
Auckland
Transport)

1
(1 CCO attended, 2
not interested)

1

1

Internal Staff

15 Units (excluding
the Stormwater
Unit, but including
Auckland
Transport)

1
(18 attendees
across 11 Units)

9

9
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Number of
Stakeholder Group invitations sent via
email

Iwi Groups

External
Stakeholders

General Public

Number of
workshops
requested/ held

Number of
Number of
feedback forms/
requests for onresponses received going consultation**

3
(total of 6 iwi
groups attended
workshops)

6 (3 feedback forms
and 3 general
responses)

6

45

4

15 (13 feedback
forms and 2
general responses)

15

41

2 (as part of the
external
stakeholder
workshops)

6 (4 feedback forms
and 2 general
responses)

6

14

*Please see a summary of the requests for on-going consultation in Appendix D.

Overall, feedback at the workshops and through the feedback forms was supportive of the application
and indicated a high level of concern for reducing contamination of the Greater Tāmaki Estuary and the
coastal inlets and managing urban streams. Table 15 clearly shows that more feedback forms were
received (and more general feedback obtained) with stakeholders where a workshop was held. The lack
of feedback from the residents associations and local community grouping is likely due to the high-level
nature of the consultation process, which focussed on “CRE-wide” rather than local issues.
The feedback received to date from each of the stakeholder groups, via the workshops and feedback
forms, is discussed in more detail in the subsequent sections. Full copies of all workshop minutes can be
viewed in Appendix D, along with a summary of the feedback forms.
4.1.1

Internal Council staff consultation

A total of 19 staff attended the internal Greater Tāmaki CRE workshop. The workshop attendees
provided good representation of the key groups that were identified through the CIP as interested
stakeholders. A copy of the attendance list and minutes of the workshop can be viewed in Appendix D.
In general there was support for the Stormwater Unit consultation process. Many of the comments
received during the workshop related to refining the consultation material for external stakeholders.
With respect to growth, it was acknowledged that the Stormwater Unit needs a good understand of
potential growth areas in order to plan for growth in a details, systematic and holistic manner. The
meeting attendees agreed that future asset management should avoid the mistakes of the past and the
use of inappropriate stormwater management techniques. There was general support for a focus
around low impact design and green stormwater practices. With respect to flooding, risks to public
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safety and life were identified as a key issue. They stated that it is important for the Unit to recognise
that risk is not just about infrastructure, but also risk to the community and human life. It was agreed
that there are many arms of Council who should be involved in the management of urban streams, and
that holistic stream management is key to reducing effects and enhancing streams. Contamination of
the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets was recognised as an important issue, but attendees felt that the
criteria should also reflect the risk to human health (rather than just a focus on risks to the marine
environment). For groundwater, those areas where there is a high cluster of groundwater takes, and also
disposal to ground (e.g. Panmure) should be carefully managed.
Nine feedback forms were received following the meeting. They showed that the Stormwater Unit
should focus on contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets, urban streams and growth as a
priority (Table 16). With respect to reducing contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets,
expenditure should be prioritised by focussing on trends in contamination, contaminant loads and
dispersal, and the health of the marine ecology. Stream management should be prioritised by focussing
on those streams where the greatest ecological benefit would be realised following any works. Finally,
with respect to growth, there was a clear focus on council-driven growth as a criterion for prioritising
expenditure.
Table 16 Priority Ranking of issues for the Greater Tāmaki CRE (as collated from 7 feedback forms) from internal council
staff

Ranking
Priority

(1 being most urgent and 7
being the least urgent)

Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets

1.71

Urban Stream Management

2.71

Growth

3.29

Groundwater Management

4.71

Asset Management

4.86

Flooding

5

Stormwater Effects on the Wastewater Network

5.71
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4.1.2

Consultation with the Advisory Boards

Five advisory panels (the Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel, Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel, Youth Advisory
Panel, Business Advisory Panel and Rural Advisory Panel) were identified through the CIP as potentially
interested in the Greater Tāmaki CRE. An agenda report was prepared for each advisory panel, and a
request made to be included on the September, October 2013 or March 2014 meeting agenda. The
Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel included the information on their 17 October 2013 meeting agenda, and
the Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel included the information on their 17 September 2013 meeting. In
both cases the item was taken as read, but no discussion recorded. No further feedback was received
from either Panel. The Youth Advisory Panel declined the request for consultation. The Business
Advisory Panel requested that consultation be undertaken with the Greater Tāmaki Estuary Business
Association (GETBA). Consultation with GETBA is further discussed in Section 4.1.5. The Rural Advisory
Panel included the information on their 7 March 2013 meeting agenda. There was a high level of
interest in the process at this meeting. Concern was raised between the perceived disconnect and
tension between the rural and urban communities with respect to contamination of the receiving
environment. Stream management was also of concern, and members stated that it is important to
ensure streams are cleaned out to reduce flooding of arable land. Further feedback was received from
Federated Farmers, who stated that many of the issues are of minor significance rural Auckland.
However, they are interested in being consulted on all future CRE areas.

4.1.3

Consultation with Local Boards and Ward Councillors

Six local board (LB) areas and 7 ward councillors are located within the Greater Tāmaki CRE (see Table
8). An invitation to a workshop was sent to each of the LBs and ward councillors, along with relevant
consultation information. The workshop was held on 13 February 2014, with representatives from each
of the 6 LBs attending. Whilst some of the ward councillors accepted the invitation to the workshop,
none attended and no feedback was received. A summary of the key discussion points emanating from
the workshop are bulleted below:
x

Growth as an Issue: managing stormwater effects from growth were seen as important. In
terms of the criteria, the workshop participants were concerned about the ‘development-led’
approach, as they felt that this type of approach may not allow for the best social and
environmental outcomes to be met. Co-partnership between developers and Council was the
preferred criterion (‘partnership-led’ approach) for both greenfields development and
intensification. It was recommended that the Tāmaki Redevelopment area in Glen Innes could
be used as an opportunity to showcase redevelopment and this type of partnership approach. It
was stated that Council should also consider providing incentives for people to use water saving
devices and water sensitive design. Participants acknowledged the role of the Unitary Plan in
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mitigating stormwater effects from future development, but stated that it is imperative that the
floodplains shown on the maps are accurate.
x

Asset Management as an Issue: the participants were supportive of the asset management issue
and stated that it is important to ensure asset renewals and management are undertaken
properly. With respect to the criteria, private streams are also important and Council needs to
work closely with landowners to manage effects of stormwater on streams located on private
property.

x

Flooding as an Issue: flooding of property was of concern to the participants, however they
were also concerned about coastal erosion and inundation. In addition, it was stated that there
needs to be a better balance of flood risk to properties, as it is difficult to justify to people why
they cannot build in areas where there is only a small chance (e.g. 1% average exceedance
probability) of flooding. Again, linkages with the Unitary Plan rules are critical.

x

Urban Stream Management as an Issue: participants were generally supportive of the issue and
criteria. It was recommended that the Unit investigate alternative, cheaper ways of
rehabilitating streams (e.g. planting adjacent to concrete lined streams).

x

Greater Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets as an Issue: managing contamination of the marine
receiving environment is important, and participants were supportive of the issue and criteria. It
was agreed that the risk of contamination from future urban areas would be less in the future as
the Unitary Plan includes provisions for treatment. The role of education in reducing the effect
of contaminants should not be underestimated, and is very important. A programme such as the
“It’s Not Okay” programme should be implemented for stormwater. Better monitoring and
compliance is needed to deal with industries along the coastal marine area, and to ensure
changes in the use of the land is tracked. Participants were supportive of the use of filtration
systems to prevent contaminants entering the receiving environment. This was highlighted as
an especially important issue for the residents and community surrounding Otara Lake.

x

Groundwater as an Issue: this was acknowledged as an important issue for the Panmure Basin.
x Stormwater Effects on the Wastewater Network as an Issue: participants agreed that the “risk to
public health” criterion is the most important, but that works would likely be constrained by
budget.

Following the workshop, a report on the consultation process and request for feedback was included as
an item on each of the LB’s February or March meeting agendas. A representative from the Stormwater
Unit attended each of the LB meetings. Following the February LB meetings, Franklin and MangereOtahuhu LBs requested an additional workshop to discuss the project and provide feedback. The
remaining LBs all provided feedback directly to the Unit either via the feedback form or through a set of
general comments.
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Views of the LB members were diverse and generally aligned to the issues and priorities of their area.
Many board members felt it was difficult to prioritise the issues and criteria, given their high level of
interconnectedness. On reflection, however, some priorities did emerge (Table 17).
Protection of the marine receiving environment from further contamination, as well as restoration of
streams and protection of public health and safety were key issues which spanned across LB areas.
Many LBs felt that if growth, assets and flooding are all carefully managed, then effects on streams, the
marine receiving environment and groundwater would be reduced. There was general support for the
use of water sensitive design techniques to solve stormwater problems, and a focus on rehabilitating
streams for their environmental and community/ amenity value. Some of the key comments from each
LB are summarised, in no particular order, as follows:
x

The Otara-Papatoetoe LB was particularly concerned about the build-up of contaminants and
sediment in Otara Lake.

x

The Orakei LB was concerned about the effect of intensification on streams which run through
private property.

x

The Franklin LB stated that Council needs to ensure that its assets are managed cost-effectively,
whilst still acknowledging that it has a social and environmental responsibility to the
community. They also stated that future growth in Beachlands needs to be planned well, and
opportunities for best practice/ water sensitive design should not be lost.

x

The Mangere-Otahuhu LB stated that contamination of the receiving waters is a key issue for
the Board.

x

The Howick LB stated that whilst all issues have equal weighting, two priorities for the LB include
improving water quality in local streams and improving the health of the Tāmaki Estuary. It is
noted that the LB has funded a concept plan for the restoration of the Botany/ Pakuranga
Streams which it would like to see implemented. The Howick LB would like to see pollution
prevention programmes working with local business and industry to reduce the risk of them
polluting the waterways. The Board is funding such a programme, but believes that Council
funding should be made available for this work as well.

x

Maungakiekie-Tāmaki LB stated that the management of contaminants within the Tāmaki
Estuary and coastal inlets is the highest priority, followed closely by actively managing growth,
then assets and finally managing stormwater discharges to ground. The key criterion for
prioritisation should be the mauri of water. The Board provided information emanating from
their recent informal engagement of communities regarding the draft Natural Environment
theme for the Local Board Plan. The community stated that:
1. Are seriously concerned about water quality and that clean waterways and harbours
continue to be a key priority
2. Regard stormwater management as a priority and value efficient storm water drainage
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3. Have serious concerns around increasing sedimentation and contamination being
discharged into our waterways
4. View seeking environmental improvements as part of infrastructure and development
projects – ideally ensuring that new projects have a positive environmental outcome in
terms of water quality and biodiversity - as a priority
5. Regard water quality, biodiversity and regeneration – including stormwater management
and off-site mitigation, daylighting streams and riparian planting - as priority issues for
our area
6. Support initiatives such as working with local business and industry to:
a. Identify sources of waterway pollutants; and
b. Help them to improve site practices and to implement more control over of
waterway pollutants
c. Get them involved in environmental initiatives such as waterway restoration; and
7. Strongly endorse for the mauri model for ecological restoration.
Table 17 summarises the LB priorities for the Greater Tāmaki CRE. The majority of criteria were ranked
“high” by the LBs. Detailed LB comments can be viewed in Appendix D.

Table 17 Priority Ranking of issues for the Greater Tāmaki CRE (as collated from 5 feedback forms) by Local Boards

Ranking
Priority

(1 being most urgent and 7
being the least urgent)

Asset Management/ Renewals

1.6

Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets

1.7

Flooding

1.8

Urban Streams

2.3

Stormwater Impacts on the Wastewater Network

2.3

Growth

2.4

Groundwater Management

3.4
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4.1.4

Consultation with CCOs

On 5 November 2013 an invitation for consultation was sent to 3 Council-Controlled Organisations
(CCOs), namely: Watercare Services Ltd, Auckland Council Property and Regional Facilities.
Consultation with Auckland Transport was undertaken separately as they are joint-partners with the
Stormwater Unit for the NDC application. Both Auckland Council Property and Regional Facilities
declined the request for consultation stating that they were not interested in the project at this time. A
meeting was held with Watercare Services Ltd 26 November 2013 to discuss the project. In addition,
Watercare Services Ltd completed the feedback form.
Watercare stated that the protection of public health should be the highest priority. In regard to this,
good asset management should be the first priority since that is required to at least maintain existing
levels of service, and ensure funding is spent efficiently in a proactive way, rather than reactively.
Flooding and growth were also highly prioritised since they are also directly related to required levels of
service. Their feedback also stressed the importance for excellent and ongoing working relationships
across all levels of both organisations, to maximise positive outcomes and to ensure that all parties fully
understand the other’s respective priorities and needs, and can communicate these as effectively as
possible. A copy of the minutes from the meeting and further details of the comments made on the
feedback form can be found in Appendix D.

4.1.5

Consultation with other external stakeholders

A number of responses were received from external stakeholders during the consultation period.
Friends of the Earth, Sea Cleaners, Roger Grace, Legasea, Auckland Community Development Alliance,
Keep Manukau Beautiful, Keep Franklin Beautiful, Howick Rotary Club, Manuwera Rotary Club, Manukau
Urban Maori Authority, and the Onehunga, Glen Innes and Panmure Town Centre Associations all
thanked Council for the opportunity to be involved in the project but chose not to provide feedback,
either due to current work commitments or due to a lack of direct interested in the project. Friends of
the Earth, Legasea, Keep Manukau Beautiful, Keep Franklin Beautiful and the Howick Rotary Club all
asked to be kept informed of the outcomes of the consultation process. The Auckland Regional Public
Health Service, Auckland Infrastructure Forum (AIF), Riverside Community Centre, Ornithological
Institute, Pohutukawa Coast Sea Rescue Trust, Mangere Bridge Residents and Ratepayers Association,
Manukau Harbour Restoration Society, Onehunga Enhancement Society, Jackson Electrical Industries
Ltd, NZ Landcare Trust, Chinese Conservation Education Trust, St Heliers Bay Village Association,
Pohutukawa Coast Community Association, Waicare, Greater East Tāmaki Business Association, Tāmaki
Estuary Protection Society and the Tāmaki Redevelopment Company all provided feedback. The Hauraki
Gulf Forum, Waitematā Harbour Clean-up Trust and Environmental Defence Society (EDS) requested
that the feedback they provided during the Waitematā Harbour CRE consultation process be utilised for

Greater Tāmaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

41

the Greater Tāmaki CRE. In addition, submissions were also received from 2 private individuals.
Feedback from these groups has been summarised below.
Two public workshops were held in November 2013. A number of stakeholders (additional to those
mentioned previously), attended the workshops but did not provide formal feedback. These included:
the Clifton Residents and Ratepayers Association, Te Puea Marae, the Otara Lake and Creek Community
Liaison Committee, and the Ministry for Primary Industries. Some of the key points raised at the
workshops and in the submissions by the Riverside Community Centre, Pohutukawa Coast Sea Rescue
Trust, NZ Landcare Trust, Chinese Conservation Trust, Auckland Infrastructure Forum, Ornithological
Institute, Mangere Residents and Ratepayers Association, Manukau Harbour Restoration Society, the
Onehunga Enhancement Society, Jackson Electrical Industries, St Heliers Residents and Ratepayers
Association, The Pohutukawa Coast Community Association, The Tāmaki Estuary Protection Society,
and the 2 private individuals; included:
x

Council should lead efforts related to growth and ensure any new works are done correctly the
first time around. Growth is an opportunity to rectify existing effects.

x

Water sensitive design techniques are supported, and the Unit should consider their use to
reduce contamination of the receiving environment and promote re-use.

x

If assets are managed well, then effects on local communities and the receiving environment will
be prevented.

x

Assets which have more than one benefit should be a focus for the Stormwater Unit (e.g. a
flood mitigation pond which could rather be a wetland to provide treatment) – this relates to
the “multiple benefits” criterion.

x

A first response to the management of erosion through hard structures within streams is not
desirable.

x

Public health and safety should be a key consideration (flooding and contaminated flooding).

x

The continual piping of streams is of concern to stakeholders. Council should not only
rehabilitate streams, but also protect those streams that are left (including intermittent streams)
and actively seek opportunities to daylight streams.

x

The Council should also investigate options to manage private streams, and potentially offer
incentives to landowners to look after streams on their property and to develop/ farm carefully.
Rate rebates or incentives to preserve and restore natural areas should be offered to landowners.

x

With respect to streams, those criteria which give Council the most ecological benefit at the best
cost should be used. In addition, Council should lead by example and ensure that Council owned
areas (i.e. ease of intervention) are rehabilitated.

x

The Stormwater Unit should have a stronger focus on education. Education is key to supporting
the community so that their initiatives are not only well placed, but good for the environment.
Education of school children is key to getting parent buy-in and community support. In relation
to this, the Unit needs to raise their profile and the importance of stormwater management.
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x

As there is a large length of urban stream within public land, Council has a huge responsibility to
get their ‘own house in order’ and lead by example.

x

Contaminants should be controlled at their source and the health of the marine environment
protected. Holistic contaminant management is important.

x

Erosion issues within the Tāmaki Estuary are of concern. There has been a lot of erosion of the
coast-line since the Marina has been built.

x

Careful thought needs to be given to groundwater recharge in order to protect the headwaters
of streams.

x

Council needs to work closely with Watercare to ensure that stormwater effects on the
wastewater network are mitigated, and the mauri of water should be a high priority.

x

Environmental criteria should be included within the “business as usual” generic criteria.

x

The Ornithological Institute stated that the consultation process and information did not take
wildlife into account, and that there are significant populations of threatened birds using the
intertidal areas. The use of wetlands as treatment devices would be supported if they could be
modified to suit waterbirds and provide additional habitat. Keeping wastewater out of the
Estuary should be a priority.

x

The Mangere R&R Association, Manukau Harbour Restoration Society, Onehunga Enhancement
Society and Jackson Electrical Industries all stated that the current Stormwater Unit budget is
too low, and that it should rather be around $80 million to effectively manage their assets. They
stressed that government legislation requires full funding of asset management.

x

The NZ Landcare Trust stated that they believed there are synergies between the work the
Stormwater Unit is undertaking and the “Volcano to Sea” project. The Unit has a good
opportunity to engage and educate local communities about stormwater, and the Trust would
like to partner with the Unit with projects in the Pakuranga catchments. They are supportive of
seeing greater enhancement of streams and stream daylighting.

x

The criterion “level of active community support” is a big issue for Waicare as many
communities turn their backs on streams. Waicare is currently placing community groups within
specific areas to match up with the National Inanga Spawning Database. A project like this
could be the start of generating this type of community support.

x

The St Heliers R&R Association would like to see the best water quality that is possible in St
Heliers, and are supportive of any initiatives that would achieve this aim.

x

The Pohutukawa Coast Community Association are concerned about the many undocumented
stormwater outfalls which discharge to the Tāmaki Estuary, and want assurance that these will
be investigated and included in any consent applications. In addition, they would like further
information regarding illegal landfills which discharge directly to the Turanga Estuary. They are
also concerned about stormwater and wastewater cross connections, the increased flow of
treated wastewater into the streams around Beachlands and the pollution from septic waste.
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x

Shaun Lee thanked the Stormwater Unit for taking the time to consult with the wider
community on Stormwater issues.

x

Patricia Cook stated that she is concerned about the Currey Stream, Claude Stream and Wairoa
River, as they have been innundated with sediment discharges since 2000. She is also concerned
about the poor monitoring of contaminant discharges from the Whitford Landfill, and would like
to see improved management and monitoring of the Whitford landfill, and more monitoring of
the Wairoa River. She is also concerned about accelerated coastal erosion of the Tāmaki Strait
beaches.

In addition to their feedback at the workshops, a number of stakeholders provided detailed submissions.
These are discussed, in turn, below.
Auckland Regional Public Health Service (ARPHS)
The Auckland Regional Public Health Service (ARPHS), identified separation of stormwater and
wastewater as the most critical issue. There was also support for managing flooding in catchments
where there is the potential for loss of life and damage to critical infrastructure which is integral to
public health. The ARPHS would like to see the Stormwater Unit collaborate with key organisations,
such as Watercare, to ensure there is a holistic response to future issues affecting public health, stream
and contaminant management. The ARPHS is supportive of a risk-based approach to stormwater
management in order to better prioritise health and environmental impacts resulting from stormwater
discharges, and stated that the consent should robustly reflect the “mauri of water” as a guiding
principle for management. With respect to asset management, the ARPHS stated that those assets
which have the potential to fail or collapse, and can potentially risk public health or the quality of the
environment, should be prioritised. In addition, they stated that Council should actively investigate
impacts on existing communities where levels of service are not being met, and that these levels of
service should be consistent among all communities. In general, ARPHS agreed with the key issues
identified in the consultation information and were supportive of all the criteria.

Greater East Tāmaki Business Association (GETBA)
GETBA provided the Stormwater Unit with information relating to the East Tāmaki Business Precinct
Plan and East Tāmaki Industrial Area. Whilst GETBA were generally supportive of the priorities and
criteria, they stated that the “business” values should be accorded more priority, i.e. where there is a
benefit to a business or positive business impact (particularly in an industrial area), the selection of
priorities with this criteria should be accorded more weight. Any network consent which affects the
Greater Tāmaki CRE should ensure that business-friendly regulations are introduced to optimise the
conditions in which business growth can occur, while still achieving appropriate resource management
outcomes for stormwater management. GETBA note that the East Tāmaki Industrial Area is one of only
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9 heavy industry zones in the entire Auckland Region, however, the Precinct Plan still clearly supports
and encourages business to implement sustainable methods to manage stormwater and the use of low
impact design.
In terms of the priority ranking of issues, GETBA assigned contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and
coastal inlets as top priority. However, they stated that they had concerns regarding the fact that there
are gaps in the Council’s knowledge of relative contributions from activities such as marinas, landfills
and industry; and that industry has been targeted before marinas and landfills, especially when the latter
may, in fact, be the cause of most contamination. With respect to the criteria, cost-benefit analyses
should be accorded the highest priority.

Tāmaki Estuary Protection Society (TEPS)
The TEPS identified contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets as the highest priority for
management for the Stormwater Unit. This was followed by urban stream management. They stated
that the mauri of water is a fundamental indicator of sustainability, and should underlie any discussion
of stormwater and wastewater management within the Greater Tāmaki CRE. Preventing flooding,
enhancing streams and wetlands, and preventing any further contamination of coastal waters should be
the primary aim of stormwater management. The Society stated that intensification and major projects
provide an opportunity for improved stormwater management (both in terms of quality and reducing
flooding), and that they were concerned that the deteriorating condition of stormwater and wastewater
network pipes lead to degradation of streams and the coastal environment. Waterways should be
enhanced, and contamination (from both sediments as well as heavy metals) of the coastal environment
should be prevented, for amenity and recreational purposes as well as reduce effects on the ecology.
Treatment should be required for all new and reconstructed buildings. TEPS support the use of increased
soakage areas, both as a treatment strategy and future water source, and stated that stormwater and
wastewater need to be managed more holistically to ensure the problems of infiltration are overcome.

The Tāmaki Redevelopment Company (TRC)
On 8 November 2013 a meeting was held with the Tāmaki Redevelopment Company. At that meeting,
TRC stated that the following 3 issues were of greatest concern:
x

there are a lot of illegal wastewater connections within the Redevelopment Area;

x

there are a lot of stormwater issues north of Point England Road, and there will also be a lot of
redevelopment within this area, so careful planning is required; and

x

roading and stormwater management is an important issue.

In summary, the TRC identified that managing growth, urban streams and the linkage between the
wastewater and stormwater network are likely to be priority issues for the Company. Flooding is less of
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a concern as there are no major flooding issues within the Redevelopment Area. They were generally
supportive of the issues and stated that many of the issues raised align with the TRC’s “Strategic
Framework” document.

Hauraki Gulf Forum
Feedback was received from the Hauraki Gulf Forum via the Waitematā Harbour CRE consultation
process. The Forum requested that greater recognition be given to the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act
(HGMPA) 2000 within the consent application documents. The Forum stated that it is important that
the application not only gives effect to the HGMPA (2000), but that the Stormwater Unit consider
setting targets for management of the Harbour to provide clarity and transparency. Tim Higham,
representative to the Forum, stated that there are three key issues for the gulf, namely:
1. Nitrogen inputs,
2. Restoration of habitat, and
3. Introducing protected areas.
Whilst the Forum identified these issues as being more important than stormwater effects, it is
important to see effects on the Harbour as interrelated. The Forum would also like to see the Unit
increase their budget, rather than just prioritise expenditure within an existing framework. It was also
requested that the Unit continue consulting with the Forum.

Environmental Defence Society (EDS)
Feedback was also received from EDS via the Waitematā Harbour CRE consultation process. EDS stated
that the key objective should be to ensure that adverse environmental effects related to stormwater do
not worsen as a result of the projected urban growth and that progressive improvements occur to
reduce existing environmental effects related to stormwater, i.e. that there is a net environmental gain.
In addition, they were supportive of a Council-led approach to growth and stated that it should be a
given that stormwater is managed so that urban growth does not worsen adverse environmental effects
associated with stormwater. EDS also stated that management of infrastructure and assets is of high
importance, since it will impact on the other identified issues.
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Waitematā Harbour Clean-up Trust
Feedback was also received from the Waitematā Harbour Clean-up Trust via the Waitematā Harbour
CRE consultation process. The Trust stated that they fully support the efforts of the Stormwater Unit to
address the issue of litter, but that, ultimately, successful litter management requires an integrated
approach involving all relevant departments of Auckland Council. For example, they recommended that
all properties should have access to wheelie bins and the open recycling crates should be faded out.
Litter should be collected in a manner which prevents litter from entering the stormwater drains. In
some cases installation of litter screens at stormwater outlets may be beneficial. Since the focus of the
Trust is on the conveyance of litter from land to the sea, holistic contaminant management would be a
high priority and they welcome any initiatives that improve intra-organisational programmes aimed at
litter reduction.
Further details of the comments made on the feedback forms can be found in Appendix D.

Table 18 Priority Ranking of issues for the Greater Tāmaki CRE (as collated from 16 feedback forms) by external stakeholders
and CCOs

Ranking
Priority

(1 being most urgent and 7
being the least urgent)

Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets

2.11

Urban Stream Management

2.56

Asset Management

2.61

Stormwater Impacts on the Wastewater Network

3.11

Flooding

3.33

Groundwater

3.72

Growth

3.78

4.1.6

Consultation with iwi

Three separate workshops/ meetings were held with local iwi to discuss the Greater Tāmaki CRE project
and obtain feedback. One of the workshops was held with Ngāti Whātua on 14 November 2013, and
the remaining 2 iwi workshops were held on 21 and 25 November 2013. A total of 5 iwi groups
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attended these 2 workshops, namely: Ngāi Tai ke Tāmaki (Ngāi Tai), Te Akitai Waiohua, Ngāti
Tamaoho, Ngāti Maru and Te Kawerau a Maki. The workshop minutes are included in Appendix D. In
addition to the workshops, Ngāti Whātua Ōrakei (NWO) requested that the feedback they provided
during the Waitematā Harbour CRE be used for this consultation process. Key points from the
workshops (which are directly relevant to the Greater Tāmaki CRE), along with specific comments made
through the feedback forms, are as follows:
General Comments
x

Māori have Kaitiakitanga responsibilities to ensure the mauri of water is preserved. Water in all
its forms is a fundamental resource and a Taonga to the Māori people.

x

Timeframes need to be put around the resolution of key identified issues.

x

More pro-active maintenance and cleanout of road cesspits should occur in the future.

x

Rivers should be viewed holistically (i.e. not just the stream bed, but the riparian area as a
whole).

x

Korero is very important and Council should take account of history and experience of Māori in
terms of fixing pollution problems.

x

It is not acceptable for Māori as guardians of the environment to accept a ‘do nothing’ approach
to some areas and an approach of managing stormwater “neutrally” in others.

x

There should be a greater emphasis on avoiding effects, rather than just mitigating them.

x

Stormwater management across all receiving environments is a high priority for iwi. Some iwi
groups felt that the Stormwater Unit should receive additional funding to reflect the importance
of water, not only to tangata whenua, but also the wider public.

x

The principles of iwi values for water cross all receiving environments – Tāmaki, Waitematā and
Manukau. Only iwi interests differ in these areas, not their values.

x

All waterways are important and there was a reluctance to prioritise one area over another,
however, it was recommended that the Unit start with protecting the good areas, and work on
cleaning up the most contaminated areas.

x

Most iwi groups expressed a keen interest in working with Council and the community to
accomplish ecological enhancement of streams through projects such as the ‘Project Twin
Streams’.

x

The portage route between the Otahuhu Creek and Mangere Inlet is of high cultural value/
importance to iwi.

x

The Panmure Basin is considered a sacred area.
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Issue and Criteria Specific Comments
x

In general, the “cost” criteria would be the lowest priority since they have nothing to do with
Kaitiakitanga over the receiving environment.

x

Future growth within the special housing areas will need to be carefully managed – iwi are
concerned about the implications and effects of infill development on the receiving
environment, especially in areas where infrastructure is causing existing effects on streams,
estuaries, the coast and the community.

x

Iwi would like to have a greater level of input in the concept design for all new developments.

x

Flooding as a public safety issue is important – people should not be allowed to build in floodplains.

x

General support for the Stormwater Unit educational programme, however these initiatives
should include rural areas too.

x

Streams should at least be maintained, but should be enhanced if possible. A big concern is the
piping of streams and allowance of on-line ponds.

x

The “partnership-led” criterion for growth is generally supported, but should also include iwi.

x

If developers are benefiting by redevelopment, they should contribute to infrastructure
upgrades.

x

Asset management ‘criticality’ should include critical effects on the environment (such as death
of eels).

x

Priority should be given to park management which encourages riparian vegetation, not mowing
of stream banks.

x

There was general concern over the ‘green’ monitoring points for the Otara catchment as it is
likely that the water quality is poor (this comment was reiterated in the public workshops, and
the Stormwater Unit has undertaken to investigate this).

x

People who contaminant streams should be penalised.

x

In general, the “ease of intervention” criterion for streams was supported.

x

Te Kawerau a Maki is supportive of the Le Rosa model for managing streams, and sees the
“stream health” criterion as important.

x

General concern for the very poor quality of the marine receiving environment and that this
contamination will likely increase in the near future.

x

Concern regarding the high level of contamination around the Panmure Basin, as this is a sacred
area.

x

Concern regarding the potential for contamination of the Whitford embayments from
quarrying, landfills and new development.

x

This issue of boats discharging sewage into the marine area is of concern - the fact that they
can’t discharge within 500m of the shore is not good enough.
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x

Future budget should be spent on implementation of projects that will reduce contamination of
the receiving environment. The Unit should not spend more money on benthic health research,
given that we already know the receiving environment is in bad condition.

x

Pollution levels in groundwater are a concern and road runoff should not be allowed to
discharge to land.

x

There needs to be a holistic approach to managing the aquifers, as the water will end up in the
sea and it is important to protect the life force of the sea - a precautionary approach to
groundwater is recommended.

x

Iwi stressed the importance of working proactively with Watercare, as the majority of overflows,
whether they are from combined systems or not, will discharge to a stream and are therefore a
priority.

x

Wastewater contaminating streams is a significant concern to iwi. Stormwater and wastewater
networks should be separated.

In addition to the workshops, 2 iwi groups, Te Kawerau Iwi Tribal Authority (Te Kawerau) and Te Ākitai
Waiohua Waka Taua Trust (Te Ākitai) provided formal feedback via the feedback forms. Ngāti Whātua
Ōrakei (NWŌ) requested that the feedback they provided for the Waitematā Harbour CRE be used for
this process. Finally, 3 further iwi groups, Ngāti Whātua, Tainui, and Ngāti Maru, provided written
feedback.
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Table 19 summarises the priorities determined by Iwi through the feedback form. NWŌ stated that
contamination of the Harbour, urban streams and growth should be the highest priorities for the
Stormwater Unit. Further details regarding the feedback received from NWŌ can be found in the
“Waitematā Harbour Consultation Outcomes Report (2013). With respect to the Tāmaki CRE, NWŌ
did state that the issue of the portage route between the Otahuhu Creek and Mangere Inlet is of high
cultural value/ importance to iwi. Te Ākitai supported the Stormwater Unit’s proposed approach to
prioritising management issues, so long as it ensured an integrated framework for enhancing water
quality. However, they stated that all the key issues were of equal importance and ranked them all 1.
Te Kawerau ranked stormwater impacts on the wastewater network as the most important issue to be
addressed, followed by urban stream management and contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and inlets.
Tainui requested that the Unit take account of their Iwi Management Plan (IMP) when preparing the
consent application and ensure that any setting of priorities is in accordance with their IMP. Ngāti Maru
chose not to provide formal feedback, and stated that they are preparing a Ngati Maru Maori Values
Assessment which would cover all catchments in the Auckland area, rather than reviewing each
catchment individually.
Ngāti Whātua provided a detailed submission regarding the importance of managing growth and
working with mana whenua in a collaborative and enabling manner. They stated that the integration
between land use planning and infrastructure investment is a significant issue for Auckland, as Auckland
faces a number of significant issues in the planning, delivery, and operation of its infrastructure that
include:
x

Historical under-investment to meet current needs;

x

Funding;

x

Planning integration and co-ordination;

x

Resilience and climate change;

x

Managing growth;

x

Renewals and maintenance;

x

Contributions to the AP; and

x

Demand management and efficiency.

Ngāti Whātua stated that an important focus for Council is the delivery of infrastructure to support the
growth identified in the Auckland Plan (AP). Council needs to ensure that quality infrastructure is in
place to support this expected growth to help implement the development strategy of the AP whilst also
underpinning its wider social, cultural, economic, and environmental aspirations. The Stormwater Unit
need to ensure that they incorporate mātauranga Māori into stormwater management to align with
actions that:
x

Monitor and protect waterways

x

Protect riparian margins
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x

Support the management of aquatic pest plants

x

Enhance habitat for fish, birds and invertebrates

x

Promote improved fish passage

x

Value water recycling using the cleansing power of Papatūānuku

Ngāti Whātua stressed that using tools such as the Stormwater Management Bylaw and the RMA will
help to improve environmental outcomes including improved water quality through effective
stormwater management. However, close working relationships with mana whenua are needed, and
mana whenua seek to have input into:
x

Shared management and collaboration on kaitiaki issues;

x

Input into decision making regarding stormwater reviews;

x

Increased enforcement activity of existing rules;

x

Protection of harbours as valuable food sources and facilitation of rāhui to protect fish during
breeding season;

x

Continued support for environmental education initiatives;

x

Improved water quality monitoring; and,

x

Continuity through elections cycles with elected representation changes disrupting kaitiaki
partnerships.

With respect to a Greater Tāmaki CRE approach to environmental planning and resource management
Ngāti Whātua requested that the Unit consider the following range of issues:
x

Statutory requirements to recognise and provide for the particular values and relationships of
mana whenua with the environment and the natural resources of their respective areas;

x

Kaitiaki responsibilities and management according to mana whenua cultural and spiritual
values;

x

Developing constructive relationships between Council and mana whenua;

x

Processes for consultation and resource consent applications; and,

x

Environmental effects and practical solutions.

Some of the key conclusions and recommendations made by Ngāti Whātua include:
Recommended approaches for achieving positive environmental outcomes:
x

The development of iwi or hapū resource management plans is a constructive approach. The
establishment of mana whenua resource management units is also enormously valuable;

x

Direct negotiations between mana whenua and resource consent applicants give opportunities
for good environmental outcomes to be achieved;
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x

The transfer of councils' functions to mana whenua under section 33 of the RMA has important
potential for improved facilitation of the requirements of sections 6(e) and 7(a) and (e) of that
Act;

x

Monitoring and research programmes undertaken by tangata whenua are fundamental to
identify and assess the condition of resources and sites of particular significance; and,

x

Effective mana whenua input into Council policies and plans is still variable and in
transformation.

Some additional recommendations by Ngāti Whātua include:
x

Prepare an Council-Wide policy statement under the RMA relating to mana whenua;

x

Seek purposeful co-ordination and integration of the various review processes;

x

Establish and resource a combined initiative to monitor and report on environmental outcomes
and opportunities;

x

Work collaboratively with Council;

x

Encourage and invest in mana whenua participation and initiatives.

Further details of the comments made on the feedback forms, and minutes from the 3 workshops, can
be found in Appendix D.
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Table 19 Priority Ranking of issues for the Greater Tāmaki CRE (as collated from 3 feedback forms) by Iwi

Ranking
Priority

(1 being most urgent and 7
being the least urgent)

Urban Stream Management

1.33

Stormwater Impacts on the Wastewater Network

1.33

Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets

1.67

Growth

2.33

Flooding

2.67

Asset Management
Groundwater Management

4.2

3
3.33

Specific Consultation Outcomes relating to the Consultation questions

In addition to the general feedback received at the workshops and via email, 36 stakeholders completed
the feedback form. The feedback form was specifically designed to obtain feedback relating to two key
consultation questions:

1. From the stormwater issues identified, what do you think are the priorities for the Greater
Tāmaki CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
2. From the Stormwater Unit’s responsibilities, what do you think are the criteria that council
should use for selecting stormwater management priorities?
The answers provided on the feedback form are summarised in Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2. A summary of
all the feedback obtained from the feedback forms is provided in Appendix D.

4.2.1

Priorities for the Greater Tāmaki CRE

The first consultation question on the feedback form related to obtaining feedback around key priorities
for the Greater Tāmaki CRE. Stakeholders were provided with 7 key issues, namely: growth, asset
management, flooding, urban stream management, contamination of the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal
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inlets, groundwater management and stormwater effects on the wastewater network. Stakeholders
were asked to rank the issues in terms of their priority and those needing urgent attention, with 1 being
the most urgent, and 7 being the least urgent. In order to rank the feedback hierarchically, and provide
it in a clear graphical form, the ranking shown in this section is inverted (i.e. a ranking of 7 equates to
the most urgent issue and 1 equates to the least urgent).
Table 20 and Figures 3 clearly indicate that the issue of contamination of the Greater Tāmaki Estuary
and the coastal inlets should be most urgently addressed. This was followed closely by urban stream
management. As shown in the Figure 3a, this was a consistent message received from all stakeholder
groups. The remaining issues are closely ranked, with less than 1 unit dividing asset management (5.13)
and groundwater management (4.22). Since there is not a large difference between the highest and
lowest ranked issue, the Stormwater Unit will potentially need to amalgamate and address all issues. It
is also interesting to note that the consultation process did not raise any additional issues to those
presented to stakeholders.
Table 20 Priority Ranking of issues for the Greater Tāmaki CRE (as collated from 34 feedback forms).

Priority

Ranking
(7 being most urgent and 1 being the least
urgent)

Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets

6.24

Urban Stream Management

5.73

Asset Management

5.13

Stormwater Impacts on the Wastewater Network

4.67

Growth

4.81

Flooding

4.66

Groundwater Management

4.22
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Figures 3a & b Ranking of stormwater issues within the Greater Tāmaki CRE (as collated from 34 feedback forms)
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Figure 3a - Prioritisation of Stormwater Issues
from the Greater Tamaki CRE Consultation
Process (by stakeholder group)
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4.2.2

Criteria for Prioritisation

The second consultation question on the feedback form related to obtaining feedback on criteria that
Council should use to prioritise expenditure relating to each of the identified issues. Stakeholders were
asked to classify the criteria for each issue as high, medium or low. Stakeholders could also include
additional criteria on the form. The criteria that were included on the feedback form are shown in Table
7. Sections 4.2.2.2 to 4.2.2.8 summarise the results.

4.2.2.1 Criteria Generic to All Issues (“Business as Usual”)
The Stormwater Unit currently uses a number of “business as usual” criteria to prioritise expenditure
within the currently allocated budget. These criteria could be applied when prioritising within and
across each of the seven identified issues. Stakeholders were asked to rank these criteria for each of the
issues. Figure 4 shows that, in general, risk-based analyses and the mauri of water should be used to
prioritise expenditure across all the issues. Seeking multiple benefits in projects was also seen as being
of high-medium priority.
Comments from feedback received from Council staff showed a support for the risk-based assessments,
as these incorporate a good understanding of the sensitivity of the receiving environment. Staff
recommended two additional “business as usual” criteria which could be incorporated, namely:
x

Opportunities to increase biodiversity and restore ecosystems (especially in streams and
receiving environment. i.e. “account for ecosystems services), and

x

Downstream effects on the receiving environment.

The Franklin LB stated that cost is an important criterion, and that Council needs to manage its assets
cost effectively, whilst also acknowledging that it has a social and environmental responsibility to the
community. Similarly, GETBA stated that “cost-benefit analyses” should be accorded an overarching
priority.
Conversely, general feedback from iwi indicated that the “cost” criteria should be the lowest priority
since they are not directly related to Kaitiakitanga over the receiving environment.
The Maungakiekie-Tāmaki LB stated that the key criterion which ought to be incorporated into any
decision making is the mauri of the water.
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Figure 4 Summary of rankings relating to the “business as usual” criteria (as collated from, on average 27 feedback forms)
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4.2.2.2 Growth
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Figure 5 summarises the priority levels for the proposed criteria relating to growth. The graph highlights
that managing sensitive receiving environments are important. In addition, for both intensification and
greenfields growth, stakeholders show a clear preference for council and partnership-led over
“development-led” approaches.

Greater Tāmaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

60

Greater Tāmaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report
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Environment

- Council identified priorities
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- Development led
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Prevent/ Minimise effects from
future Development

Figure 5 Summary of rankings relating to criteria for prioritising growth-related expenditure (as collated from, on average 29
feedback forms)
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Figure 6 highlights that asset condition and criticality is the key critierion that should be used to
prioritise asset management expenditure. Giving priority to identifying and fixing assets in poor
condition, before they fail, would assist in reducing potentially serious public health and environmental
effects. However, it is noted that there is only a small difference between this criterion and impacts on
existing communities.
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Figure 6 Summary of rankings relating to criteria for prioritising asset management expenditure (as collated from, on
average, 32 feedback forms)
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In their submission on the Waitematā Harbour CRE, NWŌ identified that an additional criterion for
asset management is around long term infrastructure design. It is noted that this has now been
included as a key issue for asset management.
As with growth, the LBs felt that good asset management is part of Council’s ‘business as usual’.
As mentioned previously, Watercare ranked “good asset management” as their number 1 priority. This
is based on the premise that good asset management is required to at least maintain existing levels of
service and ensure funding is spent proactively rather than reactively.
GETBA stated that obtaining asset information needs to be prioritised in advance of asset management,
in other words, “you cannot manage what you don’t measure”. Nonetheless, they stated that most
stormwater assets needing maintenance within the East Tamaki Industrial Area are below ground built
assets, which should be prioritised.
EDS also stated that good quality information is essential for making good quality decisions surrounding
management of assets.
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4.2.2.4 Flooding
Figure 7 provides a summary of the criteria rankings relating to prioritising expenditure on flooding.
85% of respondents ranked “public safety and protecting critical infrastructure” as a high criterion for
prioritisation. 57% and 63% of stakeholders ranked flooding occurrence and existing flooding and
damage, respectively, as high.
Figure 7 Summary of rankings relating to criteria for prioritising flooding expenditure (as collated from, on average, 27
feedback forms)
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Due to potentially signficant public health issues, Watercare Services Ltd and the Auckland Regional
Public Health Service (ARPHS) both stated that flooding is a critical level of service criteria. In their
Waitematā Harbour CRE submission, NWŌ was supportive of the flooding criteria, and recommended
that they be expanded to include an assessment of risk of flood damage to the natural environment as a
result of stormwater overloads. The majority of stakeholders identified that it is critical for the
Stormwater Unit to ensure that future flooding is proactively managed through rules in the Unitary
Plan, and agreed that redevelopment should take account of and remedy existing flooding issues.
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4.2.2.5 Urban stream management
Figure 8 provides a summary of the criteria rankings relating to prioritising expenditure on urban
streams. The “greatest ecological benefit” criterion was ranked highest (84%), followed closely by
“holistic stream management” (79%). The priority ranking accurately reflects and mirrors the
discussions in the workshops, i.e. that stakeholders are concerned about the current condition of
streams within the Greater Tāmaki CRE, and would like Council to investigate opportunities for
enhancement where practicable.
In their Waitematā Harbour CRE submission, EDS stated that the protection of all current streams from
further degradation is a high priority and that part of being the “world’s most liveable city” means
having high quality (amenity and ecology) streams, and a fishable and swimmable harbour.
Figure 8 Summary of rankings relating to criteria for prioritising urban stream management expenditure (as collated from, on
average, 30 feedback forms)
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0%

Low

The Orakei LB stated in their submission that they were also concerned about the effects of stormwater
discharges on private streams, and that Council should focus on all streams, not just public
watercourses. The key priority for the Otara-Papatoetoe LB is the condition of the Otara Lake. The
Board stated that priority should be given to improving the water quality of the Lake. The Howick LB
stated that they would like to see the implementation of pollution prevention programmes working
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with local business and industry to reduce the risk of them polluting the waterways (it is noted that the
Board is currently funding such a programme, but would like Council support for this initiative).
As stated in Section 4.1.6, all waterways are of high cultural value to iwi, and feedback at the workshops
showed a support for not only enhancing streams, but for managing them holistically throughout
Council. Many iwi groups also showed a desire to work with Council on stream enhancement projects.

4.2.2.6 Greater Tāmaki Estuary and Coastal Inlets
Figure 9 provides a summary of the criteria rankings relating to prioritising expenditure on contaminant
management in the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets.
Figure 9 Summary of rankings relating to criteria for prioritising contaminant management expenditure (as collated from, on
average, 30 feedback forms)
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It is interesting to note that the two highest ranked criteria (contaminant loads and dispersal and marine
ecology) are very closely related. These two criteria are also very closely linked with “trends in
contaminant levels”, as those areas which are currently experiencing high sediment concentration levels
are predicted to worsen over time. The rankings therefore indicate a focus on ensuring highly degraded
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areas are remediated and relatively “clean” areas are protected from further degradation. This is
consistent with the workshop discussions surrounding contamination of the marine receiving
environment (see Appendix D). Comments from the stakeholders, both within the feedback forms and
at the workshops, emphasised ‘treatment at source’ of contaminants, and a desire to see the Estuary
and coastal inlets protected from further degradation.
As for streams, the mauri of the Harbour water is a vital issue for iwi, and at the workshops, they
indicated their strong support for the cultural significance of the marine environment to iwi. It is
interesting to note that, overall, “holistic contaminant management” scored relatively low when
compared with the other criteria (with the exception of “existing contaminant levels”), yet discussion
surrounding this criterion at the workshops indicated strong support for holistic management. GETBA
requested that Council prioritise research of the various contributions to contamination of this
environment before prioritising solutions, especially those that impose regulation or cost on industrial
activities that may not be the main source of contamination. NWŌ, in their Waitematā Harbour CRE
submission, stated that holistic contaminant also needs to include addressing contaminants sourced
from rural activities. This sentiment was echoed by many of the stakeholder submissions and
discussions at the public and iwi workshops.
The LBs also placed a high emphasis on the quality of the Tāmaki Estuary and coastal inlets. The
Mangere-Otahuhu LB, Otara-Papatoetoe LB, Howick LB and Maugakiekie-Tāmaki LB all stated that the
contamination of the Tāmaki estuary and the coastal inlets should be a high priority for the Stormwater
Unit.
EDS stated that maintaining areas which are currently healthy should be a high priority as Council needs
to ensure that those environments are protected whilst also reducing contamination in impacted areas.
It is noted that coastal erosion, particularly of the Eastern Bay beaches and Tāmaki Strait, was raised as a
concern by the Howick LB and Patricia Cook.

4.2.2.7 Groundwater

Figure 10 provides a summary of the criteria rankings relating to prioritising expenditure on
groundwater. Groundwater was ranked as the lowest priority issue for the CRE (see Section 4.2.1). The
Figure highlights that the “treatment of disposed stormwater to ground” (criterion 2) is the highest
ranked criterion. This mirrors feedback on the forms which suggested that there should be greater
protection of groundwater resources from contaminated stormwater discharges, particularly where
groundwater is being used for water supply purposes. In general, aquifers as potential water sources
should be protected in the long term, and a pre-cautionary approach to managing the aquifers should be
adopted.
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Figure 10 Summary of rankings relating to criteria for prioritising groundwater expenditure (as collated from, on average, 29
feedback forms)
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4.2.2.8 Stormwater effects on the wastewater network

Figure 11 summarises the criteria rankings for prioritising expenditure/ works relating to stormwater
impacts on the wastewater network. Contrary to discussions during the workshops, the feedback forms
indicate that a greater number of stakeholders (90%) ranked “environmental risk” as high than “public
health risk” (87%). Protection of public health was ranked as the highest priority by both the ARPHS
and Watercare. In general, stormwater effects on the wastewater network were identified as either a
concern or a significant concern for all stakeholders. Many stakeholders recommended controlling
stormwater at source, as well as separating stormwater and wastewater flows in order to reduce effects
of stormwater discharges on the capacity of the wastewater network. This action would have the added
benefit of reducing the environmental risk from increased wastewater overflows. In addition, there was
a general acknowledgement by the stakeholders that Watercare Services Ltd and the Stormwater Unit
need to work together to resolve combined stormwater and wastewater overflows within the Greater
Tāmaki CRE.
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Figure 11 Summary of rankings relating to criteria for prioritising works relating to stormwater impacts on the wastewater
network (as collated from, on average, 29 feedback forms)
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5.0 Comparison between the Waitematā Harbour
and Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation outcomes
5.1

Background

In the first half of 2013 consultation was undertaken on stormwater priorities within the Waitematā
Harbour CRE. As with the Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation process, the CIP for the Waitematā Harbour
CRE NDC process focused on two key consultation questions. The first question requested feedback,
from a set of identified stormwater issues, on the priorities for the Waitematā Harbour CRE.
Stakeholders were requested to rank the 7 key issues from 1 (being the highest priority) to 7 (being the
lowest priority). The 7 key issues included:
x

managing growth,

x

managing infrastructure/ assets,

x

managing flooding (or the risk of flooding),

x

urban stream management,

x

contamination of the estuaries and harbour,

x

managing stormwater discharges to groundwater, and

x

stormwater effects on the wastewater network.

The same 7 key issues were identified for the Greater Tāmaki consultation process.
The second consultation question requested feedback on the criteria that guide how, through the NDC
process, the Auckland Council Stormwater Unit selects its priorities for stormwater management in the
Waitematā Harbour CRE and its associated sub-catchments (i.e. stream catchment areas). In most
cases the criteria for prioritisation were very similar to that developed for the Greater Tāmaki
consultation process. The key difference between the two sets of criteria was that the Waitematā
Harbour criteria did not include a ‘generic criteria’ category. Generic criteria such as risk assessment,
cost benefit analyses, multiple benefits and the mauri of water were included under the relevant issues.
In total, 93 stakeholders were identified and directly contacted. Of the 93 contacted, 47 either attended
workshops or provided feedback. A further 8 stakeholders stated that they were not interested in the
process. As a result, 59% of stakeholders contacted for feedback on the Waitematā Harbour CRE either
responded or provided feedback. A very similar level of response was received for the Greater Tāmaki
CRE consultation process, i.e. a 62% response rate.
More information on the Waitematā Harbour consultation process and outcomes can be found in the
“Waitematā Harbour CRE NDC: Consultation Outcomes Report” (August, 2013).
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5.2

Comparison of Consultation Outcomes – Stormwater Priorities

Figure 12 provides a comparison of the consultation outcomes relating to the prioritisation of
stormwater issues from the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation processes. In
order to rank the feedback hierarchically, and provide it in a clear graphical form, the ranking shown in
Figure 12 is inverted (i.e. a ranking of 7 equates to the most urgent issue and 1 equates to the least
urgent). In both cases, contamination of the marine receiving environment (“Estuaries/ Harbour” on
Figure 12) is ranked as the highest priority and groundwater management is the lowest priority. Perhaps
the key difference between the outcomes of the two consultation initiatives is that stakeholders within
the Greater Tāmaki CRE ranked urban stream management as a higher priority than those stakeholders
within the Waitematā Harbour CRE. This is likely due to the poor state of the streams within the urban
area of the Greater Tāmaki CRE.

Comparison of the Prioritisation of Stormwater Issues from the
Waitemata Harbour and Greater Tamaki CRE Consultation
Processes
7.00
6.00
Ranking

5.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
Stormwater Impacts on the
Wastewater Network

Groundwater

Estuaries/ Harbour

Urban Streams

Risk of Flooding

Asset Management

Growth

0.00

Waitematā Harbour
Greater Tāmaki

Issues
Figure 12 Comparison of the prioritisation of stormwater issues from the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CRE
consultation processes.

Figure 13 illustrates the average ranking of stormwater issues as taken from both the Waitematā
Harbour and Greater Tāmaki feedback results. Contamination of the marine receiving environment,
asset management and urban stream management rank as the average top 3 priorities. It is noted,
however, that there is not a large difference between the highest and lowest ranked issue, nor is there a
Greater Tāmaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

71

great deal of difference between the ranking of issues across the two CREs (Figure 12). As mentioned
previously, the Stormwater Unit will therefore need to amalgamate and address all issues. It is also
interesting to note that neither consultation processes raised any additional issues to those presented to
stakeholders.

Prioritisation of Stormwater Issues - Average Ranking taken
from the Waitemata Harbour and Greater Tamaki CRE
Consultation Processes
7.00
6.00
Ranking
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5.99
4.94

5.12

4.66
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4.44
3.61

4.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
0.00

Stormwater Priorities

Issues
Figure 13 Average prioritisation ranking of issues, as taken from the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CRE
consultation processes

5.3

Comparison of Consultation Outcomes – Criteria for Prioritisation

5.3.1

Criteria Generic to all Issues

The generic criteria were developed as part of the Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation process. As a result,
a direct comparison between the generic criteria feedback results for the Waitematā Harbour and
Greater Tāmaki CREs is not possible. There are, however, a few points worth noting. With respect to
the Greater Tāmaki CRE, in general, risk-based analyses and the mauri of water were ranked as high in
terms of prioritising expenditure across all the issues. Seeking multiple benefits in projects was also seen
as being of high-medium priority. Where the ‘generic criteria’ were included within the Waitematā
Harbour issues, redevelopment opportunities and the mauri of water were seen as being a high priority.
Greater Tāmaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

72

5.3.2

Growth

In both the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CREs, the ‘sensitivity of the receiving environment’
and ‘council-identified priorities’ criteria were ranked highly.
5.3.3

Asset Management

As with the growth criteria, the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation feedback was
closely aligned. There was a high level of support for ‘asset condition and criticality’ as the key criterion
that should be used to prioritise asset management expenditure. Overall, 94% and 74% of stakeholders
from the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CREs respectively ranked asset condition and
criticality as high. Managing impacts on existing communities was also seen as important in both CREs.
5.3.4

Flooding

Figure 14 provides a graphical comparison of the ‘high’ ranked criteria between the two CREs.

Figure 14 A comparison between the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CREs of the ‘high’ ranked criteria for flooding

Whilst initially it appears that the stakeholders in each CRE have a different perspective on the
importance of the criteria, both ‘flooding occurrence’ and existing flooding/ damage’ have the highest
percentage of stakeholders ranking them as high. It is noted that the criterion “public safety and
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protecting critical infrastructure’ cannot be compared as this was a new criterion introduced through the
Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation process.
5.3.5

Urban Stream Management

In general, the feedback relating to urban stream management was relatively consistent across the two
CREs. The ‘ecological value/ greatest ecological benefit’ and ‘opportunities to leverage outcomes’
criteria received the most support from stakeholders. Through the Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation
process a new criterion, ‘holistic management of streams’ was introduced and also received a high level
of support.
5.3.6

The Harbour, Estuaries and Coastal Inlets

Figure 15 clearly demonstrates a similarity in the ranking of criteria for contaminant management in the
marine receiving environment for the two CREs. They highlight that there should be a general focus on
‘contaminant loads and dispersal’ and ‘marine ecology’ when prioritising future expenditure.

Figure 15 A comparison between the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CREs of the ‘high’ ranked criteria for
contaminant management in the marine receiving environment
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5.3.7

Groundwater Management

In both the Waitematā Harbour and Greater Tāmaki CREs, the ‘treatment/ disposal of stormwater into
ground was ranked as the highest criterion for prioritisation. This criterion supported the general
feedback received from stakeholders in both CREs who felt a precautionary management approach to
stormwater disposal to ground should be adopted.
5.3.8

Stormwater Effects on the Wastewater Network

Stakeholders from both CREs ranked ‘public health risk’ and ‘environmental risk’ as the highest criteria
for prioritisation. It is interesting to note, however, that the criterion had inversely proportionate high
rankings (Table 21). Despite this, the percentage of stakeholders to rank each of the criteria as “high”
was very similar.
Table 21 Percentage of stakeholder who ranked public health risk and environmental risk as high

5.4

Criterion

Waitematā Harbour

Greater Tām
maki CRE

Public Health Risk

91%

87%

Environmental Risk

76%

90%

General Conclusions

Sections 5.2 and 5.3 provide a comparison of the outcomes from the Waitematā Harbour CRE and
Greater Tāmaki CRE consultation processes. Overall, stakeholder feedback was similar, and both CRE
stakeholders ranked contamination of the marine receiving environment as their highest priority for
management. Likewise, the criteria for prioritisation were also ranked comparably across both CREs.
The results assist in providing the Stormwater Unit with a clear direction which relates to protecting
sensitive receiving environments and focussing on council-identified priorities for growth. In addition,
stakeholders in both CREs felt that the condition and criticality of assets should be a high priority. With
respect to the receiving environments, works which provide for the greatest ecological value/ benefit
and holistic management, and allow for reducing contaminant loads and protecting marine ecology
should be given priority. The precautionary approach should be adopted for groundwater management
by treating stormwater prior to disposal. Finally, both stakeholders groups deemed that managing
public health and environmental risk should be a high priority where stormwater has an effect on the
wastewater network.
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6.0 Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
6.1

Summary and Conclusions

This report has described the consultation process which has been undertaken for the Greater Tamaki
CRE. A Consultation Implementation Plan (CIP) was prepared to scope and guide the consultation
process. The CIP identified that the goal of the consultation process for the Greater Tāmaki CRE was to
obtain an understanding of what the high-level priorities of the Stormwater Unit should be for this area.
In reaching this goal, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on two key questions:

1. From the stormwater issues identified, what do you think are the priorities for the Greater
Tāmaki CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
2. From the Stormwater Unit’s responsibilities, what do you think are the criteria that council
should use for selecting stormwater management priorities?
The CIP identified key stakeholder groups and recommended a potential level of consultation with each
group according to the classifications of the IAP2 public participation spectrum. Stakeholders were
divided into four key categories: governance, internal staff, external stakeholders and iwi. Each group
was directly informed of the consultation process via emails or agenda reports. Attached to the emails
and agenda reports was a consultation information pack. In addition, information was placed on
Auckland Council’s website at http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/haveyoursay .
Overall, the consultation process was undertaken in general accordance with the recommendations set
out in the CIP. In total, 97 stakeholders were identified in the CIP and directly contacted (excluding the
general public category). Of the 97 contacted, 46 either attended workshops or provided feedback. A
further 14 stakeholders stated that they were not interested in the process. In essence, 62% of
stakeholders contacted through this process either responded or provided feedback. In addition to this,
6 stakeholders provided feedback through the “general public” category. Auckland Council’s
communications and engagement department stated that this level of response was “very good”.
Feedback from the consultation process highlighted that contamination of the Greater Tāmaki Estuary
and the coastal inlets should be prioritised and most urgently addressed by the Stormwater Unit. This
was followed closely by urban stream management. The remaining issues are closely ranked, with less
than 1 unit dividing asset management (4.67) and groundwater management (3.88). Since there is not
a large difference between the highest and lowest ranked issue, the Stormwater Unit will need to
amalgamate and address all issues. It is also interesting to note that the consultation process did not
raise any additional issues to those presented to stakeholders.

Greater Tāmaki CRE: Consultation Outcomes Report

76

6.2

Recommendations

Whilst the initial round of consultation on the Greater Tāmaki CRE has now been completed,
engagement will be on-going with stakeholders over the years to come, as the process moves down
from the high-level consent to detailed sub-catchment-based studies and then project-based consents.
The next steps for this project will be to ensure that all stakeholders who requested feedback (see
Appendix D) are provided with the results of the consultation process and information relating to how
the consultation outcomes will inform setting the best practicable option for the network discharge
consent. In this regard it is recommended that:
x

A summary of the key consultation outcomes be distributed via email to the identified
stakeholders, along with Environment Climate Change and Natural Heritage Committee, and the
Infrastructure Committee and the Independent Māori Statutory Board;

x

In accordance with the CIP, that a summary of the BPO process and proposed targets for
management be sent to the identified stakeholders, along with Environment Climate Change and
Natural Heritage Committee, and the Infrastructure Committee and the Independent Māori
Statutory Board;

x

The Stormwater Unit continue building a close relationship with iwi and continue on-going
consultation through:
o finding opportunities to work with local iwi groups as many showed considerable interest
in the Stormwater Unit programme and identified synergies with their own initiatives.
o potentially create a working group to workshop Māori names for the CREs and streams,
to identify areas of cultural value, and as a general stormwater forum going forward (it
could be used as an education forum to assist in building capacity and sharing
knowledge).
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PART A: CONTEXT AND PURPOSE

1. BACKGROUND
The Auckland Council Stormwater Unit is required by law to obtain resource consents to
discharge stormwater from the region’s stormwater network into the natural environment,
under a process called Network Discharge Consents (NDCs).
The new Auckland Council has designed a high level approach to stormwater consents,
focusing on outcomes for Consolidated Receiving Environments (CREs). Ten CREs have
been identified for the Auckland region. This Consultation Implementation Plan focuses on
the Greater Tamaki CRE.
The Auckland Council intends that the NDC consent application for each CRE is preceded by
well designed and focused consultation, resulting in quality engagement with stakeholders
that strengthens and consolidates the long term relationships needed for on-going catchmentbased initiatives following the consent.
A number of key stormwater documents have helped to frame the approach to consultation:
• Draft Regional Network Discharge Consent Framework - the overarching approach,
direction, priorities and anticipated timing for the new NDCs
• Draft Stormwater Unit Implementation Plan – establishing Stormwater priorities and
work programme for Council’s first three years and engendering support and
alignment of other key parties
• Stormwater Engagement Plan
This consultation implementation plan takes into account related and recent stakeholder
consultation processes including the Auckland Plan, the Long Term Plan, the Proposed
Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water, the Regional Plan: Coastal, and the Local Board Plans.
It also takes into account the fact that the Great Tamaki CRE will be the second CRE NDC
that some stakeholders will have been consulted on. It seeks to ensure stakeholders are not
unnecessarily and excessively consulted where high-level issues have been covered
previously.
The Stormwater Unit is applying for non-notified consent on the basis that:
• The Auckland Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water specifically provides for these
consents to be non-notified;
• The NDC is essential infrastructure and stormwater discharges cannot be stopped;
• Consultation at the CRE level is expected to be high-level, engaging and thorough
delivering a transparent process and contributing to a high-quality consent application
6

•

•

Consultation will be on-going with stakeholders, as the process moves down from the
high-level consent to detailed catchment-based studies and then project-based
consents; and
Stakeholders have already been extensively and recently consulted for several other
high level documents, as detailed above, as well as for the previous Council-led
catchment-based work that makes up the CRE.





2. PURPOSE OF GREATER TAMAKI CRE NDC CONSULTATION
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Goal
The goal of this Consultation Implementation Plan is:
To design an effective, efficient, best-practice high-level consultation process for the
NDC that is genuinely engaging, useful to all parties, contributes to long-term
relationship-building that gives effect to the Auckland Plan, and that fulfils the
requirements of the consent process.
The decision
The consultation process for the Greater Tamaki NDC is centred on a core issue under
consideration:
In managing stormwater discharges for the Greater Tamaki CRE, what should be the
high-level management priorities of the Auckland Council?
Legal requirements
While consultation is not specifically required by legislation for this work under the Resource
Management Act (RMA), it is regarded as good practice to complete consultation and include
details within a resource consent application for a project such as the Greater Tamaki CRE
NDC. Under Council’s Air Land and Water Plan (ALWP), the scale of NDC for Greater
Tamaki is such that an unspecified level of consultation is anticipated.
For iwi MƗori , under the RMA tangata whenua interests are required to be considered when
making decisions on resource consent applications. Consultation with MƗori is required on
issues relating to cultural wellbeing, relationships with ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi
tapu and other taonga and the exercise of kaitiaki. The Local Government Act (LGA) 2002
also requires that before making any decision relating to land or a body of water, a Council
must take into account the relationship of MƗori and their culture and traditions with their
ancestral land, water, sites, waahi tapu, valued flora and fauna, and other taonga. In addition
to the requirements of the RMA and the LGA, the partnership framework between the
Auckland Council and the Independent MƗori Statutory Board requires particular attention to
the consultation process.
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This implementation plan exceeds the legal requirements for consultation.
Further details of the legal requirements for consultation are discussed in detail in Appendix
Three.
Strategic decisions for consultation
At the highest levels of planning and stormwater management, the regional issues along with
the desired broad vision and outcomes for the Greater Tamaki CRE have already been
established by the Stormwater Regional Implementation Plan, Auckland Plan, the Air Land
and Water Plan, the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park legislation and other regional and national
policy and regulatory frameworks. The consultation implementation plan does not re-seek
stakeholder views on these pre-existing regional issues, visions, objectives and outcomes.
The level of strategic detail in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC fits between this high-level preexisting framework and the next level of stormwater planning: sub-catchment infrastructure,
priority-setting and development.
The CRE-level of planning has two core issues relevant to the consideration of stakeholder
consultation:
1. Priorities for the Council’s stormwater resource allocation and for focus of
management implementation, and
2. Principles and criteria for management decision-making
These are important decisions affecting long term outcomes for communities, businesses,
environment and iwi Maori that key stakeholders should be consulted on.
The NDC’s objectives and outcomes are specific, management-focused, numerous, detailed
and derived from the priorities. For these reasons, it is inappropriate and unnecessary to
engage external stakeholders in their drafting.
Specific questions for consultation
There are two specific questions for consultation:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, which are the priorities for the Greater
Tamaki CRE and what must be most urgently addressed?
2. What principles or criteria proposed should be used by the Stormwater Unit for
selecting priorities for stormwater management responses?
Meaningful engagement on these questions depends on the issues being understood and
sufficient information provided to stakeholders for them to form a view. This is further
developed in sections below.
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Scale and target of consultation
In selecting the scale and target for consultation in this implementation plan a number of
factors have been taken into account:
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC priorities are important to the long term wellbeing and
interests of a large number of people.
The Greater Tamaki CRE includes the catchments and receiving environments of a number
of streams, estuarine areas, coastline and harbour waters that are iconic and important for
eastern Auckland. It includes the rohe of nine iwi/hapu and the constituencies of six Local
Boards and 7 Ward Councillors. The issues and priorities under discussion – those of
flooding of homes and businesses, sedimentation of streams and estuaries, and contamination
by pollutants of sensitive natural habitats, fish, shellfish, birdlife, marine mammals and other
biota – are of interest and concern to a wide range of stakeholders.
The Greater Tamaki CRE includes areas of intense urbanisation and on-going development.
It is a centre for much of Auckland’s industry and includes the site of a significant new
residential subdivision. Sociologically and culturally it is diverse. For all of these reasons,
the Greater Tamaki CRE is of interest to both local and central government along with
development and business interests. It is an area of concern for community groups,
environment and conservation organisations, and recreation clubs.
The network utility
operators Watercare and NZTA and infrastructure provider Auckland Transport are
collaborating with Auckland Council to coordinate their NDCs and so will need to be
engaged in the consultation process. Finally, as stormwater runoff has widespread impacts
on a range of environmental, social, cultural and economic issues, its management is of
interest to the general public.
The CRE NDC is a high-level, broad-scale assessment and addressing of stormwater issues.
Stakeholder engagement needs to be at the same scale but also needs to take into account
special features of Greater Tamaki CRE.
It is important to match the level of consultation with the scale of the decision-making and
priority-setting to ensure meaningful engagement with stakeholders. High-level broad-scale
planning requires consultation with stakeholder representatives and individuals who have
broad-scale mandates and interests. This fact needs to be balanced by the recognition that
the Greater Tamaki CRE:
• Does not have a single uniting geographical feature (like the WaitematƗ Harbour
CRE),
• Incorporates an especially culturally diverse population,
• Includes a wide range of land uses from heavy industrial, suburban residential through
to rural townships.
Consultation planning for Greater Tamaki will therefore need to include local-scale interest
groups to ensure this diversity and fragmentation is adequately represented.
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Wider information dissemination becomes especially important in such a situation to ensure
that those areas of the CRE that do not have active local groups or clubs still have the
opportunity to learn about the Greater Tamaki process. Once alerted, they can then choose to
have an engaged role in consultation if desired.
Stakeholders with an interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE have already been extensively
consulted at a high level for strategic planning documents.
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC sits within a strategic planning framework that includes the
Auckland Plan (30-year framework), the Long Term Plan (10-year framework), the former
seven District Plans and the Proposed Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water and the Regional
Plan: Coastal. In the future, Council’s Unitary Plan, which is currently being developed, will
also be a guiding strategic document. Stakeholders have already been extensively and
recently consulted for these plans. The draft Unitary Plan is likely to be released for formal
consultation mid-2013, and stakeholder consultation is underway. All of these documents
include reference to high-level vision, objectives or outcomes for the catchments, harbours or
other receiving environments of Auckland.
In addition, many of the groups, organisations, businesses, government departments and
internal council stakeholders which hold a CRE-wide mandate and level of interest will have
been consulted previously on the first CRE NDC process - for the WaitematƗ Harbour. The
questions asked for the WaitematƗ CRE are the same as those being asked for Greater
Tamaki. While the two CREs are clearly distinguishable, many of their high-level issues
will be held in common.
This extensive previous consultation means that it is not necessary to duplicate consultation
with stakeholders over the broader environmental outcomes that form the strategic
framework for this NDC. Rather, to avoid ‘consultation fatigue,’ the plan ensures that:
• While high-level input is required, the key questions for consultation are tightly focused
and specific enough to avoid ground that has already been consulted on
• The consultation process is designed to be rewarding for stakeholders. Stakeholders are
offered the opportunity to engage with the Stormwater Unit at a high level of interaction
if they choose so, to the ‘involve’ level of the IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum
(explained in more detail below). A specific group of stakeholders are offered a
collaborative level of engagement. The specific and measurable nature of the decisions
being consulted on is also attractive for engaged stakeholders.
• Past consultative effort is included in the analysis of stakeholder views (including any
previous consultation on the WaitematƗ Harbour CRE) and this is made clear to
stakeholders with an interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC so they can elect not to be
consulted again.
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Engagement with stakeholders does not end with the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC process.
Engagement will be ongoing with stakeholders over the years to come, as the process moved
down from the high-level consent to detailed catchment-based studies and then project-based
consents. This is accounted for in the consultation implementation plan by:
• Focusing the stakeholder engagement on high-level, broad-mandate and broadinterest groups, knowing that local interest stakeholders have the opportunity for
engagement further along the consenting process.
• Focusing the stakeholder engagement at the level of critical resource priority-setting
knowing that the more detailed objectives and outcomes can be addressed at the subcatchment level of consultation.
• Ensuring long-term relationship-building is an outcome of the CRE NDC consultation
process.
The diversity of stakeholders is accommodated by a diversity of approaches to consultation.
This consultation plan identifies four groups of stakeholders and many divisions of these
groups, each with different mandates, interests, representation and consultation needs. The
plan is designed to accommodate these differences to ensure quality engagement with all
groups.
The Stormwater Unit is proposing that this NDC process be non-notified.
This requires demonstration of high-quality consultation at the right level for ensuring the
NDC is designed to address the right issues in the right way for CRE stakeholders.
Managing stakeholder expectations
Consultation implies a promise to stakeholders that their views will be taken into account in a
defined manner. In defining the promise, it needs to be determined:
• Which aspects of the NDC are non-negotiable, are outside the mandate of public
engagement or are already made;
• What the NDC itself can promise to deliver and what it can only influence; and
• What level of influence the stakeholders have over those aspects of the decision that
are open to consultation.
Aspects of the NDC not able to be consulted on:
As described above, there are two key components of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC that are
not able to be consulted on:
• High level regional issues, visions, objectives and outcomes as these pertain to
stormwater because these have already been agreed to and are already determined by
pre-existing plans and policies; and
• The NDC’s objectives and outcomes that are specific, management-focused,
numerous, detailed and derived from the priorities.
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Stormwater Unit decision-making vs influence
In setting the boundaries for consultation the Stormwater Unit needs to make clear to
stakeholders those issues and responses under consultation that are beyond the mandate of the
Unit to decide on. These include the role of the following bodies:
• Council’s Regulatory Unit which must approve the draft NDC prior to it being passed
to an independent commissioner
• The independent commissioner who approves, or not, the final NDC
• Governance structures of Council which can exercise their decision-making powers
over the NDC
• Other departments and units within Council that may have mandates to approve,
consult on, or implement specific components of the strategic outcomes for the
Greater Tamaki CRE.
Level of influence of stakeholders
There are five potential levels of commitment the Stormwater Unit can make in engaging
with stakeholders on priority setting for stormwater management, adapted from the IAP2
Public Participation Spectrum.

Level of
consultation
commitment
Inform

Goal

Promise to stakeholders

Examples of
approach

To provide stakeholders with
sufficient information to make
them aware of the issue and
decide if they would like to be
further involved.
To obtain stakeholder
feedback on analysis,
alternatives and/or decisions

We will keep you informed

Media drop, webbased information,
email lists

We will keep you informed,
listen to and acknowledge
your concerns and
aspirations.

Involve

To work directly with
stakeholders throughout the
process to ensure that their
concerns and aspirations are
consistently understood and
considered.

Collaborate

To partner with stakeholders
in each aspect of the decision
including the development of
alternatives and the
identification of the preferred
solution

Empower

To place the final decision
making in the hands of the
stakeholders

We will work with you to
ensure that your concerns
and aspirations are directly
reflected in the alternatives
developed and provide
feedback on how
stakeholder input influenced
the decisions
We will look to you for
direct advice and innovation
in formulating solutions and
incorporate your advice and
recommendations into
decisions to the maximum
extent possible.
We will implement what
you decide

Stakeholders submit
written responses or
attend drop-in days to
provide feedback and
ideas. SW Unit
provides written
acknowledgements
Groups of
stakeholders meet
with SW Unit staff
and talk through ideas,
concerns and
aspirations. SW staff
provide feedback.

Consult

Stakeholders and SW
staff meet to mutually
discuss and work
through options and
solutions.

SW Unit staff present
ideas, solutions and
alternatives to
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decision-makers who
may deputise the Unit
to make final
decisions.

For further details on the IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum this table is adapted from, see
Appendix Four.
This spectrum offers a tailored range of consultation options depending on the stakeholder’s:
• Self-determined level of interest
• Mandate
• Governance status
• Legal dependence on outcomes such as requirement to align plans and policies
Based on this, three categories of stakeholders have been determined, linked to the
consultation process in the following manner:
Level of
consultation
Inform, Consult,
Involve

Approach

Who

•

•

•
•

Collaborate

•

Stakeholders informed of issues and
self-identify their degree of
engagement up to the point of
‘involve’.
Stakeholders submit written
submission and/or attend drop-in
day.
Stakeholders self-identify if they
would like meeting with staff at the
‘involve’ stage.

Stakeholders previously identified
collaborate with Stormwater Unit
staff to advise and help formulate
solutions

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Empower

•

SW Unit staff present ideas,
solutions and alternatives to
decision-makers who may deputise
the Unit to make final decisions.

•
•
•

•

Independent Maori
Statutory Board
Statutory Panels
Advisory Panels
NZTA
Central government
Environment and
recreation interests
Community interests
Business interests
Auckland
Infrastructure Forum
General public
Iwi MƗori
Mayor’s Office
Deputy Mayor’s
Office
Ward Councillors
Local Boards
Council units and
departments outside
Stormwater
CCOs
Hauraki Gulf Forum
Regional
Development and
Operations
Committee (RDOC)
Environment and
Sustainability Forum
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Making consultation effective and realistic
Six factors must be taken into account to ensure consultation is both effective and realistic:
Resources available for consultation
The consultative process must be resource-realistic and so the implementation process has
been designed to be efficient, with processes taking advantage of parallel or overlapping
consultation including:
• The future and on-going process of consultation for ten CRE NDCs across wider
Auckland, and for subsequent sub-catchment programmes
• Past consultative effort for region-wide plans
In particular the consultation implementation plan stresses the value of building long-term
relationships with stakeholders to help ensure effective, efficient and trusting engagement.
This requires an investment of Stormwater Unit staff time for NDC consultation but the
rewards of effective relationship-building make this a worthwhile investment.
The following are recent (2011/ 2012) and relevant engagement records of consultation with
stakeholders regarding stormwater, which may be useful in informing the Greater Tamaki
NDC consultation:
• Auckland Plan Central Community Summit
• Long Term Plan stormwater submission summary
• Auckland Plan infrastructure chapter committee report
• WaitematƗ Harbour CRE NDC stakeholder engagement
Local Boards will have records of consultation regarding the development of their Local
Board Plans. Many iwi also have resource management plans already prepared.
Identifying the stakeholders
Stakeholders must be made aware of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC to participate in it. A
wide net has been cast to identify all stakeholders with the mandate for or interest in the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC.
They have been grouped as follows: governance, iwi,
stakeholders internal to Council and stakeholders external to Council. Further information on
the methodology backing the consultation implementation planning can be found in
Appendix Two. General public awareness-raising is expected to alert any interested
stakeholders not already reached through the identified groups. At that point, they will be
able to enter the consultative process as described in the table above.
Engagement of Stormwater Unit staff
To fulfil the consultation promises to stakeholders, particularly where stakeholders’ views are
to be understood, considered and able to influence the decision-making process, Stormwater
Unit staff must be engaged in the consultation process rather than consultants alone. This is
particularly true at the ‘involve, collaborate and empower’ levels of consultation and where
14

staff are seeking to build long-term relationships with stakeholders. It is also important that
the Stormwater Unit itself is aligned and has a shared understanding of its role in giving
effect to the Auckland Plan and the role of the NDCs in determining stormwater programmes
and priorities. This is further developed below.
Timing
The consultation implementation plan takes into account the cycle of decision-making and
time required for engagement by stakeholders. Most stakeholders require advance notice in
order to contribute in an informed way. Larger organisations require further time still in order
to consult members or prepare agenda items for formal consideration. For example, six Local
Boards are interested parties for the Greater Tamaki NDC, requiring about 6 weeks for the
same agenda item to be considered at the cycle of six Local Board regular business meetings.
Information required by stakeholders
Stakeholders need to be aware of the framework for consultation, inclusive of defining
information described in this report such as:
• The goal of the consultation
• The decision that the consultation process is centred on
• The specific questions for consultation
• The scale and target of consultation
• Those aspects of the NDC that are not being consulted on
• The level of influence available to the stakeholders
• Timing and deadlines
Stakeholders will need to be provided with sufficient quality information to be able to
provide informed feedback to the Stormwater Unit. The information needs to be simple,
clear and targeted to the stakeholder level of engagement and interests.
Long term relationships with stakeholders
The consultation plan stresses the value to the Stormwater Unit of seeking this NDC
consultation process as an entry point into long-term productive relationships with key
stakeholders. Such relationships are founded on trust, minimise the chances of conflict and
of legal challenge, ensure effective and efficient communication channels, build
understanding and ownership over stormwater problems and solutions, and can generate
important new ideas and approaches.
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC can start, or continue, these opportunities if the consultation
process is well managed, if sufficient high-level staff make themselves available for key
components of the consultation process, and if a genuine attempt is made to understand the
key stakeholders, their mandate, views central to their position, and their previous
consultation history. It is helpful if there is consistency in representation on both sides.
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3. ALIGNMENT OF STORMWATER UNIT

Desired outcomes of Stormwater Unit internal consultation
While it is the Stormwater Consents and Compliance team that is leading the development of
the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC, the entire Stormwater Unit will be implementing the final
network discharge consent. Consultation and engagement with the Stormwater Unit as a
whole is therefore a critical component of the consultation implementation plan.
Consultation within the Stormwater Unit is focused on contributing towards three outcomes:
• Improvement of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC through the effective contribution of
all Stormwater Unit staff views, skills and experience
• Increased capability of the Stormwater Unit to build and support long term
relationships with stakeholders.
• Alignment within the Stormwater Unit
These points are further developed in the sections below.
Contribution of views, skills and experience
Once the NDC is issued for the Greater Tamaki CRE the Stormwater Unit will be locked in
for up to 35 years to the conditions, priorities and processes set by the regulator. As this is a
high-level consent, it creates a framework for all subsequent stormwater work beneath the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC umbrella. It is therefore critical that all teams within the Unit are
engaged with the development of the NDC, contributing views, skills and experience to the
process.
Examples of relevant skills and mandate of SW staff for the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC
consultation implementation include:
• Stormwater Liaison team with their primary responsibility for ongoing engagement
with many of the primary internal and CCO stakeholders, to ensure alignment of
priorities and processes. They have already been involved in stakeholder
identification for stormwater issues
• Catchment Planning team with their strong interest in the NDCs and their experience
of engaging in long-term relationships with many stakeholders including iwi, Local
Boards and network operators.
Capability to build and support long term relationships with stakeholders.
The consultation implementation plan for the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC is not envisaged as
a one-off consultation requirement. External stakeholder interest and engagement will be
evident throughout the ongoing stormwater network discharge consent implementation
process at the catchment level. As well, within Auckland Council, a high level of alignment
and coordination with other units and departments is important as many of the Greater
16

Tamaki CRE strategic outcomes are delivered by other parts of the Council and its CCOs.
An early goal of consultation is therefore to build long-term, sustaining and effective
relationships with key external and internal stakeholders.
The Consultation Implementation Plan for this NDC is designed to start building these long
term relationships and it will feed into development of a Unit Stakeholder Strategy (as
identified by the Stormwater Implementation Strategy). As part of building capacity for this
work, training in tikanga Maori and iwi liaison is likely to be a valuable long-term asset for
staff.
Effective relationships mean that between stakeholders and teams within the Stormwater Unit
there is:
• a high level of understanding of issues and positions
• efficient access to key individuals
• effective and efficient processes for consultation, and
• mutual respect.
Alignment within the Stormwater Unit.
To effectively achieve these relationships, the Stormwater Unit needs to be internally aligned
and have strategic and planning tools. To this end it is important for the Stormwater Unit to
have a staffing plan that clarifies and coordinates roles and responsibilities and a Stormwater
Unit Business Plan.
Alignment with, and understanding of, the Greater Tamaki NDC is also critical for senior
staff within the Operations Division and wider Infrastructure and Environmental Services
department.
Engagement of the Chief Operating Officer and the Operations Senior
Management Team at an early stage of the NDC process will assist in developing high-level
understanding, leadership and support from the lead officers.
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PART B: STAKEHOLDERS CONSULTATION PLANNING

4. UNDERSTANDING STAKEHOLDERS
Taking into account the features of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC application described in
the sections above, in particular the necessity of stakeholders to have a CRE-wide, high-level
interest in the NDC while still ensuring representation of local issues and local diversity, four
categories of stakeholders are identified: Council governance, iwi, internal to Council, and
external to Council. These categories are discussed in detail in the sections below. The
complete list of stakeholders can be found in Appendix Six with their contact details in
Appendix Seven.

4.1 Council Governance
The following components of Council governance are likely to have an interest in the Greater
Tamaki CRE NDC.
Level of governance

Governing Body

Ward Councillors

Local Boards

Forum
Regional Development and Operations Committee
(RDOC)
Environment and Sustainability Forum

Franklin
Howick (2)
Manukau (2)
Maungakiekie – Tamaki
Orakei
Franklin
Howick
Mangere-Otahuhu
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei
Otara-Papatoetoe

Independent Maori Statutory Board
Statutory Panels

Advisory Panels and Groups
Council-controlled organisations
(CCOs)

Offices

Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel (EPAD)
Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel (PPAP)
Regional Youth Advisory Panel (RYAP)
Business Advisory Panel
Rural Advisory Panel
Watercare Services
Auckland Transport (AT)
Auckland Council Property (ACP)
Regional Facilities (RF)
Mayoral office
Deputy Mayoral office
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Auckland Council is made up of two complementary and non-hierarchical decision-making
parts - the Governing Body and 21 Local Boards.
The Governing Body (which consists of the elected Mayor and 20 Councillors) focuses on
big picture, region-wide strategic decisions. Local Boards enable local representation and
decision-making on behalf of local communities.
In July 2012, the Long Term Plan specified the non-regulatory decision-making
responsibilities. For all decisions in relation to stormwater, the Governing Body has
responsibility for regional environmental strategy and policy, and programmes and projects
across a range of environmental issues including coastal and freshwater management and
environmental research and monitoring. This includes the stormwater network and catchment
management plans.
Local Boards have responsibility for tailoring regional programmes to local needs. This can
include: local stormwater quality projects (within regional parameters); wetland restoration
and beautification of waterways in local parks; catchment management plans; and variations
to region-wide service specifications for the local area.
The Long Term Plan determines the role, responsibility and interest of the Governing Body
and Local Boards regarding the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC. The following section expands
on the specific interest of the relevant Governing Body and Local Board components.
GOVERNING BODY
Regional Development and Operations Committee
The Regional Development and Operations Committee (RDOC) has overall responsibility for
developing policy and plans to advance the economic, social, cultural and environmental
wellbeing of Auckland and implement the Auckland Plan. RDOC has established Councillor
Forums focused on specific areas of responsibility. These forums do not have decisionmaking powers but can make recommendations to RDOC.
The Environment and Sustainability Forum is responsible for considering and making
recommendations in relation to high-level policies, plans and initiatives to achieve the
integrated and sustainable development of natural and physical resources of the region, and
policy and planning on environmental sustainability issues. Their role includes providing
leadership on the forum functions, such as engaging with local boards on these issues.
For the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC, overall responsibility rests with RDOC. It is understood
that Councillors have already been appraised of the proposed approach to NDCs
development, including the regional framework, through reporting to the Environment and
Sustainability Forum.
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Environment and Sustainability Forum
This Consultation Implementation Plan incorporates a Greater Tamaki CRE NDC workshop
at the Environment and Sustainability Forum, supported by a comprehensive background
report and a summary of the consultation programme, key findings, and changes made as a
result of consultation. Any feedback and changes from the Forum will then be incorporated
into a report to the following RDOC meeting.
RDOC and the Environment and Sustainability Forum are classified as ‘Empower’-level
stakeholders in this implementation plan, because they represent the final political review for
the Greater Tamaki NDC application, with any changes and feedback reflected in the
document.
WARD COUNCILLORS
Then Greater Tamaki NDC CRE falls within the areas of interest of 7 Ward Councillors.
Although these Councillors will be consulted as part of the Governing Body engagement and
decision-making in relation to their citywide responsibilities, they will also have a Ward-level
interest in the Greater Tamaki NDC.
Ward Councillors should be approached at an early stage in the timeline, and prior to the
Environment and Sustainability Forum and Local Board meetings.
The key component for engagement with the Ward Councillors is an information/consultation
pack providing the strategic context of the NDC application, a summary of technical
information, a diagram of how other relevant council programmes and projects connect with
this NDC application, the process for consent sign-off, and FAQs.
Ward Councillors are classified as ‘Collaborate’-level stakeholders in this implementation
plan.
LOCAL BOARDS
The six Local Board areas affected by the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC are: Franklin, Howick,
Mangere-Otahuhu, Maungakiekie-Tamaki, Orakei, and Otara-Papatoetoe.
For the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC, the desired outcomes for consultation with Local Boards
are to ensure:
• Local Boards and Local Board staff understand the key issues and milestones related to
the NDC process;
• Local Boards and Local Board staff understand their role in contributing to delivery on
the NDC consent requirements, and local activities reflect the NDC.
• The NDC reflects Local Board plans and agreements, where appropriate.
• Local Boards make an informed contribution to the NDC as community representatives.
A number of factors have been considered in the development of the consultation approach to
the Local Boards:
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•
•
•
•
•

•

While the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC affects six Local Boards, each Local Board area has
local characteristics and local needs, which need to inform the consultation approach.
Each Board is well versed with local issues and needs of its local communities and
communities of interest.
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC is the second in a series of NDC applications meaning
that some Boards will be involved in more than one consultation process.
A key relationship manager (KRM) will be identified to the Boards to enable consistent,
responsive engagement during the NDC consent process.
Local Board consultation plans will be developed jointly with Infrastructure and
Environmental Services Local Board Liaison staff and Local Board Services. Specific
issues related to consultation with individual Boards will be discussed in advance with
each Local Board Adviser and Relationship Manager.
It is understood all Boards have had information and engagement regarding the Regional
Framework for Stormwater, and some have had local catchment planning consultation or
workshops, so this consultation will build on the shared level of understanding already
established.

Key components of Local Board consultation will be:
• An information/consultation pack providing the strategic context of the NDC application,
a summary of technical information, a diagram of how other relevant council programmes
and projects connect with this NDC application, the process for consent sign-off, and
FAQs.
• A cluster meeting for all six Local Board Chairs and the portfolio holder most closely
related to stormwater.
• Inviting Local Boards to put forward additional relevant stakeholder interests.
• Reports to the six Local Board monthly business meetings inviting formal feedback.
Local Boards are classified as ‘Collaborate’-level stakeholders in this implementation plan.
INDEPENDENT MƖORI STATUTORY BOARD
The Independent MƗori Statutory Board aims to ensure that the Council takes the views of
MƗori into account when making decisions. For the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC, the Board’s
principle interest is likely to be assurance that the consultation process with iwi is thorough,
comprehensive, effective and guided by best practice. The Board is not regarded as a
consultation body itself. The consultation relationship must be between tangata whenua and
the Stormwater Unit, guided by the Pou Hononga Unit of Council.
The Independent Maori Statutory Board is classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level
stakeholder in this consultation implementation plan.
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STATUTORY PANELS, ADVISORY PANELS AND GROUPS
Other Governance elements of the Council, who may be interested to engage on the Greater
Tamaki NDC are:
Statutory Panels:
• Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel (EPAP),
• Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel (PPAP)
• Regional Youth Advisory Panel (RYAP)
Advisory Panels and Groups:
• Business Advisory Panel
• Rural Advisory Panel
The purpose of these panels is:
To identify and communicate to the Council the interests and preferences of the constituent
peoples of Auckland in relation to:
• the content of the strategies, policies, plans, and bylaws of the council;
• any matter that the panels consider to be of particular interest or concern to the
constituent peoples of Auckland; and
• to advise the Mayor and the Council’s Governing Body and Local Boards, of the
Council processes and mechanisms for engagement with those constituent peoples
and communities in Auckland.
The Panels may view the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC as a priority issue for their constituents,
and self-identify at a more engaged level.
In particular, the Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel (PPAP) has advised the following are key
components for consultation with the PPAP:
• A brief report summarising the key issues
• The report to include an invitation to indicate ongoing interest, and an outline of what
that would require.
These stakeholders have been categorised at the ‘Inform, Involve, Consult’ level.
COUNCIL CONTROLLED ORGANISATIONS (CCOS)
The Auckland Council has seven substantive CCOs. A substantive CCO is defined as a
Council-Controlled Organisation that is either wholly owned or wholly controlled by the
council and either is responsible for the delivery of a significant service or activity on behalf
of the council or owns or manages assets with a value of more than $10 million.
The role of the Council as shareholder is to set expectations and monitor the performance of
its CCOs under the LGA 2002. Council has agreed statements of intent with each of its
CCOs. These must give effect to the Long Term Plan, including reflection of stormwater
strategies as appropriate.
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The Council’s CCO Monitoring unit has the primary stakeholder management relationship
with each CCO. Engagement with the CCO Monitoring staff will be important for the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC consultation process to ensure coordination with other
consultation and strategic engagement between Council and CCOs. Some CCOs are also in
the process of developing their own consultation planning and implementation as part of the
establishment process for the new Council. This process may also require coordination.
CCOs are classified as ‘Collaborate’-level stakeholders in this Consultation Implementation
Plan because the outcomes for the Greater Tamaki CRE and the consent requirements of its
NDC directly influence their operational environment.
Watercare Services Limited
Watercare Services (WSL) has a direct interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC process as it
is currently seeking discharge consents for wastewater across the Auckland region and is
designing associated stakeholder consultation planning.
Stormwater staff already have a constructive relationship with WSL with appropriate levels
of communication, planning and alignment. There is a need for further engagement at the
operational level during the development of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC and the WSL
regional wastewater consent. As well, engagement between the two bodies would be helpful
for establishing shared vision, strategic alignment, sequencing of investment, and
coordination of planning and implementation. In this way, engagement with other
stakeholders (including Spatial Planning, CCO Monitoring, Local Boards, iwi and others) can
be coordinated, improving outcomes for both the Stormwater Unit and WSL and avoiding
duplication of effort and potential confusion by stakeholders.

Auckland Transport
Auckland Transport is a core service provider. Its legislative purpose is to contribute to an
efficient and effective land transport system to support Auckland’s social, economic,
environmental and cultural well-being.
AT has a direct interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC process as it is a joint applicant
with the Stormwater Unit. Roading run-off contributes significantly to stormwater
contamination.
Stormwater staff already have a constructive relationship with AT via the Road Corridor
Assets team. AT has a high degree of ownership of the NDC process and it will continue to
be engaged at the collaborative level of stakeholder consultation.
Other CCOs
The Auckland Council Property Ltd (ACPL) manages assets worth around $900 million. It is
tasked to ensure that there is an appropriate return on Auckland Council-owned commercial
or non-core property. The properties managed are assets that are not immediately required for
service delivery or infrastructure purposes. It is also progressing, or is interested in
progressing, new opportunities to support the Council’s Auckland Plan objectives. ACPL
undertakes all property acquisitions and disposals for Auckland Council and Auckland
Transport. A further role of ACPL is to work with Council's planning teams to bring a
commercial perspective to plans and strategies, involving property, where private sector
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investment is needed such as the regeneration of a town centre or a more intensified
redevelopment of an area.
In all of these activities, ACPL has an interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC process.
ACPL is categorised at the ‘Inform, Involve, Consult’-level in the Consultation Plan.
OFFICES
Mayoral office
The Mayor is the head of the Auckland Council‘s Governing Body and provides overall
leadership to other elected members and the organisation. Additionally, the Mayor has the
responsibility to articulate and promote a vision for Auckland and to provide leadership for
the purpose of achieving objectives that will contribute to that vision. The role of the mayor
includes leading the development of Council plans, and ensuring there is effective
engagement between the Council and the people of Auckland.
These high level roles mean that the mayoral office potentially has an interest in the Greater
Tamaki CRE NDC. The Stormwater Unit will seek guidance from Mayoral staff on the
appropriate scale of engagement with this office.
Deputy Mayoral office
The Deputy Mayor plays a leadership role in Council’s strategic alignment and emphasis.
This office will be given the option for engagement at an early stage. Key components of
consultation with the Deputy Mayoral office will be:
• Schedule a meeting with the Deputy Mayoral office for a fortnight prior to the
deadline for the report to the Environment and Sustainability Forum meeting;
• Provide an information/consultation pack with the strategic context of the NDC
application, a summary of technical information, a diagram of how other relevant
council programmes and projects connect with this NDC application, the process for
consent sign-off, and FAQs.
• Inviting the Deputy Mayoral office to identify any additional issues or considerations.
Both the Mayoral and Deputy Mayoral offices are categorised at the ‘Collaborate’ level in the
Consultation Plan.

4.2 IWI MAORI
The Stormwater Unit’s approach to consultation with iwi MƗori is based on Auckland
Council’s acknowledged responsibilities under Te Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi as set
out in its MƗori Relations Framework. The Council expects that its organisation enables
MƗori aspirations and wellbeing by giving effect to Council's MƗori Engagement Strategy in
its policy, strategic directions and outcomes. In addition, the Stormwater Unit has regulatory
responsibilities to consult with iwi MƗori as described in Appendix Three.
To meet these expectations, the Stormwater Unit would like to ensure the consultation with
iwi MƗori for the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC is effective for all parties and leads to positive
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collaboration with iwi on a long-term basis. The Stormwater Unit aspires to setting high
standards in iwi MƗori engagement.
The Stormwater Unit believes that the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC will be of strong interest to
iwi MƗori because it concerns water as well as marine and freshwater ecosystems. This is
critically linked to issues relating to MƗori cultural wellbeing, relationships with ancestral
lands, wƗhi tapu, valued flora and fauna and other taonga and the exercise of kaitiaki. The
long term of the consent (35 years) and its broad scale (the catchment of the Greater Tamaki
Harbour) will align it with the mandate of iwi and hapu.
Identifying iwi and hapu
MƗori are both mana whenua (MƗori who have occupied the wider region for almost a
millennium made up of the iwi of Tamaki Makaurau) and .matƗwaka (MƗori residents and
ratepayers of the region). MatƗawaka will be engaged through the consultation planning for
the general public (see section 4.2). Mana whenua will be consulted through an engagement
strategy that focuses on the iwi and hapu of Tamaki Makaurau.
As identified through Pou Hononga Relationships Unit there are three iwi clusters consisting
of 9 iwi/hapu with mana whenua status for the Greater Tamaki CRE:

Iwi cluster

Waiohua-Tamaki

Marutuahu
Ngati Whatua

Iwi/hapu
Ngati Tamaoho Trust
Te Ara Rangatu o Ngati Te Ata o
Waiohua
Te Akitai Waiohua Iwi Authority
Ngai Tai ki Tamaki Trust

Ngati Paoa
Ngati Whanaunga
Ngati Maru
Ngati Tamatera
Ngati Whatua o Orakei

Principles of engagement
Four key principles frame the Greater Tamaki NDC consultation process with iwi Maori.
1. Collaboration
Consultation with iwi Maori is regarded as being at the ‘collaborate’ end of the
engagement scale. With collaboration, iwi are partnered with Stormwater Unit staff in
setting priorities for the NDC (the key focus of this consultation plan). Early in the
process, the Stormwater Unit seeks advice and ideas from iwi which it then incorporates
into NDC priority setting to the maximum extent possible.
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Collaborate

Goal

Promise to iwi

To partner with
stakeholders in each aspect
of the decision including
the development of
alternatives and the
identification of the
preferred solution

We will look to you for
direct advice and
innovation in formulating
solutions and incorporate
your advice and
recommendations into
decisions to the
maximum extent
possible.

Example of
approach
Stakeholders and
SW staff meet to
mutually discuss
and work through
options and
solutions.

Several other groups of stakeholders will also be at the ‘collaborate’ end of the
consultation spectrum: those with governance roles over the NDC application (RDOC,
Environmental and Sustainability Forum); and other Council-linked decision-makers or
policy-setters (Local Boards, Council units and departments outside Stormwater, Council
Controlled Organisations, and the Hauraki Gulf Forum).
2. Capacity
Effective consultation depends on iwi having the capacity to engage. Capacity includes:
• Understanding the issues and their context
• Ability to convey views, advice and recommendations
• Having the resources to engage – including financial, personnel and time.
Iwi currently have variable capacity to engage effectively in consultation over the NDC.
Some iwi have skilled environmental officers, experienced in consultation and with the
management systems to support them. Others have few resources available to them and
therefore a limited capacity to engage. This consultation plan recognises and attempts to
accommodate this variation to ensure each iwi and hapu has the opportunity to engage
effectively at the level they choose.
The three capacity issues described here will be addressed by:
• Ensuring the background information provided to iwi and hapu is clear,
comprehensive and accessible
• Providing fora for discussion that follow kaupapa Maori
• Staying engaged with Pou Hononga throughout the consultation process to ensure
iwi/hapu have an alternative avenue for engagement and to take advice on the
process
• Providing financial resources where needed.
On the last point it is noted that the Stormwater Unit does not currently have a policy on
payment for consultation services with iwi Maori. It is understood that because Council
has legal and policy obligations to consult with iwi Maori, iwi are burdened with a large
number of consultative obligations which they currently struggle to respond to due to
their ongoing capacity issues and limited resources. The Stormwater Unit will therefore
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seek to develop a policy to address this issue in the context of stormwater issues, in
consultation with the wider Council organisation including Pou Hononga.
3. Context
As with other stakeholders, iwi Maori have provided consultative services for other recent
Auckland Council plans. These include the Unitary Plan workshops, the Auckland Plan
submissions, engagement with the Freshwater team on developing Freshwater policy, and
engagement on previous CRE NDCs such as the WaitematƗ Harbour.. In addition several
iwi have developed their own resource management plans which will include their views
on water management. The Stormwater Unit will take care to ensure that these previous
efforts are referred to and included in the consultation analysis.
To further avoid ‘over-consultation’, the Unit will seek appropriate opportunities to
coordinate parallel consultation initiatives with iwi, such as Watercare’s stormwater NDC
application.
Treaty of Waitangi claims and settlements are part of the wider context of the Greater
Tamaki CRE NDC as they include water, the harbours and their management.
4. Implementation
The implementation of consultation plans for iwi Maori are provided in more detail in
Appendix One. In summary the process will include:
• Working with Pou Hononga to identify contact points for each of the nine
iwi/hapu.
• Making personal contact with each of the iwi/hapu to explain the NDC context
and issues and to determine the preferred approach for engagement
• Providing clear and accessible written information, along with clear timelines for
engagement
• Organising in-person fora where iwi/hapu representatives can collectively discuss
issues with Stormwater staff and consultants, become informed and
knowledgeable, and provide their views and ideas
• Following up with iwi/hapu who have not responded to ensure capacity issues are
addressed
• Allowing for individual engagement between iwi/hapu and the Stormwater Unit
staff and/or Pou Hononga as appropriate
• Providing feedback and further engagement as NDC priorities evolve and firm up
• Ensuring that all of this engagement follows tikanga Maori, with support from
Pou Hononga
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4.3 INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS, AUCKLAND COUNCIL
Many of the strategic outcomes of the Greater Tamaki CRE will be delivered by other parts
of the Council, together with its CCOs. Therefore, a high degree of alliance and
engagement with departments, units and teams outside the Stormwater Unit will be required
to successfully deliver the NDC. An early goal of consultation then, is to build long-term,
sustaining and effective relationships with these important internal stakeholders.
All internal stakeholders are regarded as collaborators in the scale of consultation for the
Greater Tamaki NDC.
The following divisions, departments, units and teams, outside the Stormwater Unit, are
important to the design and deliver of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC:
Division

Department

Unit

Infrastructure and
Environmental Services

Environmental
Services

Operations

Building Control
Resource Consents
Parks, Sports and
Recreation
Community Development,
Arts and Culture (CDAC)

Governance

Maori Strategy and
Relations
Local Board Services

Regional Strategy,
Community and Cultural
Policy

Team
Regional
Environmental
Programmes
Biodiversity
Biosecurity
Local Environment
Programmes
Land & Coastal
Remediation

Regulatory

Local and Sports
Parks
Community
Development and
Safety
Community Facilities
Pou Hononga
Relationships
LBS Lead Team
Spatial and
Infrastructure Strategy
Research,
Investigations and
Monitoring Unit
(RIMU)

Environmental Science
Land-use and Built
Environment
Social and Cultural

Transport Strategy

Planning
Environmental Strategy
and Policy
Regional and Local
Planning

Air, Land, Water,
Coastal (CLAW)
Planning South
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Economic Development

Business and Local
Economic
Development Planning

Civil Defence and
Emergency
Management

This represents over 20 separate sections of Council, exclusive of Council governance
components, and it does not include many of the specific teams important in each unit.
The Stormwater Unit’s intention is that these internal stakeholders collaborate in the design
of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC. To give effect to this level of consultation the following
process will be followed:
•

•
•

The consultation process begins with a three-hour long staff workshop to which
all staff in the above departments are invited. The purpose of this professionally
facilitated workshop is to present the context and content of the Greater Tamaki
CRE NDC and to facilitate feedback from staff on the three consultation questions
outlined in this consultation plan. Key senior staff of the Stormwater Unit attend
to ensure high-level engagement and to help build long-term relationships across
Council units.
Consensus from this workshop is addressed in the NDC application and these
results are reported back to internal stakeholders.
Opportunity is created for internal stakeholders to further engage, to recommend
other stakeholder engagement, and re-engage with the process if they would like
to respond to the results. This re-engagement can be through email or phone
dialogue or another meeting if necessary.

While all of the above departments, units and teams are important to the process, six are
described in more detail here to provide additional context to the consultation process.

OPERATIONS DIVISION
Environmental Services
The Environmental Services Unit comprises a number of teams that have a specific interest in
the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC.
The Biodiversity team is responsible for implementing
Council’s Biodiversity Strategy which includes objectives to conserve species and
ecosystems, engage with communities, and manage knowledge and data in these fields. The
team investigates sites across Auckland to be considered as potential Significant Ecological
Areas (SEA) for inclusion in the Auckland Unitary Plan. The Biodiversity team also provide
technical and geological input to the evaluation of resource consent applications.

29

The Biosecurity team is responsible for the implementation of the Regional Pest Management
Strategy. It engages in promotional and educational activities to raise awareness about
biosecurity. It also acts, and advises, on biosecurity incursions.
The Land and Coastal Remediation team is responsible for the identification and management
of contamination risk on Auckland Council-owned land. The coastal component of the team
provides specialist input and internal support to Auckland Council and CCO coastal asset
owners, such as Parks, Auckland Transport, and Stormwater, on coastal processes and risk.
Local Environmental Programmes team includes a broad mandate for environmental
education and initiatives. Its Education for Sustainability programme engages local schools
in environmental education. This includes Enviroschools and Learning Through Experience.
Other environmental initiatives include its support for Waicare, Trees for Survival and
shellfish monitoring.
The Regional Environmental Programmes team works in land and water management. Its
programmes include the Safe Swim Programme, the Sustainable Catchments Programme
(which has a specific project in the Tamaki catchment), and regional environment and
heritage funding.
All of these teams have a specific interest in being consulted on the Greater Tamaki CRE
NDC.
Parks, Sports and Recreation
The Parks Sports and Recreation Department is charged with the management of parks and
sports grounds across Auckland. This department’s specific interest in the Greater Tamaki
CRE NDC will be for the parks and sports grounds in the urban areas of the CRE. The
department would like to be consulted on the NDC.
Resource Consents
Regulatory Unit
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC will be assessed and approved by an independent
commissioner to avoid the conflict of interest inherent in Auckland Council assessing its own
consent application. The Council’s Regulatory Unit (located within the Resource Consents
Department) is responsible for providing recommendations to the independent commissioner
on the approval and any conditions of this NDC, and whether or not it should be notified.
The Regulatory Unit’s role in this is therefore critical to the Stormwater Unit’s application.
Consultation with the Regulatory Unit does not seek feedback on the specific questions for
consultation. Rather it is focused on the approach taken with the NDC, on the NDC’s
consultation implementation plan and on other technical and operative components of the
NDC application itself.
The Stormwater Unit seeks regular meetings with the Regulatory Unit to keep it informed of
progress and to ensure it is aware of the regional framework and how it is being applied to the
Greater Tamaki NDC.
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Community Development, Arts and Culture (CDAC)
CDAC works with communities of place and communities of interest across the region to
support delivery of the 30-year Auckland Plan. Two CDAC units have direct relevance to
stakeholder engagement for the NDCs. The Community Development and Safety staff
include community advisers with excellent working knowledge of the communities,
community networks and the best way to engage them. They are often tasked with
coordinating community networks or building the capacity of those who are coordinating the
networks. The Community Facilities staff are often the centre of a network of facility users.
Both these units are familiar with the local community leaders, the best way to engage with
their local communities, and those who lead them, including the range of their interest and
their mandate.
GOVERNANCE DIVISION
MƗori Strategy and Relations Department
Within the MƗori Strategy and Relations Department, the Pou Hononga Relationships Unit is
the key contact point for the Stormwater Unit in facilitating iwi MƗori engagement with the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC. Pou Hononga is responsible for iwi MƗori engagement and
relationship management, and facilitating relationships between MƗori and the Council. Staff
of Pou Hononga provide advice on best practice processes for engaging and consulting with
tangata whenua and the wider MƗori community. Unit staff are each responsible for
engaging with specific iwi on a loosely geographic basis, providing support to them in their
dealings with Council.
Pou Hononga has considered the option of establishing a ‘kaitiaki table’ where Council units
and departments can bring plans, policies and issues for discussion at a roundtable of tangata
whenua representatives. There are no immediate plans to develop such a roundtable – a
concept that does not necessarily meet the consultation and partnership requirements between
iwi and Auckland Council. Whether or not a ‘kaitiaki table’ is established it is important that
the Stormwater Unit develops a direct relationship with iwi MƗori. While Pou Hononga can
advise, facilitate and provide information, contact details and support for the Stormwater
Unit’s consultation process with iwi MƗori, the Unit does not engage with iwi MƗori on
behalf of the Stormwater Unit.
Local Board Services
LBS Lead Team
The Local Board Services Lead Team comprises the senior Local Board staff,. Any highlevel, strategic programme involving Local Boards will need to be engaged with the LBS
Lead Team. For the purposes of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC consultation planning, the
Lead Team will be engaged at an early stage, helping to ensure the approach to Local Board
cluster and monthly business meetings will be as effective as possible.
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PLANNING DIVISION
Regional Strategy, Community and Cultural Policy Department
Spatial and Infrastructure Strategy
The Infrastructure Strategy team led the development of the Infrastructure chapter for the
Auckland Plan, and worked with CLAW on the related chapters of Environment, Rural and
Climate Change, as well as formation of the Development Strategy. Through that process,
they have engaged with stakeholders with interests in the range of infrastructure issues, and
small-scale providers. It was noted that stormwater discharges, wastewater overflows and
Receiving Environment water quality were of particular interest to the Local Boards and
Governing Body, however no specific targets were incorporated into the final Plan, unlike
Wastewater, mainly because the Act focused on critical and built infrastructure, and also
because of alignment issues.
The Infrastructure Strategy team have a role in Area Planning and in drafting the Unitary
Plan. Development of the Water Strategy is being planned by CLAW’s Water team as a core
strategy to support delivery of the Auckland Plan. Although the scope has not yet been
defined, it will necessarily deal with integrated implementation and sequencing of investment
across water, stormwater and wastewater.
In response to these considerations, the Infrastructure Strategy team would like to have early
and ongoing regular engagement with the NDCs process, within the context of the Regional
Framework and SWIP development, to ensure both teams are aligned in interpreting and
implementing the Auckland Plan. They regard the NDCs as a foundation stone underpinning
the ‘quality, compact city’ aspired to in the Auckland Plan. The team is also interested in how
progress will be measured, and reporting coordinated with the statutory requirements for
reporting and updating the Auckland Plan, and reporting on the Long Term Plan to Local
Boards, Councillors and the public.
Research, Investigations and Monitoring Unit (RIMU)
This unit encompasses teams with expertise on environmental science, land use and built
environment, built heritage and social and cultural research. It is engaged with a range of
Council’s high-level plans and it produces the State of the Environment report, which focuses
on providing evidence for Council to make informed policy and operational decisions.
For the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC, RIMU is in the position to contribute relevant research
and science and advice on monitoring and evaluation. The environmental science team are
already engaged with the NDC specifically regarding sediment contaminant monitoring.
RIMU seek to align research and reporting programmes, and would therefore like to be
involved at an early stage to maximise their engagement potential.
Transport
This unit maintains an overview on the strategic priorities and direction for Auckland’s
transport. They give advice to Council on the long-term direction as stated in the Auckland
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Plan, do transport-land use modelling, monitor the high-level effectiveness of strategies, and
report to the Transport Committee on related matters. They also have a key relationship
management role in relation to transport interests and stakeholders.
The Transport Strategy team is interested to be engaged early in the process and are
interested to understand the position of the different transport interests in relation to the
NDCs.
Environmental Strategy and Policy Department
Air, Land, Water, Coastal (CLAW)
The CLAW team is charged with developing the policies and strategies for Auckland Council
to deliver on the National Policy Statements Freshwater and Coastal and for coastal marine
planning to deliver on the Auckland Plan commitments. The team has associated
responsibilities to improve on Council’s practices and performance in environmental matters
generally. Although there is an allowance of seven to eight years to complete the NPS policy
and strategy work, there is a possibility that the Coastal work will be resourced for
completion in the next two years to complete the Hauraki Gulf Spatial Plan. If so it would
make sense to integrate consultation and planning for Freshwater and Coastal environments.
Much of the scope of the NPS work overlaps with the scope of the NDCs but current timing
requirements are markedly different. The NDC consents are envisaged to be lodged by the
end of 2017, leaving few options for integrating the two processes. Discussion to date has
indicated a possible approach is for the NDC applications to signal a programmed review, to
be triggered when the Freshwater and Coastal outcomes are determined.
In considering the impacts of this on the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC’s consultation plan, the
Policy Statements processes, including the status and review of NDC outcomes, will be
acknowledged to stakeholders,
The CLAW and Stormwater teams have early and regular engagement on issues and projects
of mutual concern, and CLAW has an important alignment and education role in the NDCs
development process. It does not see itself as having a regulatory role in relation to the
consents and would seek a continued close, collaborative relationship.
Regional and Local Planning Department
Planning South
This team is responsible for the delivery of Regional and Local Planning services for the
south of Auckland. This includes preparing the new unitary plan, maintaining current
operative district and regional plans until the Unitary Plan is operative, bylaw review and
development, area spatial plans, community and cultural policy development, planning and
delivery of major catalyst projects, as well as cross-Council project/ programme
management.
One of the key projects involving Planning South is the Southern Initiative – a cross-agency
programme to develop the economic potential of the southern area, and tackle social issues
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with an emphasis on education, health and housing. It recognises that income, educational
achievement and employment status are key determinants of health status and other social
outcomes. The programme therefore identifies stable housing, job growth, skills development
and environmental enhancement as priorities. This will be a key lens for considering
priorities and sequencing for the area.
Planning South is interested to be engaged early in the Tamaki NDC CRE process.
Economic Development Department
Business and Local Economic Development Planning
This team works closely with the business associations in the area and have been instrumental
in preparing the East Tamaki Business Precinct Plan to guide integrated development in the
area covered by the Greater East Tamaki Business Association. This plan also highlights two
other pieces of strategic planning and development which will shape the future of the area,
and are relevant to future stormwater discharges:
• Auckland-Manukau Eastern Transport Initiative (AMETI) - a project to improve transport
connections between legacy Auckland and Manukau cities, and within the precinct
• Multi Modal East West Study – this will explore the improvements to connectivity between
the Airport, southern industrial areas and East Tamaki with a focus on freight movement.
Business and Local Planning is interested to be engaged at an early stage in the Tamaki NDC
CRE process.

4.4 EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS
The following external stakeholders have been identified as having a mandate and interest in
the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC.

Network Operators
external to Council

Central government
and other government

Environment and
Recreational Interests

NZ Transport Agency (NZTA)
Auckland Infrastructure Forum (AIF)
Kiwi Rail
Department of Conservation
Hauraki Gulf Forum
Ministry of Primary Industries
Auckland Regional Public Health
Service (ARPHS)
Housing NZ Corp
Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment

North Island Shared Services
Centre Planning Team
Inshore Fisheries

Institute of Environmental
Science Research
NIWA

Tamaki Regeneration Company
Environmental Defence Society
Forest and Bird Protection Society
Friends of the Earth
Sea Cleaners
Watercare Harbour Clean-Up Trust
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Wai Care
Tamaki Estuary Environment Forum
Tamaki Estuary Protection Society
Otara Lake and Creek Community
Liaison Group
NZ Landcare Trust

The Chinese Conservation Education
Trust

Community interests

Business interests

Whitford Estuaries Conservation Society
NZ Recreational Fishing Council
Legasea
Underwater specialist
NZ Underwater
Association
Yachting New Zealand
40 yachting, sailing or
boating clubs in Auckland
Auckland Community
Network and anchor organisations
Development Alliance
Manukau East Council of
Social Services (MECOSS)
Otahuhu Community
Network
Panmure Community
Network
Riverside Community
Place-based community interests
Network
St Mary’s Community
Network
Keep Auckland Beautiful
Keep Manukau Beautiful
Keep Franklin Beautiful
Employers and Manufacturers
Association (EMA)
Property Council
Auckland Chamber of Commerce
Marinas
Half Moon Bay Marina
Sea Link
Marine Transport Association
Fullers Ferries
Auckland Coastguard
Clevedon Coast Oysters

Greater East Tamaki Business
Association (GETBA)
General Public

See Appendices 6 and 7

NETWORK OPERATORS EXTERNAL TO COUNCIL
NZ Transport Agency (NZTA)
NZTA is a Crown agency responsible for contributing to an affordable, integrated, safe,
responsive and sustainable land transport system. This involves the planning and funding of
land transport, as well as building, operating and maintaining land transport systems. NZTA
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provides a link between government policy making and the operation of the sector, including
regional land transport planning, alignment, sequencing and investment.
Stormwater planning and management is a key area of investment for transport infrastructure,
and as such NZTA has an ongoing interest in the NDC development.
Engagement has been initiated with NZTA by the Stormwater Unit at an early stage, and will
continue, although there is not yet a clear direction on their preferred level of engagement.
NZTA is categorised as an ‘Inform, Involve, Consult’-level stakeholder in the Consultation
Plan.
Auckland Infrastructure Forum
The Auckland Infrastructure Forum (AIF) is a group of senior representatives from
infrastructure and utility interests in Auckland, representing business, central and local
government. It meets informally to discuss core infrastructure issues and consents. The
Forum is moving towards becoming formally constituted as an Advisory Panel for Auckland
Council and adding councillors to its membership.
For the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC consultation process, AIF offers a useful engagement and
group discussion point for key stakeholders with an interest in these stormwater issues. AIF
is classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder.
Kiwi Rail
As a regional network operator Kiwi Rail may have an interest in being engaged in the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC. It will be included as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level
stakeholder.

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT AND OTHER GOVERNMENT
The Great Tamaki CRE includes areas of intense urbanisation and on-going development. It
is a centre for much of Auckland City’s industry and includes the site of a significant new
residential subdivision. Sociologically and culturally it is diverse. For all of these reasons,
the Greater Tamaki CRE is of interest central government along with development and
business interests.
In addition to those detailed below, the following central government bodies will be
consulted with, as ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholders: Ministry of Economic
Development, Housing NZ Corp, and the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
(inclusive of the Institute of Environmental Science Research and NIWA)
Department of Conservation
The Department of Conservation (DOC) potentially has an interest in the Greater Tamaki
CRE NDC through its mandate for conservation advocacy as well as its management role for
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specific natural and historic sites and the marine environment of the CRE. Engagement with
DOC on these matters is through its regional planning team.
In July 2012, DOC responsibilities for planning in Auckland were shifted to the North
Island’s Shared Service Centre, based in Hamilton. The planning team now covers a wider
area than the Auckland region. They have prioritisation criteria for engaging with planning
issues. If an issue meets these criteria and is assessed as being in the priority strategic
interests of DOC, then the Department would like to be engaged.
DOC is classified as an(‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder in this consultation plan.
Hauraki Gulf Forum
The Hauraki Gulf Forum is a statutory body established under the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park
Act 2000. The Act provides an overarching framework for the integrated management and
the protection and enhancement of the Hauraki Gulf.
Forum members are representatives of the Ministers of Conservation, Fisheries, Maori
Affairs; elected representatives of the Auckland Council, Waikato Regional Council,
Thames-Coromandel, Hauraki, Waikato and Matamata-Piako District Councils; and
representatives of the tangata whenua of the Hauraki Gulf and its islands appointed by the
Minister of Conservation. The Forum has a full time manager and it is administered by the
Auckland Council.
The Hauraki Gulf Forum has a strong interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC because of:
the Forum’s mandate; the fact that Auckland Council, as a member of the Forum is expected
to give effect to the Act’s management objectives leading to enhanced environmental quality
for the Gulf; and the significance of the catchments of the Greater Tamaki CRE to the
Hauraki Gulf.
The Hauraki Gulf Forum is classified as a ‘Collaborate’-level stakeholder in this consultation
plan.
Ministry of Primary Industries, NZ Fisheries
The Ministry of Primary Industries (MPI) is a new ministry formed in 2012 from the merger
of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, the Ministry of Fisheries and the New Zealand
Food Safety Authority. The Fisheries component of MPI is represented in Auckland by an
Inshore Management Section and Compliance management.
NZ Fisheries has a strong interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC from the viewpoint of
recreational fishing, fisheries compliance and commercial fishing interests (in terms of the
health of its estuarine waters as a breeding and shoaling habitat for commercial fish species).
While the Ministry has no statutory or advocacy role in terrestrial catchment management, it
has a keen and developing interest in this as it affects fisheries.
MPI, Fisheries is classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder in this
consultation plan.
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Auckland Regional Public Health Service (ARPHS)
The primary role of ARPHS role is to ensure the public health impact of any activity is taken
into account in the consent process and that there is an appropriate management plan for any
adverse events related to the activity. ARPHS is already involved in regional consultation
processes for wastewater and it is interested to engage with the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC
consultation process.
ARPHS is classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder.
Tamaki Regeneration Company (TRC)
TRC is New Zealand’s first urban regeneration programme, jointly owned by central
government and Auckland Council, with the objective of delivering the Tamaki
Transformation Programme in Glen Innes, Point England and Panmure over the next 15-25
years.
The Tamaki Transformation Programme is a series of interlinking and complementary
economic, social, urban space and housing projects, which together aim to transform the
Tamaki area through working with the public, private, community and NGO sectors.
TRC has indicated interest in engaging on the Greater Tamaki NDC, initially through
discussion with Council staff involved. TRC is identified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’level stakeholder in this implementation plan.
ENVIRONMENT AND RECREATION INTERESTS
For the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC, the key decision and specific points for consultation are
primarily focused on environment outcomes. As a result, conservation and environment
groups, along with recreation groups linked to the harbour, are strongly interested in being
engaged.
Environment and conservation organisations
Environment and conservation organisations to be consulted on the Greater Tamaki CRE
NDC fall into two categories:
• Those with a CRE-wide mandate and interest (Forest and Bird Protection Society;
Environmental Defence Society (EDS), Friends of the Earth (FOE), Waicare, Sea
Cleaners and the Harbour Clean-Up Trust)
• Those with more local or specific area interests, selected to capture the diversity and
fragmentation of this specific CRE (Tamaki Estuary Environmental Forum, Tamaki
Estuary Protection Society, Otara Lakes Community Liaison Group, NZ Landcare Trust, and
the Whitford Estuaries Conservation Society)

CRE-wide mandate and interest groups:
Forest and Bird has full time staff in Auckland who can represent the organisation for the
purposes of this consultation, as well as liaise with its relevant local branches. EDS also has
a full time staff person who can represent the Society’s interests in consultation. FOE has
volunteer staff based in its Auckland office. All three organisations have relevant and
specific expertise in conservation and environmental policy, consenting and project matters
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and have a special interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE because of its high ecological and
biodiversity values.
Wai Care is a water quality monitoring, education and action programme for community
groups, individuals, businesses and schools across the Auckland region. It is involved in
revegetation projects across the Greater Tamaki CRE. It has a coordinator local to this CRE.
Waicare is interested to be involved in consultation for the Greater Tamaki NDC.
The Watercare Harbour Clean-Up Trust was formerly the WaitematƗ Clean-Up Trust. The
Trust oversees the removal of litter from Auckland's Waitemata Harbour and inner gulf
islands, and promotes the concept of rubbish-free waterways. Sponsored by Watercare, the
Trust has two contractors who crew the ‘Phil Warren’ boat as well as using kayaks or a flatbottomed punt to reach the beaches, estuaries and waterways of the harbour. The Sea
Cleaners Trust has the contract to manage the Phil Warren and remove litter. The Sea
Cleaners Trust has a broader mandate to engage volunteers and communities in marine litter
and act as an advocate for associated issues.
These organisations are classified as ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholders in this
consultation plan. FoE has noted that it is likely to want a less active role in consultation
process because it has provided previous consultation feedback for other region-wide plans.
Both EDS and Forest and Bird have indicated that they are interested only in one-on-one
engagement with the development of the NDC at an early stage of its development to allow
for maximum involvement over its content. Neither group is interested in engagement at the
‘inform’ or ‘consult’ level. They seek to have their contributions directly reflected in the
document development. Neither organisation has the resources to engage in lengthy periods
of consultation although they are able to attend an initial meeting to assess the extent of their
engagement.
Waicare, Harbour Care Trust, and Sea Cleaners are ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level
stakeholders. They would like to be involved in group discussion on the Greater Tamaki
CRE NDC.
Local or specific area interests
There are five environment or conservation groups that, while they do not have a CRE-wide
mandate for Greater Tamaki, do have areas of broad interest within the CRE.

Tamaki Estuary Environment Forum
The Tamaki Estuary Environmental Forum (TEEF) is a multi-entity body with representation
from the five Local Boards who border the Tamaki, namely Maungakiekie-Tamaki, OtaraPapatoetoe, Mangere-Otahuhu, Howick and Orakei. In addition, members include key parties
with an interest in the Tamaki including iwi, Forest and Bird, the Tamaki Estuary Protection
Society, the Otara Lake Community Liaison Group, the Auckland Regional Public Health
Service, the Panmure Basin Advisory Committee and Transpower. It is currently chaired by
Kit Parkinson, Local Board Member for Orakei.
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At its April 27 2012 meeting TEEF adopted a set of aims and objectives for the estuary, its
surrounding tributaries and their catchments. These aims cover ecological health, water
quality, the urban context, accountability, the value that the community places on the estuary
and its effect on the Hauraki Gulf. These aims and objectives align with existing Council
plans and strategies. At the same meeting TEEF adopted a Terms of Reference document
outlining its membership and the role of Council officers in advising it.
The Forum is advised by Auckland Council officers from Environmental Services,
Stormwater, the Harbourmaster’s Office, Local Parks, Maori Strategy and Relations and
Watercare Services.
TEEF receives secretarial and facilitation support, issues analysis, information, and advice
from an Environmental Programmes Advisor.
Because TEEF has five of the interested Local Boards in attendance, Local Board Services
advises TEEF can play the role of a Local Board cluster meeting, in relation to the Greater
Tamaki NDC as long as Franklin Board is invited to attend for the discussion.
TEEF is an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder. Consultation with TEEF would
have the following components:
• An approach early in the timeline
• Work with the Environmental Programmes staff to schedule an item on the Greater
Tamaki NDC on a TEEF meeting agenda, and invite the Franklin Local Board to
attend for the item.
• Preparation of a background briefing package, in consultation with the Environmental
Programmes staff appropriate to the audience.
• Feedback to then be acknowledged in the six Local Board reports.
The Tamaki Estuary Protection Society (TEPS) was founded in 1969 in response to
community concerns over environmental degradation of the Tamaki Estuary. It is active in
habitat protection, reserve enhancement (notably the Tahuna Torea Nature Reserve) and as an
advocate against pollution of the estuary. It is a member of TEEF.
The Otara Lake and Creek Community Liaison Group was formed on the basis of an accord
between local authorities and New Zealand Energy for the Otara Lake. The lake was created
in 1968 by the construction of a weir across the mouth of the Otara Creek to provide cooling
water for the Otahuhu power station. The Group comprises representatives from Auckland
Council, local residents and organisations, health authorities and Contact Energy. It meets to
discuss recreational, amenity, and environmental issues related to the lake.
The NZ Landcare Trust is an independent, non government organisation established in 1996
to support rural communities and farmers with projects that support catchment management
and biodiversity conservation. The Trust is beginning its first urban-based project in the
catchment of the Tamaki Estuary. The ‘Volcano to Sea’ project aims to improve the state of
Wakaaranga Creek and Pakuranga Stream, forming the water catchment from Pigeon
Mountain (Ohui a Rangi) to Tamaki Estuary. A community urban restoration and education
plan developed during the project will be used for similar programmes throughout the
country.
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The Chinese Conservation Education Trust aim to foster a love and understanding of New
Zealand's special places, plants and animals among New Zealand’s Chinese
community. They are engaged with many education and restoration projects, and provide
ready access to a migrant community with a specific and relevant interest.
The Whitford Estuaries Conservation Society represents a group of local residents who have
established and are restoring a reserve bordering the Whitford Estuary.
The above four organisations are ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholders. They would
like to be involved in group discussion on the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC.
There are other conservation and environment groups that are likely to have an interest in the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC. They can be reached through outreach to the general public.
Groups that self-identify through this process could become more closely involved in
consultation.
Recreation
The eastern Auckland coastline included in the Greater Tamaki CRE, is an important site for
coastal and marine recreation including sailing, boating, fishing, kayaking, windsurfing,
dragon boating, waka ama, kite boarding, diving and fishing. Much of this activity is
undertaken by individuals and families. There is also a plethora of clubs and associations
linked to recreation. Many of these are locally based and either without CRE-wide mandate
or a history of engagement in consultation on environment matters. There are also fishing
and boating organisations that represent a number of individual clubs, groups and individuals
that are mandated to engage on consultation matters.
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC does impact on the interests of these individuals, groups, and
associations particularly as it concerns sedimentation and contamination of the harbour –
issues of note for marine recreation.
Individuals and local groups can be reached through the general public consultation strategy.
Recreation organisations with a CRE-wide mandate can be contacted directly. These
organisations are as follows:
The New Zealand Underwater Association has an Auckland-based Environmental
Officer who has the mandate and interest to engage in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC
consultation process. There is also an individual, marine scientist Roger Grace, who
has CRE-wide interests, a history of engagement in consultation on Auckland coastal
issues, and a keen interest in this NDC.
Recreational fishing interests. Two groups will have an interest in the Greater
Tamaki CRE NDC: the NZ Recreational Fishing Council and Legasea. Both have
Auckland-based representatives and have experience with consultation and advocacy.
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Yachting New Zealand: Yachting New Zealand is a national body based in Auckland.
It represents 40 yachting, sailing or boating clubs in Auckland. It has a full time
manager for Participation and Development with a mandate for advocacy and
experience in consultation.
There are several other collective recreational groups that do not yet have involvement in
consultation on environmental matters but that may be interested to begin this, given the
importance of the NDC process. In the case of the Greater Tamaki CRE, contact with these
groups will help the consultation process address the fragmented nature of the CRE and to
reach special and local interest groups.
They should be contacted through an initial
broadcast of information so they can select further engagement if desired. Recreation groups
in this category include: The Auckland Regional Outrigger Canoe Association, the Auckland
Dragon Boat Association and the Auckland Canoe Club.
Recreation interests are classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholders in this
consultation plan.

COMMUNITY INTERESTS
Network and Anchor Organisations
Auckland Community Development Alliance
There are many community-focused groups within the Greater Tamaki CRE with an interest
in stormwater. Over the past decade, there has been a transformation of Council engagement
with communities, particularly regarding stream restoration, but also regarding flooding.
This has in turn further raised expectations of engagement and consultation, and in some
circumstances collaboration. However, the majority of these interests, at most, have a subregional portfolio or interest, historically aligned with the legacy Council areas of interest,
and the majority have interests at the catchment or local level only.
One of the few regional-level community interest groups is the Auckland Community
Development Alliance, developed specifically in response to the need for community
agencies and organisations to engage with a Council with regional interest. Key
organisations are part of the ACDA Committee, including North Shore Council of Social
Services (NSCOSS), Community Waitakere, Parnell Trust, and the Auckland WEA.
ACDA does sometimes act as a conduit for information across the community development
regional networks as well as to individual organisations. It can also work in partnership with
Council to arrange regional discussion fora if that was required. There would be an
expectation that Council would pay for these services, if they extended beyond an initial
discussion or meeting.
Manukau East Council of Social Services (MECOSS)
MECOSS aims for better provision of social services to the people of Manukau East. It has
strong connections to government departments and policy development in New Zealand and a
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varied membership of local NGOs and service providers. If approached at an early stage in
the consultation process, MECOSS can advise on the upcoming community meetings where
there would be interest in engaging on the Greater Tamaki NDC.
Place-based community interests
There are four community networks present in the Greater Tamaki CRE: Otahuhu Community
Network, Panmure Community Network, Riverside Community Network and St Mary’s Community
Network. These networks bring together those organisations and individuals working for their

local communities in a wide range of fields, each reflecting its specific local community
priorities, needs and interests. The networks are supported by Auckland Council’s
Community Development and Safety staff.
Keep Auckland Beautiful, Keep Manukau Beautiful and Keep Franklin Beautiful are part of
the Keep New Zealand Beautiful network. Each one runs a range of local community
environment and beautification programmes.
Anchor and community organisations and place-based community interests are classified as
an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder in this implementation plan.
BUSINESS INTERESTS
Property Council
The Property Council represents commercial, industrial, retail, property funds and multi-unit
residential property owners, managers and investors, including the development community.
It has a national office based in Auckland, which has responsibility for developing relevant
policy for the organisation and providing information and training to its members. The
Property Council has a regional interest in consent preparation, and in particular how the
resulting requirements may affect consent costs and therefore property building and
development costs for their members. It has been actively engaged in previous planning
processes, including making submissions.
For the purposes of the Greater Tamaki CRE
NDC, the Property Council is interested in being consulted at the ‘involve’ level, with
sufficient time to consult its membership.
For the Greater Tamaki NDC consultation process, major Auckland developers will also be
individually engaged at the involve level. There are about ten major Auckland developers,
and these are well known to Stormwater Unit staff. Neil Housing is included in this group.
Housing New Zealand is a developer of major significance (listed separately under central
government).
Employers and Manufacturers Association (EMA)
The EMA’s purpose is to support members, primarily with advice and information regarding
business and employment issues, including legal, financial and tax obligations. The EMA
has indicated its membership includes some land developers who have a particular interest in
the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC and so the organisation places high importance on being
consulted.
The EMA primarily wish to be engaged at an inform level.
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Auckland Chamber of Commerce
The Chamber is a voluntary association of companies and individuals engaged in business
activities in the Auckland region. It has 12,000 business members in the Auckland and
Northern network. The Chamber’s focus is the development of international, national and
regional trade, with strategies including strengthening Auckland's place as New Zealand's
pre-eminent commercial, industrial and communications centre, and assisting the
development of the region in creating a desirable commercial and industrial environment for
its citizens.
The Chamber’s breadth of focus and significant membership means that it should be
consulted on the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC. This plan categorises the Chamber at the
‘Inform, Involve, Consult’ level.
Marinas
Marinas have an interest in all of the key issues identified in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC.
There is one marina in the Greater Tamaki CRE, the Half Moon Bay Marina. The New
Zealand Marina Operators Association is a national body that represents marina interests
although it is concerned primarily with issues such as government regulation.
Marinas are classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholders in this consultation
plan.
Marine Transport
The Marine Transport Association is an umbrella organisation based in Auckland with a
mandate to represent a large number of marine interests including work boats (such as the
Coastguard and Police), ferry companies, and charter boats. It also represents aquaculture
interests. There is one marine farm within the Grater Tamaki CRE – Clevedon Coast
Oysters, although there are several others on Waiheke Island that may be affected by the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC. For all these concerns, the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC is of
interest because of the stormwater issues of sedimentation and contaminants. The
Association is the first point of contact for these groups. It has an executive officer who can
coordinate a consultation process with its members.
The MTA is classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder in this consultation
plan.
Greater East Tamaki Business Association (GETBA)
East Tamaki, centred on Highbrook Drive, is the largest industrial precinct in Auckland with
some 2000 businesses employing 30,000 people and projected jobs of 45,000 on completion
of Highbrook Business Park. It has a growth rate higher than the regional average.
GETBA is a Business Improvement District (BID) partnership programme, funded by a
targeted rate collected by Auckland Council. (As a BID, a town centre receives additional
Council funding, generated through targeted rates, and support for programmes and activities
to promote economic development in the local area.) GETBA provides advocacy and support
services for members, and promote the area to attract new business and employment.
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GETBA has been identified by Auckland Council as the most aligned interest for the Greater
Tamaki CRE. Other business associations in the area - Howick, Glen Innes, Panmure and
Otara – should be included as part of the approach to General Public.
GETBA is classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder in this consultation
plan.

GENERAL PUBLIC
The Great Tamaki CRE is noted for its paucity of CRE-wide mandated organisations. To a
large extent this reflects the diverse and self-contained make-up of its communities, cultures
and boroughs. These include the beach settlement of Maraetai and rural village of Clevedon;
a rapidly growing Howick with just under half of its residents born overseas and one third of
the population of Asian descent; Mangere-Otahuhu where more than half of the residents of
Pacific descent and 30 percent under the age of 15; the retail and industrial centres of Glen
Innes, Onehunga and Panumure, also growing rapidly; the rich social diversity of OtaraPapatoetoe; and East Tamaki as the largest industrial precinct in Auckland with some 2000
businesses employing 30,000 people.
Many of these groupings are likely to have an active interest in the NDC application process
and will want to be assured that they are at least kept informed and given the opportunity in
participating in the consultation process. Although contacting all potential groups is not
possible in the scope of this consultation plan, a large representative sample has been listed to
capture the essence of the communities (Appendices 6 and 7). It is not expected that all
these groups will be interested to participate in consultation - indeed that is unlikely.
However it is important they are mailed with introductory information to begin the process of
long term engagement with the stormwater consenting process Groups that self-identify as
interested parties through this process can become more closely involved in consultation at an
appropriate level.
Significant community interests included in this section are:
• Resident and Ratepayers groups, including the Auckland Residents and Ratepayers
Group (a recent initiative to bring residents and ratepayers groups together in response
to the formation of the new Auckland Council).
• Service clubs representing a range of professional people across the Greater Tamaki
area.
• Local marae and the Manukau Urban Maori Authority as centres for community
activity and outreach programmes
• Local Mataawaka Maori groups and individuals
• Sub-regional Pacific interests are represented by the Pacific Island Board – Auckland
City, established under the legacy Manukau Council and continuing to operate in the
new context, and
• Business associations
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•

Churches, represented by a collation of churches.

Engaging with the general public has the following objectives:
• Inform: Describe the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC, provide context for the NDC
consultation process, and inform the public how they can engage in the process if
they are interested.
• Reach stakeholders not already identified: Access those individuals and groups who
have a CRE-wide mandate and interest but who may not have already been identified
in this Plan.
The general public are classified as an ‘Inform, Consult, Involve’-level stakeholder in this
consultation plan.
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PART C: STRATEGIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION
Appendix One describes the detailed programme of consultation activities for this
Consultation Plan. This section outlines two components of that programme to take place at
either end of the programme implementation: risk assessment, and evaluation.

5. RISK ASSESSMENT
This section describes nine risks possible for the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC Consultation
Implementation Plan. It is not a full risk management plan which is something that the
Stormwater Unit itself is obliged to design as part of Council project management planning.
Risk
Insufficient resources to
implement consultation plan.

Lack of senior staff buy-in

Lack of ownership and
understanding of consultation
obligations by Stormwater staff
Insufficient response from
stakeholders

Stakeholder expectations not met

Long term stakeholder
relationships don’t eventuate

Stakeholders focus on local issues
rather than CRE level

Implication
Consultation process
ineffectual or incomplete
and failing to meet minimal
standards.
Inefficiencies in
consultation processes and
inadequate response to
stakeholders. Later
difficulties with NDC
implementation.
Reluctance to accept
stakeholder engagement and
unwillingness to incorporate
stakeholder feedback
Poorer quality NDC
application, lack of
ownership by stakeholders
risking later challenges

Stakeholders upset or
alienated from process,
risking later challenges
Lack of ownership,
inefficient and ineffectual
processes over the course of
other stormwater
consultation processes
Consultation processes and
analysis become confused
and overwhelming.
Stakeholders misunderstand
consultation promises.

Risk management
Detailed and accurate resourcing
plan drawn up by SW Unit.
Advantage taken of existing
resources.
Senior staff kept informed early
and often and their views sought
and incorporated into Plan

Effective SW staff engagement
plan and internal education
programme
Consultation Plan fully
implemented, engagement
material clear and interesting,
account taken of previous
stakeholder feedback to avoid
‘over-consultation’.
Expectations made clear early in
process, and followed.
Each consultation encounter is
well designed, senior staff are
visibly engaged in process,
stakeholders are provided
feedback and follow-up.
CRE-level is stressed at all
engagement encounters with the
caveat that the Tamaki CRE
requires some focus on local
issues as described elsewhere in
this plan. Plan focuses on
attracting engagement with those
stakeholders who have CRE-wide
mandate or interests. On-going
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Not all stakeholders identified

Poorer quality NDC
application, lack of
ownership by stakeholders
risking later challenges

SW Unit staff unable to act on
stakeholder feedback

Poorer quality NDC,
stakeholder promises
broken risking challenges,
later difficulties with NDC
implementation.

opportunities to engage with subcatchment work is made known.
Consultation net is cast widely.
Consultation engagement is
staged, allowing stakeholders to
self-identify their level of
engagement.
Alignment within SW Unit
sought. Good business and
strategic planning practices
established within Unit. Training
offered to staff where needed, eg
in iwi liaison.

6. EVALUATION

The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC consultation is the first of ten major stakeholder consultation
initiatives for the Stormwater Unit on Network Discharge Consents. Each will require
similar efforts in consultation along with a series of sub-catchment management plans and
project consent applications also requiring consultation. Monitoring and evaluating
effectiveness and efficiency is important for any project, and more so for a project series.
The Stormwater Unit will therefore ensure this first consultative process is evaluated and the
findings fed back into the design and implementation of subsequent consultation
implementation plans. The Stormwater Unit seeks a core of excellence in stakeholder
consultation that will serve the Unit well in developing and maintaining long-term
relationships with stakeholders.
The four evaluation questions for the consultation plan are:
• Did we do what we said we would?
• Was it effective? (Did we meet the objectives set by this Plan?)
• What else happened?
• What will we do next time to improve the outcomes?
Evaluation techniques should be kept simple to enable swift feedback and incorporation into
the next consultative process. It should be done independently from the Unit and from the
designers and implementers of the Consultation Plan. It should involve input from a range of
stakeholders, representative of each of the groups, as well as input from staff from the
Stormwater Unit.
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APPENDICES
Appendix One:
Programme of Consultation Activities
Introduction
The consultation process for the Greater Tamaki NDC is centred on a core issue under
consideration:
In managing stormwater discharges for the Greater Tamaki CRE, what should the
high-level management priorities of the Auckland Council be?
There are three specific questions for consultation:
1. From the stormwater issues already identified, which are the priorities for the Greater
Tamaki CRE?
2. What principles or criteria should be used to select priority sites for stormwater
management responses?
3. By when and in which order should identified issues be addressed?
Key Principles of consultation
Pitched at the right level
• Consultation at the CRE level is expected to be high-level, engaging and thorough
delivering a transparent process and contributing to a high-quality consent application.
• Consultation will be on-going with stakeholders, as the process moves down from the
high-level consent to detailed catchment-based studies and then project-based consents
• This is designed to be rewarding for stakeholders. Most stakeholders are offered the
opportunity to engage with the Stormwater Unit at a high level of interaction – at the
‘involve’ or ‘collaborate’ level. The specific and measurable nature of the decisions
being consulted on is also attractive for engaged stakeholders;
• While high-level input is required, the key questions for consultation are tightly focused
and specific enough to avoid ground that has already been consulted on;
• Past consultative effort is included in the analysis of stakeholder views and this is made
clear to stakeholders with an interest in the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC so they can elect
not to be consulted again;
An aligned approach
• Stormwater Unit staff must be engaged in the consultation process rather than consultants
alone.
• Between stakeholders and teams within the Stormwater Unit there is: a high level of
understanding of issues and positions; efficient access to key individuals; effective and
efficient processes for consultation; and mutual respect.
• To this end it is important for the Stormwater Unit to have: a staff engagement plan that
clarifies and coordinates roles and responsibilities; and a Stormwater Unit Business Plan.
• Alignment with, and understanding of, the Greater Tamaki NDC is also critical for senior
staff within the Infrastructure and Environmental Services department and the wider
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Operations Division at an early stage to assist in developing high-level understanding,
leadership and support from the lead officers.
Maximising awareness and engagement
• Stakeholder consultation is well targeted, and designed to ensure quality engagement with
all groups, acknowledging and responding to their different mandates, interests,
representation and consultation needs.
• Stakeholders must be made aware of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC to participate in it.
The public engagement strategy seeks to cast the net widely to ensure all those with a
CRE-wide interest are reached.
• Stakeholders will need to be provided with sufficient quality information to be able to
provide quality and informed feedback to the Stormwater Unit. The information needs
to be simple, clear and targeted to the stakeholder level of engagement and interests.
• Stakeholders need to be aware of the framework for consultation, inclusive of defining
information described in this report such as:
- The goal of the consultation
- The decision that the consultation process is centred on
- The specific questions for consultation
- The scale and target of consultation
- Those aspects of the NDC not being consulted on
- The level of influence available to the stakeholders
- Timing and deadlines
- How to access further information
- Key relationship managers or contact people
Timing
This plan takes into account the cycle of decision-making and time required for
engagement by stakeholders.

Communication and Information
Preparation
In order to maximise the benefits of consultation, high-quality information should be
prepared well prior to starting stakeholder engagement. As much as possible, the plan utilises
a standard approach to communication, rather than recommending a range of different
resources for each stakeholder. This ensures uniform terminology and concept presentation in
communicating the significance of stormwater, the key issues relating to the NDC
preparation and timelines for the NDC and related strategies and work programmes. This
investment is also intended to be useful for future stormwater activities.
Communication Plan
This is a core requirement of any Council project requiring public communication and
profile. It should be developed with the SW Communications and public Affairs staff,
utilising the Consultation Plan content and NDC technical information, formatted to align
with the Council Communication Plan template.
The Communication Plan would identify:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

key messages for all stakeholders
key resources, budgets and processes
processes for approvals of internal and external communications
how stakeholders can access further information eg intranet,
websites,
community centres and libraries,
how stakeholders will be informed eg newspaper advertisements
methods for stakeholders to engage: consultation feedback form/letter/ formal
response; emails; phone calls; meetings
FAQs
Contact details for staff /consultants involved
Deadlines

This in turn will assist with timely approvals for each stage of consultation.
The Communication Plan should identify opportunities to build on existing regular
department-wide communication and engagement processes with staff, Local Boards, the
Governing Body, external stakeholders and the public. Key opportunities include the “Our
Auckland’ publication delivered into letterboxes and community facilities citywide; the
Council intranet and internet pages; the Operations division internal staff newsletter “The
Opserver”; the Stormwater Unit internal staff newsletter “Stormwater Lines”; other
department and unit communications and newsletters; and regular media liaison and
management planning; as well as department processes for approvals and forward
communications and political planning.
The Communications Plan will need to be reviewed by the Communications and Public
Affairs Department, which includes the Research, Consultation and Engagement team and
the External Communications team. These teams provide supporting expertise for the
consultation process, including producing templates and advice on processes such as press
release or resource production and sign-off. They will provide guidance on Council
departmental accessibility policies and practices, eg for participants who have English as a
second language, or who are blind.
Reporting
All reports need preparation well ahead of time, as per the Council report preparation
processes and deadlines. This includes registering the intention to place a report on an agenda
in the Forward Political Reporting Schedule. Should other departments need to review
reports, there needs to be sufficient time allocated for this process as part of the collaboration
approach.
Engagement methods
The draft Stormwater Engagement Plan identifies a comprehensive list of possible ways to
engage with stakeholders. Within the allocated resource and timelines available to this
project, it is recommended that existing communications and engagement resources are
utilised as much as possible. The eight legacy Councils invested significantly in stormwater
engagement. For example, Google Earth “fly overs” or the Auckland City animation of water
supply, combined sewers and the stormwater system can be used to great effect to
communicate clearly the issues of increasing pressures on the stormwater network. It is
important to establish what is still available and applicable before initiating further resource
generation.
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Iwi Maori
Four key principles frame the Greater Tamaki NDC consultation process with iwi Maori –
collaboration; consideration of capacity to engage; consideration of context; and
implementation. In addressing iwi capacity to engage, the plan recommends:
• Ensure the background information provided to iwi and hapu is clear,
comprehensive and accessible
• Providing fora for discussion that follow kaupapa Maori
• Staying engaged with Pou Hononga throughout the consultation process to ensure
iwi/hapu have an alternative avenue for engagement and to take advice on the
process
• Providing financial resources where needed.
Detailed Activities
Preparation for all levels of engagement
Identify relevant, useful existing and legacy resources
Analyse and summarise past submissions to other planning processes eg Auckland
Plan, LTP, iwi management plans
• Prepare Communication Plan, including budget
• Schedule political reporting
• Prepare Risk Management Plan
• Compile contact lists from legacy Councils, Auckland Plan, LTP, Local Board Plans, this
consultation implementation plan, and other consultations
• Prepare clear, succinct and compelling email/letter communicating key messages and
issues – This is the component that will need adjusting for each stakeholder, in
association with the key relationship manager, to acknowledge specific interests that are
already known and frame the consultation appropriately eg greetings in te reo Maori for
the IMSB and acknowledgement of kaupapa Maori. The letter needs to specify the
previous consultation that is being reviewed for inclusion, so that those who have
previously submitted have the option to engage at the Inform level and not repeat
previous submissions.
• Prepare consultation invitation identifying the range of ways for responding, reflecting
the Communication Plan, including stakeholder meetings, grouped along lines of interest.
Although many separate interest groups are identified, they are grouped according to
shared interest and mandate into seven scheduled stakeholder meetings, and many will
find that other engagement will meet their needs eg written feedback. Those groups or
individuals who have not been previously identified and desire to engage at the Involve
level can be invited to scheduled stakeholder meetings, or additional meetings can be
arranged if there are a large group or a specific interest.
• Prepare consultation form framing consultation questions for response.
• Plan processes for receiving input through each medium, responding to further requests
for information and analysing input and how these will be reported back to stakeholders
• Plan staff and consultant resource for responding to requests for meetings
• Prepare all resources ready for distribution, including political reports, website
information and newspaper advertisements, communicating key messages and methods of
engagement.
•
•
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A. Level of engagement: Inform, Consult, Involve
Purpose of consultation
• Stakeholders are informed of issues and self-identify their degree of engagement up to the point of ‘involve’.
• Stakeholders understand how to engage
Stakeholder Group
• Independent Maori
Statutory Board
• Statutory Panels (3)
• Advisory Panels (2)
• NZTA
• Central government/
other government (7)
• Tamaki Regeneration
Company
• ARPHS
• Environment and
recreation interests (8)
• Marine transport
interests (3)
• Auckland
Infrastructure Forum
• Community interests
• Business interests
• General public

Key activities
• Preparation completed
• Send email package to stakeholders
• Send email/ letter to General Public category
• Schedule meetings to respond to stakeholder interest,
capacity and mandate, based on the following seven
groupings:
o IMSB
o Government and ARPHS
o Marine transport
o Business
o Community
o EDS
o F&B
• Ensure reports are on agendas for:
o IMSB
o Panels
o AIF
• Analyse all contributions to engagement process
• Summarise and provide feedback to participating
stakeholders.

Milestone date
1st week March
1st week March
2nd week March

2nd week March

With input from
• SW Education and
Liaison team
• Key relationship
managers, as
appropriate
• Wider SW Unit
• Communications and
Public Affairs team

(next monthly meeting)
(next monthly meeting)
(next quarterly meeting)
last week April
1st week May
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B. Level of engagement: Collaborate
Purpose of consultation
• Stakeholders are informed of issues
• Stakeholders understand how to engage
• Stakeholders support the NDC approach and application
• Stakeholders’ input and solutions are reflected in the NDC application
• Stakeholders have ‘ownership’ of the NDC and work collaboratively to deliver on it
Stakeholder Group
• Iwi MƗori
• Mayor’s Office
• Deputy Mayor’s
Office
• Ward Councillors (7)
• Local Boards (6)
• Council units and
departments outside
Stormwater
• CCOs
• Hauraki Gulf Forum

Key activities
• Preparation completed – targeted to each
• Send email package to Mayor’s office, Deputy Mayor’s
office
• Schedule meetings to respond to stakeholder interest,
capacity and mandate, as needed:
o Mayor’s office
o Deputy Mayor’s office
o Ward Councillors
o CCOs
• Schedule facilitated staff workshop for October
- Purpose: To present context and content of the
Greater Tamaki CRE NDC and to facilitate feedback
on the three consultation questions outlined in this
plan.
- Key senior staff of the Stormwater Unit attend to
ensure high-level engagement and to help build longterm relationships across Council units.
- Consensus from this workshop is addressed in the
NDC application and these results are fed back to
internal stakeholders.

Milestone date
1st week March
2nd week March
2nd week March

1st week March to meet
3rd week March

With input from
• I&ES Local Board
Liaison staff
• SW Education and
Liaison team
• Key relationship
managers, as
appropriate
• Wider SW Unit
• Communications
and Public Affairs
team
• LBS staff
• Pou Hononga
• Democracy
Services
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-

Opportunity is made for internal stakeholders to reengage with the process if they would like to respond
to the results. This re-engagement can be through
email or phone dialogue or another meeting if
necessary.

Local Board liaison
- Confirm TEEF meeting scheduled and all 6 Local
Boards within the Greater Tamaki CRE are invited.
- Two weeks prior, an information/consultation pack is
circulated via the TEEF agenda that provides: strategic
context, summary of technical information, diagram of
how all the different pieces of Council work and
timelines relate, process for consent sign-off, and FAQs.
- Acknowledge Greater Tamaki CRE NDC second in
series of NDCs, so some Boards will be involved in
more than one consultation process.
- Invite TEEF/ Local Boards to put forward additional
relevant stakeholder interests.
- A key relationship manager (KRM) should be identified
to the Boards/ TEEF to enable consistent, responsive
engagement during the NDC consent process.
- Reports to the 6 Local Board monthly business meetings
inviting formal feedback.
•

Ensure reports are on agendas for:
o 6 Local Boards (taking in feedback from TEEF/
cluster meeting) – ideally part of I&ES Quarterly
reports already scheduled.

January for February
meeting

2 weeks prior to
February meeting

(6-week March-April
cycle)
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•

o Hauraki Gulf Forum
Follow-up with stakeholders who haven’t responded

Iwi liaison
- Work with Pou Hononga to identify contact points for
each of the 9 iwi/hapu and ensure that design and content
of engagement follows tikanga Maori
- Make personal contact with each of the iwi/ hapu to
explain the NDC context and issues and to determine the
preferred approach for engagement
- Email information pack
- Organise in-person fora where iwi/hapu representatives
can collectively discuss issues with Stormwater staff and
consultants, become informed and knowledgeable, and
provide their views and ideas
- Follow up with iwi/hapu who have not responded to
ensure capacity issues are addressed, and allow for
individual engagement between iwi/hapu and the
Stormwater Unit staff and/or Pou Hononga as
appropriate
•

Provide feedback and further engagement to
‘Collaborate’-level stakeholders, including iwi, as NDC
priorities evolve and firm up
Analyse all contributions to engagement process

(next monthly meeting)
March/ April
3rd week March
4th week March

Last week March
Last week March

March/ April

Last 2 weeks April

Last 2 weeks April
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C. Level of engagement: Empower
Purpose of consultation
• Decision-makers are informed of issues and understand how to engage
• Decision-makers support the NDC approach and application
• Decision-makers’ input and solutions are reflected in the NDC application
• Decision-makers have ‘ownership’ of the NDC and advocate for it where appropriate
• Decision-makers are comfortable to deputise the Unit or senior staff to make some final decisions
Stakeholder Group
• Environment and
Sustainability
Forum
• Regional
Development and
Operations
Committee (RDOC)

Key activities
• Schedule Greater Tamaki CRE NDC workshop at the
Environment and Sustainability Forum.
- Workshop objective: Councillors to develop a
shared view of the stormwater NDC’s strategic
significance and opportunity for alignment and
integration with other Auckland Plan strategies as a
fundamental part of delivering on the Mayor’s
vision for Auckland as the World’s Most Liveable
City.
• Prepare report framing decisions to be made, supported
with a comprehensive background report, alongside a
summary of the consultation programme, key findings, and
changes made as a result of consultation.
• Schedule report for RDOC meeting
•

Milestone date
Schedule March for May
meeting

With input from
• Democracy
Services staff
• Wider Stormwater
Unit
• I&ES Political
Liaison team

6 weeks leading up to
June meeting

Schedule March for June
meeting (Next meeting
following Forum)

Schedule meeting with Deputy Mayoral office in relation
to structure and approach for workshop/ report, and provide 2 weeks prior to report
deadline
background papers.
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•

Prepare report framing decisions to be made, supported
with a comprehensive background report, alongside a
summary of the consultation programme, key findings, and
changes made as a result of consultation, including
feedback and changes from the E&S Forum.

6 weeks leading up to the
meeting

D. Level of engagement: Empower
Purpose of consultation
• Decision-makers are informed of issues and understand how to engage
• Decision-makers support the NDC approach and application
• Decision-makers’ input and solutions are reflected in the NDC application
• Decision-makers have ‘ownership’ of the NDC and advocate for it where appropriate
• Decision-makers are comfortable to deputise the Unit or senior staff to make some final decisions
Stakeholder Group
• Environment and
Sustainability
Forum
• Regional
Development and
Operations
Committee (RDOC)

Key activities
• Schedule Greater Tamaki CRE NDC workshop at the
Environment and Sustainability Forum.
- Workshop objective: Councillors to developed a
shared view of the stormwater NDC’s strategic
significance and opportunity for alignment and
integration with other Auckland Plan strategies as a
fundamental part of delivering on the Mayor’s
vision for Auckland as the World’s Most Liveable
City.
• Prepare report framing decisions to be made, supported
with a comprehensive background report, alongside a

Milestone date
Schedule March for May
meeting

With input from
• Democracy
Services staff

6 weeks leading up to
May meeting
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•

•

summary of the consultation programme, key findings, and
changes made as a result of consultation.
Schedule report for RDOC meeting

Prepare report framing decisions to be made, supported
with a comprehensive background report, alongside a
summary of the consultation programme, key findings, and
changes made as a result of consultation, including
feedback and changes from the E&S Forum.

Schedule March for May
meeting
(Next meeting following
Forum)
6 weeks leading up to the
meeting

Closing the consultation loop
1. Feedback to stakeholders
It is important to consider how progress will be reported back to participants, as well as progress on the NDC application and implementation.
This then can be designed into each stage of communication and consultation.
2. Evaluation
The stakeholder components of this would take the form of a simple email survey to stakeholders to enable swift feedback and incorporation into
the wider evaluation process and then to the next NDC consultative process.
The four evaluation questions to be answered for the consultation plan are:
• Did we do what we said we would?
• Was it effective? (Did we meet the objectives set by this Plan?
• What else happened?
• What will we do next time to improve the outcomes?
The survey should develop simple, open questions to allow participants to specify positive feedback, as well as suggest changes and
improvements, and remain anonymous.
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Appendix Two:
Methodology
The Greater Tamaki CRE NDC Consultation Implementation Plan is the second Consultation
Plan of the CRE NDCs. The first developed was the WaitematƗ Harbour CRE. The Greater
Tamaki Plan is based on the research, analysis and format of the WaitematƗ Plan but has been
updated and refocused to address social, cultural, environmental and business issues specific
to the Greater Tamaki CRE. In doing so, the consultants have used best professional practice
options, networks, understanding, skills and experience, consultation with Auckland Council
and other stakeholders, and peer review.
The Consultation Implementation Plan has had three phases to its design: clarification of
framework, identification of stakeholders, and plan design.
Clarification of framework
For the first CRE consultation Plan, WaitematƗ Harbour, significant time was invested in
ensuring that the framework of the Consultation plan would be practical, effective, and
comprehensive, and would meet:
• regulatory standards
• specified promises to stakeholders, and
• objectives for consultation set by the Stormwater Unit.
Over a period of three months, a series of email and phone discussions and face to face
meetings were held with SW Unit staff and consultants working on the NDC.
Accommodation was made in deadlines to allow full consideration by Stormwater Unit staff
of critical options for stakeholder consultation. Relevant background documents received
include: Stormwater Implementation Strategy; relevant sections of the Auckland Plan and the
Long Term Plan; the Proposed Regional Plan: Air, Land and Water; the Auckland Council
Local Governance Statement, and the Regional Plan: Coastal. Summaries of submissions to
these plans were also read where these were available. Auckland Council plans and policies
on consultation were also consulted including: Opinion Research, Consultation and
Engagement Policy; An Engagement Plan for the Stormwater Unit (Feeney and Wilson)
Internal Working Draft v1.8, 30 June 2011; A Practical Guide to Planning Public
Participation and MƗori Engagement 21 October 2011 The Research, Consultation and
Engagement Unit; and Auckland Council Consultation Engagement Plan template.
This information has been retained for the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC Consultation Plan.
Identification of stakeholders
Stakeholders were identified using wide professional networks, Council-supplied contacts,
and prior understanding of Auckland-based consultation, government, catchment,
environmental, community, business and recreation fields. This list was expanded once
stakeholder interviews began and other links became evident. Between the WaitematƗ CRE
and the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC consultation plans, over 80 stakeholders were
interviewed, many in person, to determine: their interest in being consulted; the best way for
them to be consulted; any significant issues related to their engagement that should be taken
into account when designing the Consultation Plan; and further contacts they could suggest
from their own sector. For the WaitematƗ Plan, a two-hour long workshop was held for staff
of the Stormwater Unit to assist in the design of the Consultation Plan. Where stakeholders
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could not be reached and they are considered likely to be interested in an invitation to engage,
they are included in the stakeholder list.
Plan design
The final plan design takes into account all of the information gained above. While best
practice understanding has contributed to the design of the plan (see Appendix Four), its
framework is original to best fit the special circumstances of the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC.
The draft Plan has been reviewed by Stormwater Unit staff and others. Any comments made
have been addressed in the final Plan.
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Appendix Three:
Legal Requirements for Consultation for NDCs
The legal requirement for the Stormwater Unit to consult with stakeholders and interested
parties on the Greater Tamaki NDC is defined through the following laws and guiding
documents:
• Resource Management Act 1991
• Local Government Act 2002
• Treaty of Waitangi
• Relevant Rules within District or Regional Plan, including chapter 5 (Discharges to
Land, Water and Land Management) and Schedule 9 of the Auckland Councils Air
Land and Water Plan (ALWP).
Guidance for consultation is also provided by internal Auckland Council policies on
consultation including its Opinion Research, Consultation and Engagement Policy, and A
Practical Guide to Planning Public Participation and MƗori Engagement. These documents
are based on guidelines defined by the International Association for Public Participation
Australasia (IAP2).
The Resource Management Act
In regards to the Resource Management Act (RMA), Section 36A of the Act states that
neither an applicant nor a local authority has a duty to consult any person on resource consent
applications. Nevertheless, there are times where it is both necessary and good practice to
consult.
Further reference to consultation can be found in Schedule 4 ‘Assessment of Environmental
Effects’ (AEE) of the Resource Management Act 1991. Schedule 4 states matters that
‘should’ be included in an Assessment of Environmental Effects, 1(h) of Schedule 4 reads as
follows:
(1 )Matters that should be included in an assessment of effects on the environment
• Subject to the provisions of any policy statement or plan, an assessment of effects
on the environment for the purposes of section 88 should include—
………………
(h) ‘identification of the persons affected by the proposal, the consultation
undertaken, if any, and any response to the views of any person consulted:’
To alleviate confusion in regards to the requirement for consultation clause 1AA was
included within Schedule 4 (10 August 2005), this states:
‘1AA
•

To avoid doubt, clause 1(h) obliges an applicant to report as to the
persons identified as being affected by the proposal, but does not—
• (a) oblige the applicant to consult with any person; or
• (b) create any ground for expecting that the applicant will
consult with any person.’
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Section 88 of the RMA is in regards to making and application
…..’88 Making an application
• (1) A person may apply to the relevant consent authority for a resource
consent.
(2) An application must—
• (a) be made in the prescribed form and manner; and
• (b) include, in accordance with Schedule 4, an assessment of
environmental effects in such detail as corresponds with the scale
and significance of the effects that the activity may have on the
environment.’
Of particular importance is the statement of within section 88(b) it is stated that an
application must include an AEE…..’such detail as corresponds with the scale and
significance of the effects that the activity may have on the environment.’……
Whilst there is no legal requirement stating that consultation ‘must’ occur, it is implied to
form a part of an AEE, relevant to the scale and significance of the effects of the proposal.
This leaves the consultation undertaken prior to the lodgement of a resource consent at the
discretion of the applicant. Consultation undertaken may materially affect the resource
consent application. Once an application is lodged, Council will then assess the proposal and
make a decision on notification or non notification. Notification allows members of the
public to make submissions on a proposal and is a formal process that is managed by
Council. Generally speaking, robust consultation prior to lodgement included within an AEE,
can be a factor which leans Council decision making on an application towards nonnotification.
Consultation is considered to be a part of ‘Good Practice’, of acting fairly to the members of
the community, particularly with projects that involve ratepayers money. At the same time
this good practice needs to be balanced with regard to the relevant scale of the proposal.
Further guidance on consultation principles can be found via the IAP2 and also specific to
New Zealand much has been learnt through cases that have been through the Environment
Court. For example
•

Benjiman Te Piara v Gisborne District Council W93/2004. The Court held that
consultation is not an end or an obligation in itself, rather that it is one possible
method of gathering views from those affected so that they can be taken account of in
the decision-making process.

The Local Government Act
The Council is required to have regard to the principles of consultation set out in Section 82
of the LGA. These include:
•
•
•
•
•

providing information to interested and/or affected parties in an appropriate form
encouraging interested and/or affected parties to present their views to the Council
making clear the purpose of the consultation and the scope of decisions to be taken
providing reasonable opportunities for interested and/or affected parties to make their
views known to the Council
receiving any information presented with an open mind and giving it due consideration in
the decision making process
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•

informing those who present views about the relevant decisions and reasons for them.

The scale and significance of these consents makes it very important to have a robust
engagement plan to ensure that affected people and parties can access the consultation
process.
Iwi MƗori
Tangata whenua interests are recognised in ss6(e), 6(f), 6(g) ,7(a) and 8 of the RMA and are
required to be considered when making decisions on resource consent applications.
Consultation can be seen as a mechanism for undertaking adequate consideration of these
interests. Consultation with MƗori is required on issues relating to cultural wellbeing,
relationships with ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu and other taonga and the exercise
of kaitiaki.
The Local Government Act (LGA) 2002 also requires that before making any decision
relating to land or a body of water, a Council must take into account the relationship of MƗori
and their culture and traditions with their ancestral land, water, sites, waahi tapu, valued flora
and fauna, and other taonga, in accordance with Section 77(1)(c) of the LGA. Section 81 of
the LGA also sets out specific requirements relating to contributions to the decision making
process by MƗori.
In addition to the requirements of the RMA and the LGA, the partnership framework between
the Auckland Council and the MƗori Statutory Board requires particular attention to the
consultation process.
Auckland Council’s Air Land and Water Plan
Chapter 5 and Schedule 9 of the Auckland Council’s Air Land and Water Plan (ALWP) are
relevant to the specific case of Network Discharge Consents consultation. With regards to
the Rules 5.5.10 to 5.5.13 (From ALWP- Part 3 - Chapter 5), the Network Discharge Consent
for the Greater Tamaki would be considered a Restricted Discretionary Activity, as long as
the application complies with iii of Rule 5.5.10, - by containing either a ICMP or AEE that
address all required aspects of Schedule 9 of the ALWP. And if it does not comply with iii of
Rule 5.5.10 it would be considered a Discretionary Activity. It is anticipated that the
application would be assessed as a Restricted Discretionary Activity, and therefore unless
special circumstances existed would unlikely to be publically notified, as specifically stated
in Rule 5.5.11:
µ1RQ1RWLILFDWLRQ
$SSOLFDWLRQVIRUUHVWULFWHGGLVFUHWLRQDU\DFWLYLWLHVVKDOOEHFRQVLGHUHGZLWKRXWSXEOLF
QRWLILFDWLRQRUWKHQHHGWRVHUYHQRWLFHRIWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRQDIIHFWHGSHUVRQVLQ
DFFRUGDQFHZLWK6HFWLRQV$  DQG%  RIWKH50$XQOHVVVSHFLILFDOO\UHTXHVWHG
E\WKHDSSOLFDQWRUUHTXLUHGE\DUXOHRUQDWLRQDOHQYLURQPHQWDOVWDQGDUG+RZHYHU
WKHDSSOLFDWLRQPD\EHSXEOLFDOO\QRWLILHGLILQWKHRSLQLRQRIWKH$5&WKHUHDUHVSHFLDO
FLUFXPVWDQFHVMXVWLI\LQJSXEOLFQRWLILFDWLRQLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWK6HFWLRQ$  RIWKH
50$¶

It is likely that Council will not require a full notification procedure to be able to make a
decision on this Restricted Discretionary Activity, (subject to an adequate AEE etc.)
Regardless this does not negate the requirement for consultation. In the first instance the onus
is on the applicant to provide an adequate AEE relative to the scale of the proposal, which
where appropriate would include consultation. The scale of NDC for the Greater Tamaki is as
such that a certain level of consultation would be considered to be good practice.
64

Appendix Four:
General Principles of Consultation
These Key Principles of Consultation provide the framework of the Greater Tamaki NDC
Consultation Implementation Plan and are based on:
• International models of best practice (notably the International Association for
Public Participation (IAP2))
• Our own professional experience and interpretation of the specific needs of this
situation
• Auckland Council’s internal policies and guidelines on consultation including:
 Opinion Research, Consultation and Engagement Policy
 An Engagement Plan for the Stormwater Unit (Feeney and Wilson)
Internal Working Draft v1.8, 30 June 2011
 A Practical Guide to Planning Public Participation and MƗori Engagement
21 October 2011The Research, Consultation and Engagement Unit
 Auckland Council Consultation Engagement Plan template
Effective consultation is strategic, focused, efficient and problem-solving. These outcomes
are achieved through the implementation of eight stages of planning and implementation.

A. PURPOSE AND INTERNAL ALIGNMENT
Defining the purpose of the consultation
The Consultation Purpose clarifies:
•
•
•
•
•

The goal of the consultation process
The decision to be made
Who the decision-makers are and their requirements from the consultation process
The specific questions for which feedback is sought and any additional
explanation these may require to be clearly understood
The scale and target of the consultation

The Consultation Purpose also describes how stakeholder expectations will be managed by
describing the promise being made to stakeholders. Consultation implies a promise to
stakeholders that their views will be taken into account in some defined manner. In defining
the promise, it needs to be determined:
• What level of influence the stakeholders will have over the decision
• Which aspects of the decision are non-negotiable or are already made
The International Association of Public Participation Spectrum provides five different
Engagement Approaches along the IAP2 spectrum to choose from.
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IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum
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ǁŝƚŚďĂůĂŶĐĞĚĂŶĚ
ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƚŽ
ĂƐƐŝƐƚƚŚĞŵŝŶ
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽďůĞŵ͕ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐ͕
ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚͬŽƌ
ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ͘

dŽŽďƚĂŝŶƉƵďůŝĐ
ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĂŶĚͬŽƌ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͘

dŽǁŽƌŬĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇǁŝƚŚ
ƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ
ƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐƚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞ
ƚŚĂƚƉƵďůŝĐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ
ĂŶĚĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞ
ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚůǇ
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ͘

dŽƉĂƌƚŶĞƌǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ƉƵďůŝĐŝŶĞĂĐŚĂƐƉĞĐƚ
ŽĨƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨ
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞ
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͘

dŽƉůĂĐĞĨŝŶĂůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
ŵĂŬŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞŚĂŶĚƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐ͘

WƌŽŵŝƐĞƚŽWƵďůŝĐ͗

WƌŽŵŝƐĞƚŽWƵďůŝĐ͗

WƌŽŵŝƐĞƚŽWƵďůŝĐ͗

WƌŽŵŝƐĞƚŽWƵďůŝĐ͗

WƌŽŵŝƐĞƚŽWƵďůŝĐ͗

tĞǁŝůůŬĞĞƉǇŽƵ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚ

tĞǁŝůůǁŽƌŬǁŝƚŚǇŽƵ
tĞǁŝůůŬĞĞƉǇŽƵ
ƚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚǇŽƵƌ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚ͕ůŝƐƚĞŶƚŽĂŶĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂŶĚ
ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ
ĂŶĚĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ĂŶĚ
ƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶ
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ
ŚŽǁƉƵďůŝĐŝŶƉƵƚ
ĂŶĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚƚŚĞ
ŽŶŚŽǁƉƵďůŝĐŝŶƉƵƚ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͘
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚƚŚĞ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͘

^ĐĂůĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
•
•
•
•
•

^ĐĂůĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
• /ƐƐƵĞ
/ƐƐƵĞ
• /ŵƉĂĐƚ
/ŵƉĂĐƚ
• ƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ
ƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ
• >ĞǀĞůŽĨƉƵďůŝĐ
ĂŶĚŵĞĚŝĂ
>ĞǀĞůŽĨƉƵďůŝĐĂŶĚ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ
ŵĞĚŝĂŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ
ϮϬWŽůŝƚŝĐĂůƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ
• WŽůŝƚŝĐĂů

^ĐĂůĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
• /ƐƐƵĞ
• /ŵƉĂĐƚ
• ƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ
• >ĞǀĞůŽĨƉƵďůŝĐ
ĂŶĚŵĞĚŝĂ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ
• WŽůŝƚŝĐĂů

tĞǁŝůůůŽŽŬƚŽǇŽƵĨŽƌ
ĚŝƌĞĐƚĂĚǀŝĐĞĂŶĚ
ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶŝŶ
ĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ
ĂŶĚŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞǇŽƵƌ tĞǁŝůůŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ
ǁŚĂƚǇŽƵĚĞĐŝĚĞ͘
ĂĚǀŝĐĞĂŶĚ
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŽ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞ
ŵĂǆŝŵƵŵĞǆƚĞŶƚ
ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͘
^ĐĂůĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
• /ƐƐƵĞ
• /ŵƉĂĐƚ
• ƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ
• >ĞǀĞůŽĨƉƵďůŝĐ
ĂŶĚŵĞĚŝĂ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ
• WŽůŝƚŝĐĂů

^ĐĂůĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
• /ƐƐƵĞ
• /ŵƉĂĐƚ
• ƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ
• >ĞǀĞůŽĨƉƵďůŝĐ
ĂŶĚŵĞĚŝĂ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ
• WŽůŝƚŝĐĂů

ϮϬ

Alignment of decision-making unit
Consultation outcomes feed into the decision-making processes of the host unit or team. For
the consultation process to be effective, the host unit or team is itself strategic, aligned, wellmanaged, connected to other relevant teams and effective. Host teams that can be described
like this are best able to accommodate and implement the outcomes of a consultation process.
An effective consultation implementation plan will therefore note internal strategic, business
planning and capability issues for the host team essential to effective engagement and
implementation of consultation plans.

B. STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION PLANNING
Engagement with stakeholders begins with framing the consultation implementation plan.
The framework includes consideration of the factors described above: the core decision and
specific questions to be consulted on; the scope and level of the proposed consultation; and
features specific to the project such as legal requirements for consultation, other recent
consultation or unique fields of interest.
These factors assist in understanding which
stakeholders should be involved and to what degree.
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The following table provides some guidance on factors to consider for selecting stakeholder
groups to consult with:
Factors

CLARITY CHECKLIST – things to consider
•

What size is the audience that will be invited to participate in the engagement (e.g. Is the audience
regional wide, community specific, segment specific such as youth or park users etc)

•

What level of impact will the decision have on the everyday lives, well being or interests of the
community
What level of impact will the decision have on the interests and wellbeing of Maori
How controversial and/or politically sensitive is the issue or decision

1.Audience size

2. Decision and Issue

•
•

•

What level of interest is the general public likely to have in this issue and decision
What level of diversity is there among the primary audience in terms of political, cultural or any
other key demographics
How accessible or contactable is the primary audience who need to participate

4. Level of Investment

•

How significant is the amount of resources and $$ value that relates to the issue and decision

5.Communications

•

How aware and informed are the public about the issue and their opportunities to provide
feedback
How complicated is the issue to explain to the public
How important will the online channel be in engaging the primary audience

3. Audience

•
•

•
•

6. Media Interest

•

What level of media interest is there likely to be in the issue , the decision or how the decision was
made

7. Political interest and
involvement

•

What level of interest and involvement do elected representatives have in the issue, engagement
process or decision making process and decision

8. Mana Whenua

•

What level of interest and involvement do Mana whenua have in the issue, engagement process
or decision-making process and decision.

9. Mataawaka

•

What level of interest and involvement do Mataawaka have in the issue, engagement process or
decision-making process and decision.

10. Independent Maori
Statutory Board
interest and
involvement
Ϯϰ

•

What level of interest and involvement is there likely to be in the issue, engagement process,
decision making process and the decision that is made from the Independent Maori Statutory
Board

Small

Medium

Large

Low

Medium

High

Source: A Practical Guide to Planning Public Participation and MƗori Engagement 21 October 2011The
Research, Consultation and Engagement Unit
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Appendix Five:
Local Board Map for the Greater Tamaki CRE NDC

68

Appendix Six:
Complete List of stakeholders
COUNCIL GOVERNANCE
Level of governance

Ward Councillors

Forum
Regional Development and Operations Committee
(RDOC)
Environment and Sustainability Forum
Franklin – Cr Des Morrison
Howick – Cr Dick Quax, Cr Sharon Stewart
Manukau - Cr Arthur Anae, Cr Alf Filipaina
Maungakiekie-Tamaki – Cr Richard Northey
Orakei – Cr Cameron Brewer

Local Boards

Franklin
Howick
Mangere-Otahuhu
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei
Otara-Papatoetoe

Governing Body

Independent Maori Statutory Board
Statutory Panels

Advisory Panels and Groups
Council-controlled organisations
(CCOs)

Offices

Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel (EPAD)
Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel (PPAP)
Regional Youth Advisory Panel (RYAP)
Business Advisory Panel
Rural Advisory Panel
Watercare Services
Auckland Transport (AT)
Auckland Council Property (ACP)
Regional Facilities (RF)
Mayoral office
Deputy Mayoral office

IWI
Iwi cluster

Waiohua-Tamaki

Marutuahu
Ngati Whatua

Iwi/hapu
Ngati Tamaoho Trust
Te Ara Rangatu o Ngati Te Ata o
Waiohua
Te Akitai Waiohua Iwi Authority
Ngai Tai ki Tamaki Trust

Ngati Paoa
Ngati Whanaunga
Ngati Maru
Ngati Tamatera
Ngati Whatua o Orakei
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INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

Division

Department

Unit

Infrastructure and
Environmental Services

Environmental
Services

Operations

Building Control
Resource Consents
Parks, Sports and
Recreation
Community Development,
Arts and Culture (CDAC)

Governance

Maori Strategy and
Relations
Local Board Services

Regional Strategy,
Community and Cultural
Policy

Team
Regional
Environmental
Programmes
Biodiversity
Biosecurity
Local Environment
Programmes
Land & Coastal
Remediation

Regulatory

Local and Sports
Parks
Community
Development and
Safety
Community Facilities
Pou Hononga
Relationships
LBS Lead Team
Spatial and
Infrastructure Strategy
Research,
Investigations and
Monitoring Unit
(RIMU)

Environmental Science
Land-use and Built
Environment
Social and Cultural

Transport Strategy

Planning
Environmental Strategy
and Policy
Regional and Local
Planning
Economic Development

Air, Land, Water,
Coastal (CLAW)
Planning South
Business and Local
Economic
Development Planning

Civil Defence and
Emergency
Management
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EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

Network Operators
external to Council

Central government
and other government

Environment and
Recreational Interests

NZ Transport Agency (NZTA)
Auckland Infrastructure Forum (AIF)
Kiwi Rail
Department of Conservation
Hauraki Gulf Forum
Ministry of Primary Industries
Auckland Regional Public Health
Service (ARPHS)
Housing NZ Corp
Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment

North Island Shared Services
Centre Planning Team
Inshore Fisheries

Institute of Environmental
Science Research
NIWA

Tamaki Regeneration Company
Environmental Defence Society
Forest and Bird Protection Society
Friends of the Earth
Sea Cleaners
Watercare Harbour Clean-Up Trust
Wai Care
Tamaki Estuary Environment Forum
Tamaki Estuary Protection Society
Otara Lake and Creek Community
Liaison Group
NZ Landcare Trust

The Chinese Conservation Education
Trust

Community interests

Whitford Estuaries Conservation Society
NZ Recreational Fishing Council
Legasea
Underwater specialist
NZ Underwater
Association
Yachting New Zealand
40 yachting, sailing or
boating clubs in Auckland
Auckland Community
Network and anchor organisations
Development Alliance
Manukau East Council of
Social Services (MECOSS)
Otahuhu Community
Network
Panmure Community
Network
Riverside Community
Place-based community interests
Network
St Mary’s Community
Network
Keep Auckland Beautiful
Keep Manukau Beautiful
Keep Franklin Beautiful
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Employers and Manufacturers
Association (EMA)
Property Council
Auckland Chamber of Commerce
Marinas
Business interests

Marine Transport Association

Greater East Tamaki Business
Association (GETBA)

Half Moon Bay Marina
Sea Link
Fullers Ferries
Auckland Coastguard
Clevedon Coast Oysters
Greater East Tamaki
Business Association
(GETBA)

General Public
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Appendix Seven:
Contact details of stakeholders
COUNCIL GOVERNANCE
For Local Boards, contact Local Board Services in Democracy Services
Level of governance
Governing Body

Forum
Regional Development and
Operations Committee (RDOC)
Environment and Sustainability
Forum

Ward Councillors
Local Boards

Democracy Services
Local Boards

Contact person
Maureen Koch

Alistair Child, Principal Adviser,
Local Board Services

Independent Maori
Statutory Board
Statutory Panels

Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel
(EPAD)
Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel
(PPAP)
Regional Youth Advisory Panel
(RYAP)
Business Advisory Panel

Advisory Panels and
Groups

Rural Advisory Panel

Watercare Services
Council-Controlled
Organisations (CCOs)
Auckland Transport (AT)
Auckland Council Property
(ACP)
Regional Facilities (RF)
Mayoral office
Offices
Deputy Mayoral office

Rina Tagore, Principal Policy Analyst,
Community & Cultural Policy
Abba Fidow, Principal Policy
Analyst, Community & Cultural
Policy
Sarah Finlay, Youth Programme
Adviser, Community Development
and Safety

Rory Palmer, Senior Advisor,
Mayoral Office
Warren MacLennan, Manager
Planning - North/West, Regional &
Local Planning
Patricia Paschke, Principal Planner
Resource Consents,
ppasche@water.co.nz
Andy Irwin, Stormwater Specialist Ph
440 7393 or 021 712 864

Cathy Kenkel, Senior Advisor
Mayoral Initiatives
Claire Richardson, Principal Adviser
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IWI MAORI
Iwi cluster

Waiohua-Tamaki

Iwi/hapu
Ngati Tamaoho Trust

Contact person
Dennis Kirkwood
dennis.raniera@gmail.com

Te Ara Rangatu o Ngati Te
Ata o Waiohua

Nganeko Minhinnick
nganeko@xtra.co.nz

Te Akitai Waiohua Iwi
Authority
Ngai Tai ki Tamaki Trust

Karen Wilson
Karen.wilson@teakitai.com
James Brown
james.brown@ngaitai-kitamaki.co.nz
jdg.brown@xtra.co.nz
Gary Thompson
gary.thompson1203@gmail.com
Rodney Renata
rodneyren55@hotmail.com
Waati Ngamane
ngakoma@xtra.co.nz
Don Baker
don.baker@tamatera.org.nz
Bernadette Papa
bernadette@ngatiwhatuaorakei.com

Ngati Paoa
Marutuahu

Ngati Whanaunga
Ngati Maru
Ngati Tamatera

Ngati Whatua

Ngati Whatua o Orakei
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INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS, AUCKLAND COUNCIL
Division

Department
Infrastructure and
Environmental
Services

Unit
Environmental Services

Key contact
Janis McArdle, Manager, ES
Unit
Viv Sherwood, Manager,
Environmental Programmes
Gael Ogilvie, Manager
Biodiversity
Mark Geaney, Biosecurity
Team
Robert Sutherland, Manager,
Local Environmental
Programmes
Marcus Hermann, Manager,
Land and Coastal
Remediation

Regulatory
Parks

Lisa Doran
Ian Maxwell, Manager

Community Development
and Safety
Community Facilities
Pou Hononga
Relationships
LBS Lead Team

Mike Ikilei,
Team Leader Central

Operations

Governance

Building Control
Resource Consents
Parks, Sports and
Recreation
Community
Development, Arts
and Culture (CDAC)
Maori Strategy and
Relations
Local Board Services

Regional Strategy,
Community and
Cultural Policy

Transport Strategy
Air, Land, Water, Coastal
(CLAW)

Eynon Delamere
Manager
Alistair Child, Strategic
Adviser
Tim Hegarty, Prinicipal
Infrastructure Planner
- Marcus Cameron, SW
Contaminants Scientist
- Regan Solomon, Manager
Land Use and Built
Environment
- Eva McLaren, Manager
Social and Cultural
Kevin Wright, Manager
Scott Speed, Principal
Specialist, Coastal

Planning South

Anne Cheng - Manager

Business and Local
Economic Development
Planning

Janet Schofield - Manager

Spatial and Infrastructure
Strategy
Research, Investigations
and Monitoring Unit
(RIMU)

Planning
Environmental
Strategy and Policy
Regional and Local
Planning
Economic
Development
Civil Defence
and
Emergency
Management

Clive Manley, Manager
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EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

Category
Network
Operators
external to
Council

Central
government
and other
government

Environment
and
Recreational
Interests

Organisation
NZ Transport
Agency (NZTA)
Auckland
Infrastructure
Forum (AIF)
Kiwi Rail
Department of
Conservation North Island
Shared Services
Centre Planning
Team
Hauraki Gulf
Forum
Ministry of
Primary
IndustriesInshore Fisheries

Key contact

Best way to contact

Tim Hegarty

Tim.hegarty@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Marion Fullam
Manager

waikato@doc.govt.nz.

Tim Higham

tim.higham@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

JohnTauntonClark Principal
Analyst

John.Taunton-Clark@mpi.govt.nz

Auckland
Regional Public
Health Service
(ARPHS)
Housing NZ Corp
Ministry of
Business,
Innovation and
Employment –
- Institute of
Environmenta
l Science
Research
- NIWA
Tamaki
Regeneration
Company

Naina Raj,
Public Health
Scientist

NainaR@adhb.govt.nz

Claudia
Hellberg,
Stormwater Unit

Claudia.hellberg@aucklandcoucnil.govt.nz

Environmental
Defence Society
Forest and Bird
Protection Society

Raewyn Peart

Raewyn@eds.org.nz

Nick Beveridge,
Regional Field
contact

n.beveridge@forestandbird.org.nz

Friends of the
Earth
Sea Cleaners

Bob Tait

foenz@kcbbs.gen.nz (Bob in subject line,
no large files)

Hayden Smith

network@seacleaners.com
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Watercare
Harbour Clean-Up
Trust
Wai Care
Tamaki Estuary
Environment
Forum
Tamaki Estuary
Protection Society
Otara Lakes and
Creek Community
Liaison Group
NZ Landcare
Trust
The Chinese
Conservation
Education Trust
Whitford
Estuaries
Conservation
Society
NZ Recreational
Fishing Council
Legasea
Underwater
specialist
NZ Underwater
Association

Community
interests

Yachting New
Zealand –
40 yachting,
sailing or boating
clubs in Auckland
Auckland
Community
Development
Alliance
Manukau East
Council of Social
Services
(MECOSS)
Otahuhu
Community
Network
Panmure
Community
Network
Riverside
Community
Network
St Mary’s

Mark Bourne

MBourne@water.co.nz

Andrew Jenks
Viv Heslop,
Environmental
Programmes
Adviser
Colin Percy

Andrew.jenks@xtra.co.nz
viv.heslop@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Jim Sinclair

Jim.sinc@gmail.com

Kate Akers

Kate.akers@landcare.org.nz

Anthony Bellve

Bellve@clear.net.nz

Keith Ingram

keith@skipper.co.nz

John
Holdsworth
Roger Grace

info@LegaSea.co.nz

cpercy@pl.net

gracer@xtra.co.nz

Mike Perry
percyml@xtra.co.nz
Environmental
Officer
Andrew
Andrew@yachtingnz.org.nz
Clouston
Participation and
Development
Manager
Pat Watson,
pat@communitywaitakere.org.nz
Committee
Member
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Community
Network
Keep Auckland
Beautiful
Keep Manukau
Beautiful
Keep Franklin
Beautiful
Employers and
Manufacturers
Association
(EMA)
Property Council
Business
interests

Auckland
Chamber of
Commerce
Half Moon Bay
Marina

Kevin Healy –
Chief Executive

Kevin@ecomatters.org.nz

Peter Atkinson
Manager

Phone 367 0900

Daniel Newman,
Policy

Daniel@propertynz.co.nz

Mark Hollier

Half Moon Bay Marina
P O Box 54-021
The Marina
Auckland 2144
info@marinetransport.co.nz

Marine Transport
Association

Margaret Wind
Executive
Officer

Greater East
Tamaki Business
Association
(GETBA)

Jane Tongatule
– General
Manager

gm@getba.org.nz

GENERAL PUBLIC
Category

Organisation

Residents and
Ratepayers
groups

Whitford
Pohutakawa Coast
Botany Ratepayers and
Residents Association
Managere Bridge
Ratepayers and
Residents Association
Bucklands and Eastern
Beaches Ratepayers
and Residents
Association

Key contact

Best way to contact

Beachlands-Maraetai
& Districts
Historical Society
Auckland Residents
and Ratepayers Group
Rotary Club of East
Tamaki District
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Service Clubs

Marae and
Urban Maori
interests (not
manawhenua
marae)

Clevedon/Kawakawa
Bay Lioness Club
Kiwanis Club of
Papatoetoe
Kiwanis Pakuranga
Service and Business
club
Howick Rotary Club
Lions Club of
Manurewa
Manurewa Jaycees
Manurewa Rotary
Club
Papatoetoe Lions
Club
Papatoetoe West
Ladies Probus Club
Rotary Club of East
Tamaki Inc District
9920
Rotary Club of
Papatoetoe West
Papatoetoe Lions
Club
Rotary Club of
Papatoetoe West
Rotary Club of
Pohutukawa Coast
Manukau Urban Maori
Authority

Willie Jackson

info@muma.co.nz

Ruapotaka Marae

Georgie
Thompson

027 290 8771

Tania Rangiheua

ZDNDWHUH#[WUDFRQ]

Valerie Teraitua

ZDNDWHUH#[WUDFRQ]

MHQQ\QXNX#NROFRQ]
WHWDKDZDL#HGJHZDWHUVFKRROQ]
ZKDLRUDPDUDH#[WUDFRQ]


Te Karaiti Te Pou
Herenga Waka
Nga Whare Waatea
Marae
Papatuanuku Kokiri
Marae
Te Puea Marae
Te Tahawai Marae
Whaiora Marae
NgƗti Otara Marae

Pacific
interests
Migrant
communities

Pacific Island Board –
Auckland City
Auckland Regional
Migrant Services

Business
Associations

Onehunga
Panmure

Jenny Nuku
Celia Leef
Bill Rudolph
Albert
Vahaakolo
Manogi Tavelia
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Churches

Penrose
Otara
South Churches
Network

Tom Ngapera,
Faith Family
Baptist Church
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Auckland Stormwater NDC Application
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Healthy Waters
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Auckland Council
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Appendix B Consultation Approach and Method
of Stakeholder Engagement
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Table 1 Consultation approach and method of engagement of governance stakeholders
Consultation Level

Level of Governance

Forum

Method of Engagement

Regional Development and Operations Committee Agenda Report & attendance at Committee
(RDOC)
meeting if requested.
Empower

Governing Body
Environment and Sustainability Forum

Local Boards

Ward Councillors
Collaborate

Franklin
Howick
Mangere-Otahuhu
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei
Otara-Papatoetoe
Franklin
Howick (2)
Manukau (2)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei
Otara-Papatoetoe

Presentation at regular meeting & feedback report

Hold a cluster workshop of all 6 local boards. Email
information pack and schedule workshop. Need to
obtain feedback via individual local board
meetings - this can be done through the regular
TEEF meetings (confirm all 6 LBs invited).

Email information pack and schedule meeting as
needed. Further engagement through phone/
email or another meeting if needed.

Auckland Transport (AT)
Council-Controlled
Organisations (CCOs)

Watercare Services
Auckland Council Property (ACP)
Regional Facilities (RF)
Mayoral office

Offices
Deputy Mayoral office

Inform, Consult,
Involve

Email information pack and schedule meeting as
needed. Further engagement through phone/
email or another meeting if needed.

Email information pack and schedule meeting as
needed. Further engagement through phone/
email or another meeting if needed.

Independent Maori
Statutory Board

Ensure reports are included on agendas for these
groups. Formal letter and consultation pack and
allow for meeting - after iwi consultation has been
initiated.

Ethnic Peoples Advisory Panel (EPAD)
Pacific Peoples Advisory Panel (PPAP)
Advisory Panels and Groups Regional Youth Advisory Panel (RYAP)
Business Advisory Panel
Rural Advisory Panel

Ensure reports are included on agendas for these
groups.
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Table 2 Consultation approach and method of engagement of internal council staff
Consultation Level

Division

Department

C - Empower

Environmental Services

Stormwater Unit

Method of Engagement
Focus Group Workshops (identified for
each issue)

Infrastructure and Environmental Services

Operations

Building Control
Resource Consents
Parks, Sports and Recreation

Facilitated staff workshop in May.
Following workshop, re-engagement
through emails/ phone and individual
Community Development, Arts and Culture (CDAC)
meetings as necessary. Completed
consultation form.
Civil Defence and Emergency Management

Collaborate
Regional Strategy, Community and Cultural Policy
Planning
Environmental Strategy and Policy
Regional and Local Planning
Economic Development
Maori Strategy and Relations

Governance
Local Board Services
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On an individual basis as per iwi
Cluster meeting of 6 local boards
(October/ November). Prior to workshop
the consultation information is
distributed. KRM to liaise and allow for
further feedback. Meetings as needed.
Ensure feedback as an item on agenda for
subsequent LB monthly meeting.
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Table 3 Consultation approach and method of engagement of iwi
Consultation Level

Iwi
Ngati Whatua

Waiohua-Tāmaki
Collaborate

Marutuahu

Hapu
Ngati Whatua o Orakei
Ngai Tai ki Tamaki
Ngati Tamaoho
Te Akitai-Waiohua
Ngai Te Ata-Waiohua
Ngati Paoa
Ngati Whanaunga
Ngati Maru
Ngati Tamatera
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Method of Engagement
To be determined in consultation with
Pou Hononga and iwi groups. Likely
consultation to involve a presentation at
the Regional Kaitaiki Forum, emailed
information pack and further workshops.
Personal phone calls/ follow-up
required.
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Table 4 Consultation approach and method of engagement of external stakeholders
Consultation Level

Category

Organisation
NZ Transport Agency (NZTA)
Kiwi Rail

Inform, Consult,
Involve

Collaborate

Network Operators external
to Council

Central government and
other government

Method of Engagement
Email information pack and schedule
meeting as needed. Further engagement
through phone/ email or another
meeting if needed.

Auckland Infrastructure Forum (AIF)

Ensure reports are included on agendas
for these groups.

Hauraki Gulf Forum

Email information pack and schedule
meeting with Tim - process as for
Waitemata. Further engagement through
phone/ email or another meeting if
needed. Potentially report to HGF
meeting.

Department of Conservation - North Island Shared
Services Centre Plannng Team.
Ministry of Primary Industries - Inshore Fisheries
Central government and
other government

Auckland Regional Public Health Service (ARPHS)
Housing NZ Corp
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
Institute of Environmental Science and Research
NIWA
Tāmaki Regeneration Company
Environmental Defence Society
Forest and Bird Protection Society
Friends of the Earth

Environment and
Recreational Interests

Inform, Consult,
Involve

Sea Cleaners
Watercare Harbour Clean-up Trust
Wai Care
Tāmaki Estuary Environmental Forum
Tāmaki Estuary Protection Society
Otara Lake and Creek Community Liaison Group
Clevedon Cares
NZ Landcare Trust
The Chinese Conservation Education Trust
Whitford Estuaries Conservation Society
NZ Recreational Fishing Council
Underwater specialist
Legasea

Email information pack and schedule
meetings as needed based on the
following seven groupings: Government
and ARPHS, Marine Transport, Business,
Community, EDS, F&B. Further
engagement through phone/ email or
further meetings if needed. Agenda
Report for TEEF.

NZ Underwater Association

Community interests

Place-based community
interests

Yachting New Zealand – 40 yachting, sailing or
boating clubs in Auckland
Auckland Community Development Alliance
Manukau East Council of Social Services (MECOSS)
Otahuhu Community Network
Panmure Community Network
Riverside Community Network
St Mary’s Community Network
Keep Auckland Beautiful
Keep Manukau Beautiful
Keep Franklin Beautiful
Employers and Manufacturers Association (EMA)

Business interests

Property Council
Auckland Chamber of Commerce
Greater East Tāmaki Business Association (GETBA)
Marinas: Half Moon Bay Marina
Marine Transport Association: Sea Link, Fullers
Ferries, Auckland Coastguard, Clevedon Coast

General Public
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Haveyoursay website; Email information
pack and schedule meetings as needed
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