From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:509] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 1:45:21 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Jason Paul Robertson
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 027 250 2596
Email address: jrobertsonl71@gmail.com

Postal address:
17 Royal Tce Sandringham auckland 1025

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

It does not provide for the separation of stormwater from wastewater. It will result in Combined
stormwater/sewage overflows into the Waitemata Harbour. It has unnecessary and ugly
infrastructure requirements, will cause odour nuisance and possible destabilisation of the cliff top
areas. It does not comply with the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act. It does not comply with the
purpose of the Resource Management Act. | support the submissions of the Herne Bay Residents
Association, The St Marys Bay Association and Kate Robertson

What are the reasons for your submission?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Refuse the applications

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:511] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:00:23 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Marian Kohler

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 3613802

Email address: mariankohler03@gmail.com

Postal address:
4 Herne Bay Rd Herne Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

Application for Resource Consent by Healthy Waters to construct underground tunnel , holding
tank and pumping station to discharge overflows of mixed sewage and stormwater to Waitemata
Harbour

What are the reasons for your submission?

The application does not provide for separation of stormwater from wastewater but combines this
to a diversion scheme. It proposes discharging combined stormwater/wastewater to Waitemata
Harbour in an area of high recreational value. It does not comply with Hauraki Gulf Marine Park
Act 2000. It does not comply with the purpose of the Resource Management Act. It has the
potential to destabilise cliff top areas in St Mary's Bay.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
I would like Council to refuse the application


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:511] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:00:23 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Marian Kohler

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 3613802

Email address: mariankohler03@gmail.com

Postal address:
4 Herne Bay Rd Herne Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

Application for Resource Consent by Healthy Waters to construct underground tunnel , holding
tank and pumping station to discharge overflows of mixed sewage and stormwater to Waitemata
Harbour

What are the reasons for your submission?

The application does not provide for separation of stormwater from wastewater but combines this
to a diversion scheme. It proposes discharging combined stormwater/wastewater to Waitemata
Harbour in an area of high recreational value. It does not comply with Hauraki Gulf Marine Park
Act 2000. It does not comply with the purpose of the Resource Management Act. It has the
potential to destabilise cliff top areas in St Mary's Bay.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
I would like Council to refuse the application


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:512] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:15:20 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Henry Macdonald Winstone
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 09 636 4575 09 3786059
Email address: blinds@timbershade.co.nz

Postal address:
59 Hamilton Road Herne Bay Auckland Herne Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

The proposed project would result in stormwater and wastewater discharging into an area close
to swimming beaches and recreational space. These areas are already exposed to stormwater
and wastewater from the Herne Bay catchment. The beach near the existing outflow, below St
Mary's Bay, does not attract beachgoers and swimmers as the area is already compromised by
the marina and marine industry. Any improvements in this area should not come at the risk of
degrading another area that is already under threat and established as a recreational and
swimming area for people from all over Auckland and further afield. Visitors, especially from
overseas, are amazed at the beaches and swimmable water so close to the city centre. The
harbour entrance has been narrowed and could be narrowed even more if the council does not
prevent this from happening in the future. With reduced flow into the upper harbour any discharge
could be even more detrimental to the water quality and foreshore.

What are the reasons for your submission?
Personal use of the area for swimming, boating, and fishing. And in the interests of future
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mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

generations of Aucklanders and all New Zealanders.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
| would request that the Council refuse this application.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: Amanda Coats

To: Premiumsubmissions

Subject: 5446 Submission by NEIL on St Marys Bay-Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:29:29 p.m.

Attachments: image001.pna

5446 Submission by NEIL on St Marys Bay-Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project.pdf

Incorrect email — resent to Auckland Council

From: Amanda Coats

Sent: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:14 p.m.

To: 'preiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz' <preiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>;
'Jenny.Vince@beca.com' <Jenny.Vince@beca.com>

Subject: 5446 Submission by NEIL on St Marys Bay-Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement
Project

To Auckland Council and Auckland Council Healthy Waters (Healthy Waters)

On behalf of our client and the Submitter, North Eastern Investments Limited (NEIL) we provide the
attached submission on the St Marys Bay Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project and
serve a copy of the submission on Auckland Council Healthy Waters (Healthy Waters), c/-Jenny Vince,
Senior Associate Planning, Beca Limited, Beca House, 21 Pitt Street, Auckland Central, Auckland 1010,
which is served via email to Jenny.Vince@beca.com

This submission is submitted electronically and served electronically, no hard copy is posted and both
are in accordance with Auckland Councils letter to “The Occupier” dated 21 May 2018 Public
notification of the Application under s95E.

The submitter and server requests confirmation of the receipt of this email and attachment.

Kind regards, Amanda

Proarch

Amanda Coats On behalf of Proarch Consultants Limited

DIRECTOR
eV 021 517 955

facebook.com/proarch.nz « A: 306 Church Street West, PO Box 1105, Palmerston North 4440, New Zealand

DISCLAIMER: This electronic mail message together with any attachments is confidential; any use of the drawings is at the
user’s risk. If you are not the intended recipient please email us immediately and destroy the message. You may not copy,
disclose, or use the contents in any way. Thank you.


mailto:Amanda@proarch.co.nz
mailto:premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com
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Form 13

Submission on application concerning resource consent, St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach
Water Quality Improvement Project, that is subject to public notification by the consent
authority. Sections 41D, 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 127(3), 136(4), 137(5)(c), and 234(4), Resource
Management Act 1991

To: Auckland Council (AC)
Private Bag 92300

Name of Submitter: North Eastern Investments Limited (NEIL)
Submitting on behalf of the owners of 9 London Street, St
Mary’s Bay, Lot 1 DP 63936

Under s 95A and 95B assessments of the RMA the Council has notified the application. The
owner at 9 London Street, St Mary’s Bay has been directly notified by standard mail.

This is a submission on an application by Auckland Council Healthy Waters (Auckland
Council) for a resource consent application for the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water
Quality Improvement Project and involves the reconfiguration of the Healthy waters
stormwater network and Watercare Services Limited (Watercare) Branch Sewer 5 and
associated works. The 130 Healthy Waters team is part of Auckland Councils 8000 staff and
are responsible for the delivery of Auckland Stormwater management. The proposed activity
is not specifically permitted in the regional or district Unitary Plan and triggers consents under
Part 3, Sections 9, 12, 14, 15 and 16 and under the Auckland Regional Plan, the Unitary Plan
and National Environmental Standards (NES Contaminated Land).

The discretionary activity resource consent application is for a land use consent, coastal
permit, water permit, discharge permit and requires consent under NES for assessing and
managing contaminants in soil to protect human health and requires additional resource
consents for this proposal that are not being applied for under this application. The project
involves the installation of a new conveyance and storage pipeline connected from New
Street/London Street through to Pt Erin Park; a weir structure, pump station and odour
control unit within Pt Erin Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control unit within St
Mary’s Road park, and a new marine pipeline outfall as outlined in the AEE with the
application. The project affects multiple properties and has been publicly notified. They sites
involved are historically significant both in terms of Mana Whenua cultural values and in
terms of the local history and archaeological history of the area. The proposed construction
of the works in relation to this application will continue for 2 years.

NEIL is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management
Act 1991.

The Owner is directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission by NEIL
that—

(a) adversely affects the environment; and

(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.
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The notified documents received by the applicant include:

1. Completed Auckland Council Form A application for resource consent

2. Beca Assessment Of Effects On The Environment - Same Areas And Masefield Beach
Water Quality Improvement Project — 2 May 2018

3. Appendix A: Concept Design Drawings — Aurecon — concept drawings bundle 1 & 2

HACKETT STREET DIVERS|ON DRAWING LIST - CONCEPT DESIGN |SSUE
DRAWING NUMBER DRAWING TITLE REV
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1021 | DRAWING INDEX AND SITE LOCATION PLAN G
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1027 | OVERALL WORKS KEY PLAN F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1029 | GROUND INVESTIGATION LOCATION PLAN G
2553030000-DRG-CC-1040 | STORMWATER OVERFLOW OPTIONS PLAN E
255303-0000-DRGCC-1044 | OPTION A1 OVERFLOW PIPE F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1045 | OPTION A2 OVERFLOW PIPE F
255303-0000-DRGCC-1051 | MARINE PIPELINE DIFFUSER D
255303-0000-DRGCC-1053 | MARINE PIPELINE WAVE CUT PLATFORM COFFERDAM & TBM RETRIEVAL SHAFT 8
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1061 | STORAGE PIPELINE PLAN AND LONGSECTION SHEET 1 OF 4 F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1062 | STORAGE PIPELINE PLAN AND LONGSECTION SHEET 2 OF 4 F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1063 | STORAGE PIPELINE PLAN AND LONGSECTION SHEET 3 OF 4 F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1064 | STORAGE PIPELINE PLAN AND LONGSECTION SHEET 4 OF 4 F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1081 | EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL POINT ERIN PARK WEIR STRUCTURE c
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1082 | EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL ST MARY'S ROAD PARK SHAFT C
265303-0000-DRGCC-1083 | EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL NEW STREET RECEIVING SHAFT )
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1084 | EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL CURRAN STREET c
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1085 | EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL SARSFIELD STREET c
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1101 | POINT ERIN PARK WEIR STRUCTURE LAYOUT PLAN E
2553030000-0RG-CC-1107 | POINT ERIN PARK WEIR STRUCTURE PLAN A
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1108 | POINT ERIN PARK WEIR STRUCTURE SECTION A A
2553030000-DRG-CC-1121 | POINT ERIN PARK PROPOSED WEIR CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT E
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1181 | ST MARY'S ROAD PARK CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT )
2553030000-DRG-CC-1182 | ST MARY'S ROAD PARK SHAFT RAISED MANHOLE c
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1207 | NEW STREET RECEIVING SHAFT CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT G
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1211 | SARSFIELD STREET CONNECTION PIPELINE PLAN AND LONGSECTION SHEET 1 OF 2 F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1212 | SARSFIELD STREET CONNECTION PIPELINE PLAN AND LONGSECTION SHEET 2 OF 2 F
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1400 | ST MARY'S BAY VEHICLE TRACKING PATH A

4. Appendix B: Property Information and Certificate of Title

Submitters Note 1: This appendices does not list the owners property interest in
London Street as a property located within the project tunnel alignment

5. Appendix B: Construction Noise Contours —Aurecon, also contained Appendix C:
Ground-Borne Noise Contours, Appendix D:Tunnelling Vibration Contours, Appendix
E:Piling Vibration Contours, Appendix F:Operational Noise Contours, Appendix G:
BS5228 Screening Results, Appendix H: Noise Monitoring. The Aurecon drawings listed
in these appendices include:
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Drawing number Drawing title Rev
NM-01 Pt Erin Park — establish site activities noise contours 0
NM-02 St Mary’s Park — establish site activities noise contours 0

NM-03 New/London Street — establish site activities noise contours | 0

NM-01 Pt Erin Park —access shaft activities noise contours 0

NM-02 St Mary’s Park-access shaft activities noise contours 0

NM-03 New/London Street — access shaft activities noise contours 0

NM-01 Pt Erin Park-piling activities noise contours 0

NM-02 St Mary’s Park — piling activity noise contours 0

NM-03 New/London Street — piling activities noise contours

NM-01 Pt Erin Park —tunnelling activities noise contours (daytime) 0

NM-02 Same areas Park — tunnelling activities noise contours | 0
(daytime)

NM-01 Pt Erin Park —tunnelling activity noise contours (night-time) | 0

NM-01 Same areas Park — tunnelling activities noise contours (night- | 0
time)

? Aerial photograph — St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water | 0
quality improvement project noise and vibration ground
borne, noise contours

? Aerial photograph -St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water | 0
quality improvement project noise and vibration. Tunnelling
vibration contours

? Aerial photograph — St Mary’s Bay Masefield Beach water | ?
quality improvement project noise and vibration. Pt Erin —
sheet piling vibration contours

7 Aerial photograph - St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water | 0
quality improvement project noise and vibration. St Mary’s
Park — sheet piling vibration contours

? L photograph — St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water | O
quality improvement project noise and vibration. You
Street/London Street — Rotary piling vibration contours

? St Mary’s Bay tunnel assessment of noise and vibration affects | 0
— operational noise

? Same areas of a and Masefield Beach water quality
improvement project noise and vibration. Outer extents for
CNVMP-B St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality
Improvement Project, S5228 Tunnelling Vibration Contours

Submitters Note 2 —in the PDF versions notified online there are two Appendix B with
different contents and this second Appendix B to H attached to another report.
6. Appendix C: AUP — OP and Regional Coastal Plan Planning Maps
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

Appendix D: Recreational Uses of St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach — Panuku
Development Auckland-by Zoe Hawkins, reviewed by Tom Warren, lan Wheeler,
Miranda James dated 16 November 2017. The report does not state the purpose of
the report it does not appear to be commissioned for the application. Submitter Note
3 - Panuku Development Auckland is a council controlled organisation (CCO)
established in September 2015 as a result of merging Auckland Council Property
Limited and Waterfront Auckland. Panuku manages around S2 billion of land and
buildings that Auckland Council owns, they identify development opportunities and
plan and prepare the ground to attract private investment and make it easier for other
to take on the development of houses and buildings, according to the Panuku website
www.panuku.co.nz

Appendix E: Archaeological and Historic Heritage Assessment - Clough & Associates
Limited. March 2018

Appendix F: ground investigation factual report and geotechnical long sections —
Aurecon- revision 4 dated 29" of March 2018

Drawing number Drawing title Rev
255303-0000-DRG-CC-1029 | Ground investigation location plan E
255303-0001-DRG-CC-0001 | Geological long section outfall option 2 B
255303-0001-DRG-CC-0002 | Legend for geological long section outfall option 2 — | B
Point Erin Park shaft
255303-0002-DRG-CC-0001 | Geological long section storage pipe sheet 1 of 4 B
255303-0002-DRG-CC-0002 | Geological long section storage pipe sheet 2 of 4 B
255303-0002-DRG-CC-0003 | Geological long section storage pipe sheet 3 of 4 B
255303-0002-DRG-CC-0004 | Geological long section storage pipe sheet 4 of 4 B
255303-0002-DRG-CC-0005 | Geological long section storage pipe — St Mary’s Park | B
shaft
255303-0003-DRG-CC-0001 | Geological long section Sarsfield pipe 1 of 2 B
255303-0003-DRG-CC-0002 | Geological long section Sarsfield pipe 2 of 2 B

Appendix G: Groundwater Technical Report —PDP -24 April 2018

Appendix G: Assessment of Effects on Ground Settlement — Aurecon —revision 1 dated
26 April 2018

Submitters Note 4 —in the PDF versions notified online there are two Appendix G with
different contents.

Appendix H: Arboriculture Assessment Greenscene New Zealand 18 April 2018
Submitters Note 5 — in the PDF versions notified online references at 1.2 the Alta
Consulting, Curran St Rising Main, Curran Street, Point Erin Temp Road Realignment,
DWG PXJ-1068, Sheets 1-5, dated 17 September 2018. These drawings cannot be
located in the notified material, however, the report has been complied with
reference to the following plans to assist in the preparation of the assessment. The
plans cannot be examined by the submitter at the time of notification.

Appendix I: Coastal Physical Processes Report — Hume Consulting Limited — 27 April
2018

Appendix J: Assessment Of Effects Marine Ecology — Coast and Catchment Limited —
March 2018

Appendix K: Landscape Concept Design — Beca Ltd-revision B March 2018

Appendix L: Detailed Site Investigation- Aurecon —revision 3 dated 28 April 2018
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.
25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Drawing number Drawing title

Rev

Drawing 1 site location plan and propose tunnel route

Drawing 2 Site layout plan and propose tunnel route

Drawing 3 Borehole location plan

Drawing 4 Fill Classification

OO0 |O

Appendix M: Noise and Vibration Assessment — Aurecon — revision 8 dated 26 April
2018

Appendix N: Erosion and Sediment Control Plan — Aurecon — revision 2 dated 6 March
2018

Appendix O: Landscape and Visual Assessment — Beca Ltd — revision C -2 May 2018
Submitters Note 6 — in the PDF versions notified online references at 4.4 New

Street/London Street air exchange points, “Four air exchange points, 8-10m in height are
proposed in the vicinity of the New Street/London Street shaft. Their final location is not yet
known so they have not been assessed” [Emphasis added]

Street shaft. Their final location is not yet known so they have not been assessed.

Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment — Beca Ltd- 17 April 2018

Submitters Note 7 —in the PDF versions notified on line states at 1.2 “This report has
been prepared by Beca for Auckland Council. Beca has relied upon the information
provided by Auckland Council in completing this document. Unless otherwise stated,
Beca has not sought to independently verify the information provided. This document
is, therefore, based upon the accuracy and completeness of the information provided
and Beca cannot be held responsible for any misrepresentations, incompleteness, or
inaccuracies provided within that information. Should any new or additional
information become available, this report will need to be reviewed accordingly.”
Appendix Q: Aurecon Assessment of Effects on Ground Settlement, revision 1 -26 April
2018

Appendix R: PRELIMINARY Groundwater and Settlement Monitoring and Contingency
Plan —Aurecon —revision 1 dated 26 April 2018

Drawing number Drawing title

Rev

255303-0000-DRG-II1-1001 Instrumentation and monitoring location and building

location plan (whole he alignment)

Appendix S: DRAFT Contamination Site Management Plan- Aurecon — 26 April 2018
Appendix T: Integrated Traffic Assessment- Aurecon-Revision 4 — 28 April 2018
Appendix U: Consultation Records

16 May 2018 s92 letter to Auckland Council Healthy Waters, ¢/- Jenny Vince, Planning
Associate Beca Limited from Elizabeth Wells of Campbell Brown Planning Limited,
consultant planner for Auckland Council,

2018-05-24 Beca letter by email to Auckland Council attaching s 92 response for St
Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water quality improvement project

2018-05-23 Aurecon Groundwater S92 Response: St Mary’s Bay & Masefield Beach
Water Quality Improvement Project

2018-05-23 PDP groundwater s 92 response: St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water
quality improvement project

2018-05-23 Aurecon memo — s 92 response to transport matters
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Submitters Note 8 — in the PDF versions notified online there other documents without
reference consisting of portions of appendices, some were laboratory tests, some were
appendix to other reports, but the submitter had a lack of clarity in respect as to which
document they were part of at the time of this submission. The total number of documents
downloaded from the Auckland Council website was 33 separate pdf files.

The AEE informs NEIL as a submitter that the owners property interests in London Street are
directly impacted by noise from the activities proposed, particularly and not limited to,
construction of the New Street/London Street receiving vent shaft, the ground borne noise
effects from construction of the tunnel, the tunnelling vibration effects, the piling vibration
effects, groundwater changes and subsidence and/or collapse and effects due to construction
and ongoing odour and gas post completion.

Based on the notified information the owners property interests in London Street are
unaffected by the Operational Noise Contours depicted in the Aurecon drawings on
completion of the system, but for approximately 2 years prior to that point in time the owners
will be affected by the construction activity.

The specific parts of the application that NEIL’s submission relates to are—
NEIL’s submission is—

Clarity and completeness of assessment of effects

Clause 1 of Schedule 4 states that any information required by the schedule including an
assessment under clause 2 (1)(f) or (g), must be specified in sufficient detail to satisfy the
purpose for which it is required. Clause 2 (3) (c) of Schedule 4 requires an AEE in such detail
as corresponds with the scale and significance of the effects that the activity may have on the
environment. The Auckland Council retains discretion over the completeness of applications
and in this instance the application for St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality
Improvement Project, the submitter notes that the Auckland Council application has been
accepted by the Planners acting for Auckland Council under s 88.

The submitters analysis of the notified information finds aspects are unclear and incomplete
in terms of the assessment of effects on the environment and notes that no further
clarification has been sought pursuant to section 92 of the Resource Management Act 1991
to better inform the public and affected parties of those effects prior to notification, even
where the notified reports themselves state that effects are unassessed.

AEE at Table 2.1 and technical reports
Table 2.1 Relevant zones, overlays and designations within the AUP-OP does not show the
relevant zones, overlays and designations within the Project area in a consistent manner with

the planning map information.

Missing from Table 2.1 are references to
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The Natural Heritage Regional significant volcanic viewshafts and height sensitive
overlay [rcp/dp] which the four (4) proposed 300mm diameter, 8m to 10m vents
reside on the corner of New Street/London Street.

The Built Heritage and Character, Special Character Area Overlay Residential and
Business is not referenced to London Street, New Street, Harbour street which is
relevant to the four (4) proposed 300mm diameter, 8-10m vents on the corner of
New Street/London Street.

The Airspace Restriction Designation 8302 as a designation of requiring authorities
set out by s 175(2) of the RMA1991. The Television New Zealand Limited Satellite
earth Station transmission path — areas subject to height restriction. Again, this is
where the four (4) proposed 300mm diameter, 8-10m vents reside on the corner of
New Street/London Street.

Macroinvertebrate Community Index Control

Coastal Inundation 1 per cent AEP Plus 1m Control

The AEE at 4.2.3 Other Shafts -The New Street/London Street shaft will be 5m in diameter and
24m deep. “Air exchange points will also be provided adjacent to both the New Street/London Street
shaft and the St Marys Road Park shaft site. The air exchange points at the New Street/London Street
shaft will enable ‘fresh’ air to be drawn into the system during forced ventilation, and when the system
switches to passive ventilation air may also be discharged via poles. Provision has been made for air
evacuated at both the St Marys Road Park site and the New Street/London Street to go through
activated carbon filters to minimise potential for any residual odours.”

The effects in terms of odour and visual effects are not fully assessed and the submitter is concerned
that they do not have sufficient information.

Figure 4.4: V

sualisation showing four proposed air exchange points on New Street. looking north (Aurecon)
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Odour and Gas assessment and effects

The submitter has particular concern about the effects of odour and/or gas and discharge to
air. The AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment — Beca Ltd- 17 April 2018 at 1.3
Limitations states; “This report has been prepared by Beca for Auckland Council. Beca has
relied upon the information provided by Auckland Council in completing this document. Unless
otherwise stated, Beca has not sought to independently verify the information provided. This
document is, therefore, based upon the accuracy and completeness of the information
provided and Beca cannot be held responsible for any misrepresentations, incompleteness, or
inaccuracies provided within that information. Should any new or additional information
become available, this report will need to be reviewed accordingly.” [Emphasis Added].

Auckland Council is both the applicant and the consenting authority and has direct ownership
of the related CCO Watercare Services and Auckland Council Healthy Waters (Healthy
Waters). The Auckland Council cannot delegate their authority under s34A (2) for this
Resource Consent application. The submitter does not know if the reported effects are
accurately represented in the report and is advised that no one other than Auckland Council
can rely on the report, and that there a no responsibility if the report is incorrect, and that
the report may be subject to change. The effects, therefore, may be subject to change and
may be less than minor. The Beca report states that their assessment is based on the Aurecon,
St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement — Storage Pipeline Air Displacement,
Ventilation & Odour Control Concept, November 2017 which does not appear to be notified
with the application to inform the submitters understanding. Additionally, the report states
that it is noted that the design at present is preliminary and has yet to be finalised. The
submitter does not know what odours and gas effects on the submitter will result from the
proposal.

NEIL is informed by the New Zealand Water and Wastes Association (NZWWA) Manual for
Wastewater Management, second edition, September 2000 that “/mpacts of odour on the
community are most prevalent during the summer, especially during the summer, especially
at dawn, dusk, in the evenings, and in still conditions. In the summer, windows and doors in
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residential homes are more likely to be left open, and people spend more time outdoors. The
response from the community varies with:
(a) Frequency of odour emissions

(b) Intensity of odour
(c) Duration of odour

(d) Offensiveness of odour
....Although laboratory studies with animals have shown that some odorants can cause
marked physiological and morphological changes in terms of cardiovascular respiratory
performances, there is little information available about the toxic effects of odorous
substances on humans. However, it is known that prolonged exposure to offensive odours
usually generates undesirable reactions in people such as unease, irritation, discomfort,
anger, depression, nausea, headaches, or vomiting.” [Emphasis Added]. On all these points
and effects the technical report is silent. The report utilises terms such as; ‘preliminary’,
‘subjectto’, ‘tend’, ‘generally’, ‘could’ and ‘expected’ but these tentative terms do not provide
confidence that the application effects are fully disclosed and assessed. The report appears
to rely on the wind carrying the odour away but provides no wind modelling of this complex
landform in support of those conclusions, there is a lack of correlation for data in relation to
the frequency, intensity, duration and offensiveness possible or likely to occur in relation to
the activity for odour and gas.

Reverse sensitivity, cumulative effects of construction traffic and earthworks assessment
The Aurecon drawing 255303-0000-DRG-C-1207-G indicates that the construction of the New
Street receiving shaft will require closure of access from the New Street to London Street
during construction, while access from New Street to Harbour Street is maintained and that
Truck movements will increase in and around London Street to enable the construction and
removal of material. NEIL's property interest in London Street will have no access from New
Street during construction, but will have access via either Shelly Beach Road onto Hackett
Street and then into London Street, or from St Mary’s Road into London Street while the
construction work is carried out. The 2018-05-23 Aurecon memo —s 92 response to transport
matters omits the duration that this intersection is affected by construction. The AEE Table
5.1 states 3 Months duration for this aspect of the construction, however later in the same
report at Figure 5.3 the activity is said to take 5 months.

The total quantity of earthworks is estimated at 30,000m3. The applicant is reasonably
satisfied that the transportation movements can be accommodated to remove earthworks
volumes and that adverse effects can be managed by way of suitable resource consent
conditions.

NEIL recognises and supports the protection of the environment through the treatment of
sewer prior to discharge. NEIL opposes the discharge of raw sewage and other contaminants
to the coastal marine environment.
NEIL seeks the following decision from the consent authority:

1. NEILinterpretation of the AEE and associated documentation for the resource consent

is thatitisincomplete under s88 due to the lack of information in relation to a number
of relevant technical matters. NEIL draws the authorities attention to those matters
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outlined in this submission and respectfully requests that the application be declined
due to the significance of unintended consequences and effects in relation to noise,
transportation, heritage and odour which cannot be verified by the submitter due to
incomplete assessment.

NEIL’s primary submission is that the application be declined in its entirety as its
primary submission and relief.

If, however, the authority is inclined to grant the application in the absence of full
assessment and more detailed design intent, then, NEIL, under section 108 of the
RMA1991, seeks the following conditions be applied to the various consents, and that
these same conditions be referenced and contained in future consents, and
incorporated under a statement on any LIM or PIM issued in relation to the properties
within 1km of any constructed part of the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water
Quality Improvement Project.

Construction Programme
(@) Once commenced the construction of the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach
Water Quality Improvement Project shall continue until finished and be
entirely complete inclusive of any defects identified under contract within 3
years of the projects commencement. (This condition allows 1 year for
commissioning and defects completion).

Accidental Discovery and visual effect on heritage
(b) The project area incorporates rich and diverse Maori and European history
with scheduled archaeological sites within the area. Mana Whenua, Maori
Cultural Heritage and Heritage New Zealand conditions for accidental
discovery under an Authority shall be followed by the consent holder.

Odour and Gas
(c) In respect of Odour and Gas that Auckland Council shall

i. Set out in the decision the frequency, intensity, duration and
offensiveness possible or likely to occur in relation to the activity in
respect to odour and gas, and

i. Setoutin the decision or monitoring and reporting requirements and
make the information in relation to the reporting (including complaints
from the public shall be made available either on Councils website or
by request), free of charge to any resident in the areas affected by the
proposal, and

ii.  The Auckland Council shall remediate any adverse effect event on the
London Street / New Street and Harbour Street residents resulting from
a discharge to air of odour or gas resulting from the proposal. The
condition shall include the steps that Auckland Council must take to
rectify the odour effects on any residential property and that any
resulting odour is fully mitigated to remove the odour within a
maximum of 48 hours of a complaint to Council (whether verbally or in
writing) and the condition shall firmly set out that the Council will meet
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the alternative accommodation costs of an affected resident(s) in the
event of an odour or gas being emitted for a period of more than 48
hours and that those costs shall continue to be met until the odour or
gas emission is removed from their environment in full.

iv.  Auckland Council shall not transfer their responsibilities in relation to
this condition to any other entity and cannot amend the consent
condition under s 127 in relation to Odour and Gas to remove the intent
of the condition.

v.  Nothing in the condition shall preclude improvements in electronic
monitoring and remediation of odour improvements being made due
to advances in technology and science, and to reduce ongoing costs,
provided the improvements do not increase the frequency, intensity,
duration and offensiveness of the odour or gas.

Tunnel Alignment - final documentation for construction
(d) The tunnel alignment of the final documentation shall be consistent with the

notified drawing alignment and the tunnel and associated works shall not
extend under any property excluded from notified AEE Appendix B: Property
Information and Certificates of Title

Reverse Sensitivity — existing residential environment
(e) Residents in the area affected by the application shall not be precluded in

making new connections to Auckland Council Healthy Waters network and/or
Watercare Services and/or any other utility or infrastructure service provider
due to the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement
Project.

Residents in the area affected by the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water
Quality Improvement Project shall not be required by Auckland Council under
s 88 of the RMA to provide assessment of effects for a Resource Consent or
Subdivision consent for their residential property in relation to the effects on
the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project. A
condition shall confirm that there are no reverse sensitivity effects from
neighbouring properties on the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality
Improvement Project

Cumulative Effects — Earthworks and Traffic and Noise
(g) Residents in the area affected shall not be precluded in undertaking

earthworks in the streets affected due to cumulative effects generated by the
St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project, that
there is no effect on the ability of Residents in the affected area implementing
their existing granted resource consents, amended resource consents and/or
new resource consents in the same area during the 2 year construction period.

(h) A Noise Management Plan to minimise and mitigate noise and vibration causing

activities in conjunction with a Traffic Management Plan
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Water table, land stability and subsidence

(i) The StMary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project, shall
not adversely affect the water table or land stability of the area through
geomorphological or hydraulic subgrade change. Should any unintended
adverse effect occurin in relation to the land, above or within 500m either side
of the proposed tunnel, the Auckland Council shall rectify any and all damage
to a safe and sanitary level.

(j) Residential Owners within 500m of the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water
Quality Improvement Project shall be provided with weekly ground level
monitoring above (and in the vicinity) of the tunnel alignment before, during,
and after construction to a prescribed and agreed standard.

Records to be taken
(k) Property / building condition assessments photographs with date time and
GPS coordinates printed on the image shall be taken for pre and post
construction for each residential property adjacent to or over the tunnel.

Legal Title - 9 London Street, St Mary’s Bay, Lot 1 DP 63936

() No easement relating to the Lot 1 DP 63936, 9 London Street, St Mary’s Bay
shall be registered on the computer register (title) if the tunnel alters direction
and traversed beneath it in relation to the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach
Water Quality Improvement Project.

(m)No aspect of the St Mary’s Bay — Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement
Project shall be referenced on a Land Information Memorandum in respect of
Lot 1 DP 63936, 9 London Street, St Mary’s Bay

The submitter does not propose conditions that are; unreasonable, ultra vires,
involves a delegation of the authorities duties, is uncertain or intended to frustrate.
The submitter seeks measuring and monitoring impacts for the activity and conditions
for performance targets and remediation within set time parameters to minimise all
effects of the proposal.

The submitter has not proposed a condition in relation to the visual effects of the
venting stacks proposed on the corner of New/London Street in terms of the Natural
Heritage Regional significant volcanic view-shafts or the Built Heritage and Character,
Special Character Area Overlay Residential and Business overlays but submits that
suitable design and visual appearance appropriate to the area is required. If the odour
could be managed without venting through redesign and a in-stack mechanical system
contained below ground as an alternative solution to eliminate odour and gas venting
in the residential / business and in general proximity to residential such as St Marys
Park, then that alternative solution should be explored in preference to the scheme
proposed.
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NEIL wishes to be heard in support of NEIL's submission. If others make a similar submission,
NEIL will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing. NEIL also advises that if
other submitters have made submissions in relation to proposed conditions, that NEIL is
receptive in working with those submitters, Auckland Council and Auckland Council Healthy
Waters and Watercare Services on appropriately worded conditions prior to a hearing to
assist the hearing once mutually agreed times for sessions can be determined.

NEIL does not request, pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that Auckland Council delegate
its functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings
commissioners who are not members of the local authority because Auckland Council is
precluded under section 34A(2) Resource Management Act 1991 from delegating its
authority.

A Gt

/%nda M. Coats as employee of Proarch Consultants Limited, with delegated authority to
sign this submission on behalf of the submitter North Eastern Investments Limited (NEIL)

Date: 19 June 2018

Electronic address for service of submitter:
North Eastern Investments Limited
c/-Proarch Consultants Limited

PO Box 1105, PALMERSTON NORTH
Telephone: 021517955

Email: amanda@proarch.co.nz;

Contact person: Amanda Coats
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From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:513] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:30:21 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Susan Beryl Andersen
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 0272335350
Email address: sueandersen@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
52 New Street St Marys Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

Firstly that the $44m project will simply pump sewage back into the harbour. This is not a
desirable outcome and more should be done to ensure the infrastructure for stormwater and
sewage is designed to really not require discharge into the harbour. Secondly, no mention was
made in correspondence and notices to residents of the 10m high "air exchange" chimneys on
New St and London St. These are unsightly and are sure to create unpleasant odours depending
on the wind direction. As the area is of a genteel, upmarket character, a far more intelligent
design, modelled on overseas examples, should be thoroughly investigated. In fact the whole
project should be researched much more thoroughly to ascertain its actual benefits. There must
be a better, more efficient solution.

What are the reasons for your submission?

| do not wish to prolong the pollution of the harbour, which this project actually does. This is not
the end of the problem. If this project goes ahead as is, then the pollution will not be addressed
again for many years. It is better to fix the problem now and do it right.
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mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Look at overseas models. Come up with alternative plans. Thoroughly research the efficacy of the
current plan - will it really clean up the harbour? | don't think so

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? No

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: No

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:514] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:30:23 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Franklyn Young

Organisation name: Auckland Property Management Ltd
Contact phone number: 02124224036

Email address: franklyn.young@aucklandproperty.net

Postal address:
PO BOX 28-510 Remuera Auckland 1541

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
1)Negative visual on the proposed vent on New Street 2) How often, frequent and duration the
emission will be elevated from the vent as the council can't control the weather

What are the reasons for your submission?

APM has managed and represents the Body Corporate for almost 10 years. The owners have
contacted us and raised their concerns to us as well as to the Council. They worried that the new
civic work will negatively impact their day-to-day living as well as the value of their property.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

The owners want to postpone the granting of resource consent until there is more throughout
research and consideration around the venting system design that is not so intrusive. The owners
want more proof about how the system will operate and will not negatively impact the residents.
For example after the torrential rain for like two to three days.
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Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? No

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:519] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:45:37 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Alexander George Winstone
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 0212491535
Email address: winstonealex@hotmail.com

Postal address:
59 Hamilton Road Herne Bay Auckland Herne Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

1) Stormwater and wastewater discharging into an area close to swimming beaches and where
many people go fishing is not acceptable . These areas are already exposed to stormwater and
wastewater from the Herne Bay catchment and the current level is not satisfactory let alone if
more is added to this environment. Council has already spent hundreds of thousands on these
beaches already and this would negate this good work. 2)The beach near the existing outflow is
already compromised by the marina and marine industry. We use to be able to swim and salil
here as children and now it is not safe to do so. Any improvements in this area should not come
at the risk of degrading another area that is already under threat and established as a
recreational and swimming area for people from all over Auckland and further afield. Visitors from
overseas are amazed that we can swim in our upper harbour. Lets keep this unique aspect of
Auckland and further enhance our countries 100% pure green New Zealand reputation. Think
long term. 3) The harbour entrance being narrowed by the ports and could be narrowed even
more if the council does not prevent this from happening in the future. With reduced flow into the
upper harbour any discharge could be even more detrimental to the water quality and foreshore.
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The upper harbour is one of the Hauraki Gulfs major spawning ground s for fish and this will
have a huge affect on Aucklands fish stocks. How does it comply with the Hauraki Gulf Marine
Act 2000? 4)How wold this look to people traveling over the harbour bridge looking at a ring of
sewage and waste water as it flows out of the pipe?

What are the reasons for your submission?

| swim at the beaches every week of the year, summer and winter. | enjoy fishing from below the
harbour bridge and from the foreshore of Herne Bay. | care about protecting this special and
fragile eco system for future generations.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Decline the application

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:521] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:46:01 p.m.

Attachments: CCF19062018.pdf

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Anthony John Howard
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021955884
Email address: tony@howardgroup.co.nz

Postal address:
25 London Street St Marys Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
Please see attached letter with specifics of my objections.

What are the reasons for your submission?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

To look harder for more robust and suitable solution that doesn't have such dire and negative
consequences for property owners in London Street. The current proposal has presented no
evidence that it will work and as a rate payer and directly impacted home owner that is
unacceptable. It is a rushed decision and the council needs to commit to a thorough investigation
and less detrimental solution.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.

Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes
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AUCKLAND COUNCIL HEALTH WATERS

25 London Street
Saint Marys Bay Auckland 1011
19 June 2018

Owner HOWARD Family Assets Trust (Anthony John Howard)

Objection to Application for Resource Consent

I, Anthony John Howard, a trustee of Howard Family Assets Trust, want my
objection to this project to be formally recorded.

Whilst | appreciate upgrades to Auckland’s infrastructure systems need to
happen to cater for the growing size of our city, I am failing to see the sense in
the placement of this proposed pipeline and unconvinced that a genuine effort
has been made to propose a solution that is not at such great expense to
particular homes, including my own at 25 London Street.

| object as:

1) this pipeline and the disruption it will cause, will have short term
and long term devastating impacts on the property values of those
homes most directly impacted.

2) lam about to list my property and have had feedback from my
agent that | will have to declare the intention by the council and
have been warned on the negative impact this will have on
prospective buyers. Who would want to spend $8-10 million on a
home and then withstand 2 years of interruptions as you dig 8.6
metres deep into my land.





10)

| have no clear idea as to what compensation you will offer. You
refer to my entitlement to claim for ‘injurious affection’ but since
you are not acquiring my land, | can’t see any relevance here.

you have not offered, nor agreed when asked to compensate my
legal costs which would help establish my rights.

you should provide engineering expertise to provide advice on the
short and long term impact on our land and surrounding buildings,
swimming pools, retaining walls (which were built pre any of this
land disturbance).

no transparency has been offered on the benefit of this pipe in the
long term nor the maintenance and how that may further
inconvenience property owners.

a ratepayer ($15K per annum on this property alone), | have little
confidence in your willingness to complete a job, maintain a job or
tendency to ‘dumb down a job’ as can be seen by the motorway
wall which was never delivered to plan or the appalling state of the
overpass and lift which is less than a few years old

I have seen nothing that gives me confidence that we will not have
a constant vibration from the pipeline. | cannot believe that this
pipeline will not vibrate and the joins in the pipes open over time,
which results in discharge. This land will move over time because
gravity will prevail and will cause ongoing pipeline problems. The
odour that will come from this is not acceptable.

there has been continuous land movement in London Street over
the years. If you view the properties on the south side of London
Street, you will observe concrete steps that are cracked and
broken, clearly the effects from slipping. There are concrete walls
intended to hold land subsidence which are also in very poor
condition, requiring ongoing maintenance to address the effects of
land slipping. Obviously we cannot view the fronts of the houses on
the north side of London Street but | am certain this is case given |
had to invest in a retaining wall towards the bottom of my land
after living here for only 5 years.

we are led to believe that the pipe will dig under our private
properties but then be left to sit along to the councils park for all to
view and have to live with. This is supposed to be a reserve for the
area, an area where residents can walk and enjoy the space.





Finally, | ask the question which has not yet been answered
convincingly, why can’t the council acquire some land between 1A
London Street and 2A Harbour St (see photo A) and run the pipeline
directly down to the park and then place underground at the park?

Photo A

Yours faithfully,

Anthony Howard






If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:
CCF19062018.pdf



From: Tony Skelton

To: Premiumsubmissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: Submission Healthy Waters Notified Consent-94 Shelly Beach Road, Ponsonby
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 2:50:01 p.m.

Attachments: scan0055.pdf

Refer to Submission attached.
Please confirm receipt of this email.

Tony Skelton
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mailto:premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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78 St Mary’s Road,
St Mary’s Bay
Auckland. 1011

19t June 2011

Email tony.skelton@xtra.co.nz

Phone: 09-3766914

Healthy Waters,

Auckland Council.

c/o Jenny Vince,

Senior Associate Planning,
Beca Limited,

Beca House,

21 Pitt Street,

Auckland Central,
Auckland. 1010

Email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Email: premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Submission in response to the St Marys Bay-Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project.
Notified Consent-94 Shelly Beach Road Ponsonby.

Application Numbers:

Bun60319388

LUC60319406

DIS60319407

CST60319409

WAT60319451





Submission

Background

I have been a permanent resident of St Mary’s Bay since 1973

I am a founding and life member of the St Mary’s Bay Association Inc

I am the immediate past Chairman of the St Mary’s Bay Association Inc having served in this
position for 35 years.

I was Chairman of the Stakeholder Group for the Victoria Park Tunnel Project

Response to the Healthy Waters Resource consent

e [am totally opposed the proposal as outlined in the application.

I was unable to attend the public meeting held on Thursday 11"May, as I was out of the
country at that time.

e Irequest most strongly that the application is withdrawn immediately until a full and
independent peer review is undertaken.

® The outcome of this review will most likely show better, more efficient and less costly
options to address the issue.

e The proposed cost of the current the scheme has ballooned from $20 million to $44 million
during the development of the current plan. In my opinion if this scheme does progress the
final cost is more likely to be in the vicinity of $50 to $80 million. Given the design of the
current proposal this is a reckless use of ratepayer money.

e The proposed scheme as outlined in the Resource Consent application is fundamentally
flawed. Based on the engineering plan the scheme will in effect simply transfer the over flow
volume from EOP180 of mixed sewerage and storm water that currently discharges into
Westhaven, to being discharged into the Waitemata harbour combined with the discharge
from the proposed newly constructed Masefield pipe, exiting west of the Harbour Bridge.
The volume of such will mean there is a continual flow in to the harbour.

e This discharge, combined with the existing Coxes creek and Meola creek discharges, mean
that the Herne Bay beaches will not have gained any benefit what so ever from this project
and in fact could have deteriorated water quality and contaminated beaches.

* The scheme does not address the most significant offending discharge in to Westhaven, and

_that is the pipe known as the “Swashbuckler’s”. By not including this pipe in the proposal,
the applicant is defrauding the community and fooling the ratepayers of Auckland into
believing Westhaven Marina is being cleaned up.

¢ The attempt to prioritise this proposal on account of the impending Americas cup in 2021 is
wrong. In 1995 the Environment Court place a requirement on the then Port Company to
monitor twice yearly the water quality of Westhaven. Since then there have been two
Americas cup campaign’s, in 2000 and 2003. If the water quality was of such concern why
was there no attempt to clean up Westhaven then? The fact is, that the water quality of
Westhaven is of no concern to the up coming Americas Cup event in 2021.

In December 2017 and February 2018, I attended along with other members of the St. Mary’s Bay
Association and the Herne Bay Residents Association, a consultation meeting to cover off the design
and detail of this proposed scheme. For the record at that conclusion of the February meeting, it was
agreed that we would meet again to discus our concerns for the project in an attempt to iron out those
concerns before Healthy Waters made a Resource consent application. This meeting has never
happened

—






At no stage during those two meeting were the following ever divulged to the attendees.

LIt would appear from the current plans that it will be a cut and cover tunnel in the St Marys Bay
Reserve and not a bored tunnel as was discussed.

2. The reserve will be shut down and become a work site for at least two years possibly more as there
is no definitive start or finish timeframe

3. That some of the listed and protected Pohutakawa trees below London street are likely to be
removed to make way for the odour discharge structure.

4. That there is to be a significant odour discharge structure to be built in the St Mary’s Bay reserve
immediately below the resident properties in London street. Nor was there any reference made to
similar odour discharge units being installed in London street and New street.

5. The St Mary’s Bay Reserve is treasured by the community and allowing this proposal to go ahead
will destroy the special nature, character and environs of this historic suburb.

6.The St Mary’s Bay Reserve is the only recreational park available for residents and the only off
leash dog exercising area available in the inner city. What compensation is being considered for the
loss of this amenity? :

7. There is no remedial plan attached to the application that deals with the closure of the reserve.
This reserve is widely and heavily used by pedestrians, dog walkers and commuters into and from
the city.

8. Residents, in St Mary’s Road, particularly below London and Hackett Street intersection (it is a
very steep piece of road) are being asked to tolerate 36 truck movement and 20 other vehicle
movements per day which will create substantial dust, noise, inconvenience, and access to private
properties. What compensation is being offered to remediate this during the length of construction? It
should be pointed out that in recent times, this section of St Mary’s Bay has already had to endure
years of the inconvenience as described above, during the construction of the Victoria Park Tunnel
and the upgrading and widening of the harbour bridge motorway.

Unfortunately, it is clear that the community has been misled and mis-informed, knowingly and
deliberately, by the staff of Healthy Water during the consultation process, and this offensive and
insulting behaviour is not going to be tolerated.

What makes this sorry saga even more offensive is the fact that as residents we are (as unpaid
persons) being made to spend considerable time and expertise in analysing and reviewing continuous
and ever change plans for this proposal, which is clearly unacceptable and unworkable.

This is far from being a “transformational” project as promoted by Healthy Waters when what is
being proposed fails to address and remedy the continual discharge of contaminated water int the
Waitemata Harbour. I am also far from convinced that this proposed scheme will be able to be
integrated into long term solution.

Decision sought
I seek the following decision from Auckland Council:
That the Application be declined.

I wish to be heard at the Council planning hearing, in support of this submission.
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From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:522] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 3:00:21 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: John McCaffery
Organisation name: YachtSail Itd
Contact phone number: 0272083766
Email address: j.mccafferynz@gmail.com

Postal address:
89 Fowlds Ave Sandringham Auckland 1025

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

* The proposal is an unsuitable location for such pipelines and buildings and discharges does not
comply with purposes and provisions of the Resource management Act * It will result in an
unacceptable discharges of combined Sewage and contaminated Stormwater into the Waitemata
Harbour at an unsuitable location in an area of high recreational value used for swimming,
fishing, boating paddle boarding, kayaking, bungy jumping and other water based activities. *It
does not comply with the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act provisions 2000 and is against the
intentions of the Act. * It does not comply with the purposes or provisions of the Resource
Management Act

What are the reasons for your submission?

*The location of these pipelines and pumping station and its design and operation make them in
unsuitable locations for a project of this kind. * The simple transfer of existing combined Sewage
and Contaminated Stormwater in significant volumes to one location does not meet the provisons
or intentions of either of these planning Acts and forecloses other provisions and options that are
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able to resolve the issues it claims to resolve.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
| ask that Council refuse the application is full

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: No

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:524] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 3:00:22 p.m.

Attachments: HBRAI St Marys Bay Submission to Council Consent.doc

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Dirk Hudig

Organisation name: Herne Bay Residents Association
Contact phone number: 093784990

Email address: dirkhudig@gmail.com

Postal address:
Box 46095 Herne Bay Auckland 1147

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
See Attached

What are the reasons for your submission?
See Attached

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
See Attached

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes
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SUBMISSION ON APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT UNDER SECTION 96 0F THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 (RMA)

TO: 


AUCKLAND COUNCIL


35 GRAHAM STREET


AUCKLAND 1010


NAME OF SUBMITTER:


HERNE BAY RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION INCORPORATED


PO BOX 46095


HERNE BAY


AUCKLAND 1147


Application and scope of submission

This is a submission on an application by Healthy Waters, Auckland Council (Applicant) for all necessary resource consents for the installation and operation of a conveyance and storage pipeline from Point Erin Park to New Street/London Street, two Weir structures, a pump station, an odour control unit, a return pipeline and gravity pipeline, and a marine pipeline outfall (Pipeline proposal) in St Marys Bay and Herne Bay, Auckland City (LUC60319406), DIS60319407, CST60319409, and WAT60319451) (Application).

1.0 Background to the Application

The Herne Bay Residents Association incorporated (HBRAI) was formed to represent the interests and viewpoints of the Herne Bay local community. Stormwater and wastewater overflows have a serious effect on our streams, watercourses, beaches and surrounding coastal waters. Cox’s Bay has permanent water contact recreation and food collection warning signs erected by Council. Home, Bay Herne Bay and Sentinel Beaches are often unusable for bathing because of pollution from these overflows as shown by the recently implemented “Safe Swim” programme by Council.


Areas of concern include the general effects of intensification of the built area and continued Council failure to maintain/renew/upgrade aging, leaking and obsolete stormwater and wastewater sewer infrastructure.

Because of the seriousness of the overflow issues HBRAI and the St Marys Bay Association founded the Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition (SASOC) which has some 20 community group members.

2.0 Background to the Herne Bay Residents Association interest in the Application

HBRAI supports projects which lead to the elimination of Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) outfalls and sewage/wastewater discharges into the environment in Auckland. HBRAI also supports projects which are part of an integrated plan to achieve very substantial CSO reductions.

The Application proposes to collect all Combined Sewer Overflows in St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach into a 1 km long 1.8 internal metre diameter pipe running from London St/New St to a pump facility at Pt Erin. The pump station will pump the wastewater/stormwater mixture into the combined sewer network when there is capacity available. No capacity will be available during rain unless it is very light. In that case the pipe will act as a holding tank until capacity again becomes free. If no capacity is available and the pipe fills then it will overflow via a 450 metre 1.4 m internal diameter pipe offshore from Masefield Beach Herne Bay. Council believes there will be 20 overflows annually on average.

This proposal is in essence a diversion scheme moving CSO’s from St Marys Bay to Herne Bay.

3.0 Submission

3.1 We support the submissions of the St Marys Bay Association and SASOC.

3.2 This submission opposes the Application.

3.3 In general the reasons HBRAI opposes the Application include that the Application:


· Is inconsistent with the sustainable management of natural and physical resources and the purposes and principles of the RMA.


· Does not adequately avoid, remedy, and mitigate adverse effects on the environment; and

· Is inconsistent with sound resource management practice.

· Does not comply with the provisions of the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act 2000 (HGMPA).


· Is inconsistent with the provisions and principles of the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA)

· Without derogating from the generality of the above:


· The Application does not involve use of the best practicable option


· The application is inconsistent with and contrary to the relevant objectives, policies and other provisions of the Auckland Plan and the Auckland Unitary Plan.


· The Application will result in more than minor, and significant adverse effects on the environment and does not avoid, remedy and mitigate the adverse effects of the proposal.

Remedy – ensure all requirements are met.

3.4 Consultation

Consultation for this project has been deficient. We found only selective information has been provided to us as representatives of local communities. Without derogating from the generality some missing information is as follows:


· Best Practicable Option assessment has not been provided or consulted on.

· No detail on the capacity of the holding pipe (information to be made available when design is completed; see a Council consultation document dated 13 September 2017).

· No detail on the rainfall levels required to fill the pipe holding capacity (as above 13/9/17)


· No detail on the overflow volumes produced during heavy rain (as above 13/9/17)


· No detail on the tidal effects from the overflows (as above 13/9/17)


· No detail of the effect of overflows on Herne Bay (as above 13/9/17)

· No detail of the ecological impacts of overflows from the new outfall (as above 13/9/17)

· No detail of the pollution levels of discharged pollutants and the effects of intensification thereon.


Without these details and other relevant information it is not possible for HBRAI or the community to assess the proposal’s value, effects on Herne Bay, whether its objectives can be achieved, and/or whether changes/improvement(s) to the Project can be made.

Remedy – supply all relevant information and restart consultation from first principles.


3.5 Lack of integration to Regional improvements

The Application Assessment of Environmental effects (section 3.2) describes the Project as one which addresses Immediate and Short to Medium Term Objectives. 

There are also the longer term objectives as defined by The Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Plan (WIWQIP). This plan deals with all the CSO’s in the Western Isthmus including those in St Marys Bay and Herne Bay. That project is currently assessing works required in St Marys Bay and Herne Bay. No attempt has been made to integrate the two projects to best advantage. Given the improvements required under the WIWQIP project (among others reducing overflows to an average of 2 annually) this project may be wholly or partially unnecessary.


Remedy – restructure the project to integrate into WIWQIP.


Remedy – demonstrate that the Proposal fits with Watercare Ltd plans for wastewater conveyance and its plans for the utilisation of its Mangere Wastewater Treatment Plant.

3.6 Continuing Discharge of Wastewater/sewage into the environment

The Application proposes to continue with and possibly increase CSO’s into Herne Bay and environs in the Waitemata Harbour. It does nothing to remove stormwater (which causes the overflows) from the Combined Sewer System. Note there is no information provided which substantiates the past and current overflow levels and pollution concentrations and the frequency/make up of overflows from the new outfall. Nor is there any information on the impact of intensification on the pollutant concentrations and volumes expected to be discharged through the new outfall.

Remedy – consider stormwater/wastewater/sewage separation or ensure the design of the new system complies with modern standards with discharge frequencies of 0-2 annually. Provide the information.

3.7 Loss of recreational space

The Application proposes construction of a large above ground pumping station structure in Pt Erin Park a busy off leash dog walking park. HBRAI notes that Herne Bay is very poorly endowed with parks. All its open space is extensively used and is often crowded. Overuse will be exacerbated by residential intensification. HBRAI does not wish to see any loss of open space and views this as unacceptable. 

Remedy - the pumping station should be built entirely underground.

The proposed discharge point is in an area of high recreational value actively used for water sport activity – ie swimming, sailing and fishing. It is an especially important place used by local clubs to train junior sailors. HBRAI views it as unacceptable that people may have their health put at risk by polluted water discharges.


Remedy – consider separation or ensure overflows comply with modern standards of 0-2 overflows annually.


3.8 Construction nuisance

Eastern Herne Bay may be affected by the construction activity. Possible effects are noise, vibration, and land settlement.

Noise and vibration if these occur will have serious effects because the Project is expected to operate on a 24 hour basis. Noise and vibration could cause lack of sleep and quiet enjoyment of one’s property.

Remedy – strict noise and vibration control during daylight hours and extremely strict control levels must be set for hours between 7pm and 7am (overnight). Regular checks must be made by Council and results provided to residents immediately. In addition residents must be allowed to ask for checks directly (at Council expense) at any time overnight to have the control level limitations checked. If control levels are breached in any way then the overnight work must immediately be made to stop until the noise/vibration limitations can be met.

Settlement to land above and near the tunnel drilling is inevitable .It can cause serious damage to properties. Cliff destabilisation too would cause serious property damage. Much of the housing above and near the proposed drilling is old and some may be of historic significance. Extreme care must be taken to ensure there is no damage.


Construction will cause dust, noise, and vibration and negative effects on traffic and parking.

Remedy – set the highest possible standards for ground and cliff stability and traffic controls with immediate stop work requirements for breaches and a full remediation requirement for property damage (or potential damage) from Auckland Council.

3.9 Odour nuisance

The application notes odour nuisance may occur in Pt Erin Park and elsewhere as a result of the operation of the tunnel. To control this odour it is proposed among other infrastructure to construct ugly odour management poles. Odour nuisance in today’s world is unacceptable.


Remedy – design an odour control system which does not require odour management poles. If that is not possible as a condition ensure the most modern and efficient odour equipment is installed. This condition must also include a provision for immediate upgrading if better technology to mitigate this nuisance becomes available and include a requirement for a two yearly written report to effected residents and park users outlining the availability of improved technology.

3.10 Watercare Ltd consents to move discharges

We do not accept that the proposed new discharges from the catchment are authorised under Watercare’s Network Discharge Consent (NDC) (R/REG/2013/3743 (overflows to land and water), R/REG2013/3755 (overflows to the CMA)).

 

4.0 Other

Council ecological Executive Summary report states “the existing failed pipeline at Masefield Beach will be removed and there will no longer be any direct discharge to Masefield Beach.”

Provision required – that a condition of any consent granted includes the requirement that there will no longer be any direct discharge to Masefield Beach.

Conclusion

Until our concerns are addressed we oppose the granting of the consents


Dirk Hudig (Co-chair) dirkhudig@gmail.com. Ph 021 027 90800

Don Matheson (Co-chair) don@mit.co.nz. Ph 021 993 381




Supporting information:
HBRAI St Marys Bay Submission to Council Consent.doc



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:523] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 3:00:31 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Karl Henry

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021 721178
Email address: karl.henry@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
3 Tole Street Ponsonby Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
An application for resource consent by Council to construct work and deal with general
environmental impact on the area.

What are the reasons for your submission?

Impact on properties of Saint Mary's Bay, stability of cliff front, vibration of pipes on existing
foundations of established properties. Effects habitual enjoyment of properties, valuation,
insurance. The effected on the cliff side vegetation, established trees. The whole cliff front would
need deep reinforced retaining.Slippage in the past shows the volatility of the cliff frontage, and
various properties show signs of movement. Possibly shotcrete, large precast panels, horizontal
bolts, all of which may effect surrounding foundations and leave the council open to damage
claims through the courts.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
To wait until proper research is undertaken as to the need for the underground stormwater and
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sewage pipeline given that storm water and sewage pipes will be split. The use of the western
harbour as a sewage dumping ground will have enormous effect on the local beaches and
amenities of all local communities such as Greylynn, Westlyn, Westmere, Ponsonby, Herne Bay.
Saint Mary's was originally a beautiful beach and was destroyed for the bridge. Why destroy
further coastline.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:525] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 3:30:27 p.m.

Attachments: Submission on resource consent - St Mary"s bay pipe.docx

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Bronwen Innes

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 0272466808
Email address: bronwen.innes@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
22 Seymour Street St Mary's Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
refer attached submission

What are the reasons for your submission?
refer attached submission

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

| oppose the consent being granted unless concerns about the effects of the project in both the
short and long term are addressed as well as other options being considered. | also support the
submission of the St Mary’s Bay Association and SASOC.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.

Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? No
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Submission under s96 Resource Management Act 1991 on application BUN60319388-01 by Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) for all necessary resource consents for the St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water quality improvement project.



Name of Submitter:  Bronwen Innes (22 Seymour St, St Mary’s Bay) 

I oppose the granting of resource consent for the building of a pipe system and associated structures through St Mary’s Bay as proposed by Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) to hold stormwater and to divert untreated overflows (including sewage) at times into the harbour near Masefield Beach.

In the 1980s we undertook renovations on our 1890s villa in St Mary’s Bay (where we still live). We were required as part of those renovations to separate our wastewater and stormwater as far as the street, at our cost (unlike some other areas, where individual payment has not been required). Although this cost was substantial for us at the time, we were happy to do it in the knowledge/expectation that at some point in the near future the system would be separated at street level. We felt that that would help the local (and wider city) environment in the longer term and we would do our bit to contribute (ie in addition to our local rates).

I am most disappointed that, yet again, separation has been taken off the work agenda. I do not consider this to be acting in good faith by Healthy Waters, while I do accept that they are attempting to address the problems. The acknowledged-to-be-temporary pipe currently proposed seems to me a waste of time, energy and money. It does not solve the problem; it merely diverts it physically and diverts attention from it.  It does not seem to me to address the effects the very many renovations have had, both on the sewerage system and the amount of contaminated run-off from decreased amounts of permeable land and vastly increased traffic since the combined system was devised.

I am also concerned about the potential loss of recreation space at St Mary’s reserve (and Point Erin Park) in the long-term, as well as the provision for odour control in both reserves.  

I am further concerned about potential effects on the Herne Bay beaches (Home Bay etc), which St Mary’s Bay residents use as our own St Mary’s Bay was removed for motorway reclamation (the very small area at Westhaven was not an adequate replacement).  Those beaches already feature far too regularly on the safeswim alerts.

[bookmark: _GoBack]I therefore oppose the consent being granted unless concerns about the effects of the project in both the short and long term are addressed as well as other options being considered. I also support the submission of the St Mary’s Bay Association and SASOC.



Bronwen Innes

19.06.2018


If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:
Submission on resource consent - St Mary's bay pipe.docx



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:527] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 3:45:22 p.m.

Attachments: St Marys Bay Waste submission.pdf

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Hayden Porter

Organisation name: Royal New Zealand Yacht Squadron
Contact phone number: 027 2222556

Email address: hporter@rnzys.org.nz

Postal address:
PO Box 46182 Auckland Auckland 1147

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
See document attached

What are the reasons for your submission?
Stakeholder user of the Harbour and local resident

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Seek alternative options than waste into the harbour

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes
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Health Waters,

Auckland Council

c/o Jlenny Vince,

Senior Associate Planning,
Beca Limited, Beca House,
21 Pitt Street,

Auckland Central,
Auckland 1010

19 June 2018
Email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com, premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Submission in response to the St Marys Bay-Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement
Project. Notified Consent-94 Shelly Beach Road Ponsonby.

Name of Submitter: Royal New Zealand Yacht Squadron

Application Numbers:
BUN60319388
LUC60319406
DI1S60319407
CST60319409
WAT60319451

Submission under s96 Resource Management Act 1991 on application BUN60319388-01 by
Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) for all necessary resource consents for the St Mary’s Bay
and Masefield Beach water quality improvement project.

1.0 Background — to the application

1.1 Auckland Council’s storm water department, Healthy Waters, has applied for resource
consents needed to construct and operate a series of structures comprising its St Mary’s Bay and
Masefield Beach water quality improvement project. The structures include:

a conveyance and storage pipeline running from New Street/London Street in St Mary’s Bay,
through reserve at the foot of St Mary’s Road (St Mary’s reserve), to a reserve area below Pt Erin
(Pt Erin Park);

odour dispersal towers at the intersection of New Street and London Street above the start of
the pipeline, a weir structure and odour control structure in St Mary’s reserve, and another weir
structure, a pump station, and another odour control unit within Pt Erin Park;

a pipeline from Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay to the pump station and a return pipeline from the
pump station to Main trunk sewer no 5 in Hacket Street, St Mary’s Bay; and
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e a marine pipeline outfall running from the pump station to an outfall to the west of the Harbour
Bridge.

1.2 The application seeks related consents under numbers LUC60319406, DIS60319407,
CST60319409 and WAT60319451.,

1.3 The project started in early 2016 as a stand-alone project to improve water quality by
capturing contaminated water discharging into St Mary’s Bay and Westhaven from engineered
overflow points in the combined wastewater and stormwater sewerage network serving the St
Mary’s Bay catchment. In essence it is a diversion scheme, capturing these overflows
temporarily, before returning them to the combined sewer when conditions allow. If thinflows
exceed the capacity of the storage pipe, or the stored water cannot be returned promptly, the
contaminated waters will be discharged into the Waitemata.

1.4 In more recent time the project has been extended to include water from overflow points in
Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay (carrying contaminated stormwater from the Herne Bay catchment),
that currently discharges into Masefield Beach.

1.5 Since the project was conceived, Auckland Council has become a party to another major
water quality improvement project — the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement
Programme or WIWQIP — in which both Watercare (a Council CCO) and Healthy Waters are
combining to address contaminated water overflows from the very old combined
wastewater/storm water pipe network throughout the western isthmus, being the main area of
Auckland still served by that network.

Royal New Zealand Yacht Squadron Inc Interest in this project:

Whilst the RNZYS support in principal the need to address the water quality in the Westhaven
Marina, it does not support the continual discharge of raw sewage and storm water being
discharged into the Waitemata Harbour.

The area of the Waitemata harbour which Healthy waters propose to discharge this
contaminated water in currently used by recreational boating public and is heavily used for sail
training purposes, in particular by our internationally recognised and successful Youth Training
programme, which we are expanding due to the demand for our training programmes.

RNZYS wishes to be heard at the council planning hearing, in support of this submission.
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Decision sought:
RNZYS seeks the following decision from Auckland Council:

That the Application be declined.

Signed on behalf of RNZYS by:

Hayden Porter
General Manager

Royal New Zealand Yacht Squadron
Date: 19 June 2018

Address for service:
Box 46182, Herne Bay, Auckland 1147.
hporter@rnzys.org.nz

Contact phone numbers:
Hayden Porter 027-2222556
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Supporting information:
St Marys Bay Waste submission.pdf



From: Craig Shearer

To: Jenny.Vince@beca.com; Premiumsubmissions

Cc: david.boersen@empirecapital.co.nz; "Simon Herbert (simon@empirecapital.co.nz)"
Subject: Submission: WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 3:53:08 p.m.

Attachments: Submission St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach.pdf

Please find attached a submission to the St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach WQ Improvement
Project.

Craig Shearer
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SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED ST MARY’S BAY AND MASEFIELD BEACH
WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

To: Auckland Council
Name of submitter: Simon Herbert
Address for Service: c/- Shearer Consulting Limited, PO Box 60-240 Titirangi 0644

Attention: Craig Shearer, craig@craigshearer.co.nz

1. Introduction

| wish to provide a submission on the application by Auckland Council - Healthy Waters for
resource consents for the St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement
Project (the “Project”). The Project involves: the installation — via three shafts (at Point Erin
Park, St Mary’s Road Park, and New Street/London Street) — and operation of a new
underground stormwater and sewage conveyance and storage pipeline; establishment of a
weir and pump station structure and an odour control system and ventilation stacks in Point
Erin Park; establishment of a smaller weir structure and odour control system in St Marys
Road Park; installation of up to four 8-10m high ventilation stacks near the New
Street/London Street intersection, St Mary’s Bay; installation of a new rising main in the road
reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay; and replacement and extension of a marine pipeline

outfall in the Waitemata Harbour.

| own and live at a property at 15 Cremorne Street, Herne Bay.

2. Submission and reasons

This submission relates to the entire Project.

While | support the stated goal of the Project (to improve water quality in the harbour), |
oppose the project for the following reasons:
e The potential for increased odour

e Works in the coastal marine area
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e Landscape and visual effects of the project
e Noise and vibration

e Construction traffic and transport effects
e Earthworks

e Navigation and safety effects

e Other reasons

The following elaborates on the reasons for opposing the application.

Odour

| consider that the odour effects from the Project, including from the Point Erin Park site; the
St Mary’s Bay Road site; and the New Street/London Street air exchange towers will have
significant adverse effects, will be offensive and objectionable, and will be unacceptable
overall. Periods when the sewage in the storage pipeline becomes anaerobic — which will
occur relatively frequently according to the application — are particularly concerning. Effects
from the New Street/London Street air exchange towers will be especially severe, including
because of the proximity of nearby homes and the nature/intensity of the sewage odours

emitted.

The level of uncertainty regarding odour discharges is unacceptable, including with respect to
the location and design of the New Street/London Street air exchange towers. In addition,
while the Project relies on carbon filters to mitigate odour effects, there are considerable
uncertainties regarding the design, operational effectiveness, and maintenance obligations
relating to the filters, meaning that residents can have no comfort regarding the filters’
effectiveness. Even if working properly, the application acknowledges that filters will only
reduce odour effects (not eliminate them), and that there will be times when the filters

cannot cope with the discharges, for example during heavy rainfall events.

Works in the coastal marine area
The construction programme is likely to create effects which are unacceptable. The AEE
identifies some adverse effects on marine ecology but brushes them off as being temporary.

No information is available on the potential effects upon fish and other mobile fauna — this





information should be made available. Although the adverse effects of works in the CMA are
recognised in the AEE the report balances these effects against proposed long-term water
quality improvements. However, this project does not require consents for discharges so

such potential improvements should not be balanced against effects of the applications.

Visual and landscape effects of the project

| consider that the adverse visual and landscape effects of the permanent above-ground
infrastructure at Point Erin Park; St Mary’s Road Park; and New Street/London Street (being
up to four 8-10m air exchange towers) will be inappropriate. Overall, the above-ground
infrastructure will be out of place in the open space (Point Erin Park/St Mary’s Road Park) or

residential (New Street/London Street) areas in which it is located.

With respect to the New Street/London Street towers, the application does not include
assessment of their visual/landscape effects, which is unacceptable given their significant
visual impact, particularly on nearby residents. The design and locations of the towers is also
stated as yet to be finalised, which is also unacceptable at this stage. The number, size,
closeness to homes and properties, and lack of effective visual mitigation will mean that the

air exchange towers will have unacceptable permanent visual effects on residents.

Noise and vibration

The Project will have a range of noise and vibration effects, particularly on residents nearby
to the proposed works, including from construction (including airborne noise from general
construction activities, especially at the three shafts; ground-borne noise and vibration from
tunnelling/pipe-jacking along the tunnel alignment; and vibration from piling associated with
the three shafts) and operation. The application acknowledges that ground-borne noise and

vibration levels will at times exceed the applicable limits for many properties.

Considerable uncertainty exists regarding the actual noise levels that will be generated,
including due to design and construction methodologies not yet being finalised. Considerable
uncertainty also exists regarding the controls that will be implemented through conditions of
consent. In this context, and based on the information provided with the applications, |
consider that noise and vibration effects will likely be unreasonable at times for certain

residents.





If consent is granted, | consider that strong noise and vibration conditions, including

monitoring and appropriate responses, need to be imposed to provide certainty to residents.

Construction traffic and transport effects

Construction works will cause major traffic disruptions in the residential neighbourhoods near
to the three main construction sites. Considerable uncertainty remains regarding traffic
effects and the proposed controls/conditions regarding such effects; meaning that submitters

cannot adequately understand effects on them.

If consent is granted, | consider that strong conditions need to be imposed to provide

certainty to residents about how traffic effects will be managed.

Navigation and safety effects

There are potential navigation and safety effects, especially during the construction phase.
The new outfall will extend deeper into the Waitemata Harbour and will have a diffuser at the
end of the pipe to disperse residual overflow. The proposed discharge point is within an area
of open harbour waters, frequently used by vessels of all sizes. The location of the diffuser is
thus of concern. Although it will be marked with a pile and be on navigation charts, there is
still the potential for this marker to be unseen at dusk or at night, particularly for boats with
no electronic navigations system. Is it proposed to light the marker? If it is this may cause

issues for those living in close proximity to the discharge location.

3. Other Reasons
In addition to the detailed reasons for the Submitters’ opposition to the Project outlined

above, other reasons include that:

(a) the Project is contrary to the objectives and policies of the Auckland Unitary Plan

(Operative in Part);

(b) the Project is contrary to Part 2 of the RMA,;

(c) important aspects of the application/AEE are deficient and do not enable the

consent authority and submitters to adequately assess adverse effects; and





(d) individually and cumulatively, adverse effects of the Project will be significant

and unacceptable.

4, Relief sought

| seek that the consent authority decline the applications for the Project.

5. General

| am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management
Act 1991.

| wish to be heard in support of my submission.

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the

hearing.

Director
Shearer Consulting Limited
19 June 2018

Address for service of submitter: craig@craigshearer.co.nz
Telephone: 021735914

PO Box 60-240, Titirangi 0644

Contact person: Craig Shearer
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From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:531] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 4:15:23 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Julie Green

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 093762898
Email address: stirlinggreen@hotmail.com

Postal address:
17 Emmett St Auckland Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
The whole proposal and in particular the marine pipeline outfall into the Waitemata Harbour.

What are the reasons for your submission?

(1) The environmental effects of the outfall discharge on the water quality and beaches in the
harbour. While it may result in fewer sewage discharges to the harbour in this area than currently
occur, the objective should be to totally remove any sewage discharges. (2) This whole proposed
scheme is not the answer to the sewage and stormwater issues in the Herne Bay & St Marys
Bay area. Nearly twenty years ago, when during major renovations to our house, we did as
Council required and totally separated our onsite sewage and stormwater sytems at considerable
cost and still this much time later, Council recombines them out on the street. Looking at the
houses in my street, the majority would have separated sewage and stormwater on their sites
and for the few that don't, it is time they spent the money to rectify it on their properties. As a
homeowner, |1 would happily pay to get my property piped into separate sewage and separate
stormwater systems in the road.
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What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

| would like to see this proposal rejected and the funds earmarked for it put into separated
sewage and stormwater pipe networks for this area so that there is no sewage discharge into the
harbour from this area at all.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: David Abbott

To: Premiumsubmissions

Subject: Submission on Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) application BUN60319388-01

Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 4:33:21 p.m.

Attachments: SMBA submission on Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) application BUN60319388-01 (19.6.18).pdf

Please find attached a submission by The St Mary’s Bay Association Inc. this application.

David Abbott
Chair
St Mary’s Bay Association
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Submission under s96 Resource Management Act 1991 on application BUN60319388-01
by Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) for all necessary resource consents for the St Mary’s
Bay and Masefield Beach water quality improvement project.

Name of Submitter: The St Mary's Bay Association Inc.

1.0 Background - to the application

10 Auckland Council’s stormwater department, Healthy Waters, has applied for resource
consents needed to construct and operate a series of structures comprising its St Mary’s Bay and
Masefield Beach water quality improvement project. The structures include:

* aconveyance and storage pipeline running from New Street/London Street in St Mary’s Bay,
through the reserve at the foot of St Mary’s Road (St Mary’s reserve), to a reserve area
below Pt Erin (lower Pt Erin Park);

e odour dispersal towers at the intersection of New Street and London Street at the top of the
pipeline, a weir structure and odour control structure in St Mary’s reserve, and another weir
structure, a pump station, and another odour control unit within lower Pt Erin Park;

® areturn pipeline from the pump station to Main trunk sewer no 5 in Hackett Street, St
Mary’s Bay; and

® amarine pipeline running from the low point of the storage pipeline to an outfall to the
west of the Harbour Bridge.

1.2 The application seeks related consents under numbers LUC60319406, DIS60319407,
CST60319409 and WAT60319451.

13 The project started in early 2016 as a stand-alone project to improve water quality by
capturing contaminated water discharging into St Mary’s Bay and Westhaven from engineered
overflow points in the combined wastewater and stormwater sewerage network serving the St
Mary’s Bay catchment. These overflows contain untreated sewage (the wastewater element) and
various other contaminants (in the stormwater) including, for example, hydrocarbons. In essence it
is a diversion scheme, capturing these overflows temporarily, before returning them to the





combined sewer when conditions allow. If the inflows exceed the capacity of the storage pipe, or
the stored water cannot be returned promptly, the contaminated waters will be discharged into the
Waitemata.

1.4 At one point in the information process there was mention of the project being extended to
include water from overflow points in Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay (carrying stormwater from the
Herne Bay catchment), that currently discharge into Masefield Beach (EOP194) and Westhaven
(EOP196) but it is unclear whether that forms part of the present project.

15 Since the project was conceived, Auckland Council has become a party to another major
water quality improvement project — the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Programme
or WIWQIP —in which both Watercare (a Council CCO) and Healthy Waters are combining to address
contaminated water overflows from the very old combined wastewater/stormwater pipe network
throughout the western isthmus, being the main area of Auckland still served by that network.

2.0 Background — to SMBA's interest in the application

2.1 The St Mary’s Bay Association Inc. (SMBA) represents the interests and viewpoints of its
members, residents of the suburb of St Mary’s Bay, on a range of issues. The suburb of St Mary’s
Bay adjoins St Mary’s Bay and Westhaven marina.

2.2 Water quality in St Mary’s Bay and Westhaven marina has been a matter of active concern
to SMBA’s members for many years. Itis a recognised fact that stormwater, whether entering the
ageing combined pipe network serving the St Mary’s catchment, or discharging from separate
stormwater pipes, is the main cause of unacceptable water quality at the present time. St Mary’s
Bay, Westhaven, and the Waitemata Harbour all receive the contaminated water. All residents and
recreational users from wider Auckland (eg Dragon Boat racers and children learning to sail) are
affected, recreationally and aesthetically, by this project.

2.3 At the same time, SMBA notes the adverse effects of stormwater on receiving waters

throughout the Auckland isthmus (local streams, aquifers, estuaries and marine environments of
both the Waitemata and the Manukau Harbours).

2.4 These concerns led SMBA to become a founding member of the Stop Auckland Sewage
Overflows Coalition (March 2017).

3.0 SMBA'’s general submission on the application

3.1 SMBA supports holistic, public-focused plans for upgrading drainage infrastructure to
improve water quality, both in its locality and in the wider area served by the old combined pipe
system. It accepts that the St Mary’s Bay/Masefield Beach project is intended to achieve
improvements locally, but has genuine concerns that the project underlying the present application
does not achieve its objectives as a stand-alone project, let alone take into account wider





considerations that must be addressed if the problem is not merely being shifted to other parts of
the city, or deferred to a later time.

3.2 SMBA opposes the application in whole until its concerns are met.

4.0 Reasons for submission

4.1 The reasons for SMBA’s opposition, in general, are that the application:

® isinconsistent with the sustainable management of natural and physical resources and the
purpose and principles of the RMA;

e does not adequately avoid, remedy and mitigate adverse effects on the environment; and

e isinconsistent with sound resource management practice.

4.2 Without derogating from the generality of the above, the application:

e does not involve use of the best practicable option (separation);

e isinconsistent with and contrary to the relevant objectives, policies and other provisions of
the Auckland Plan and Auckland Unitary Plan;

e will result in more than minor, and significant adverse, effects on the environment and does
not avoid, remedy and mitigate the adverse effects of the proposal; and

* contains insufficient information on the construction, odour, traffic and amenity effects to
make a decision.

5.0 Factual grounds underlying these reasons

5.1 Healthy Waters has held public information meetings and met separately with SMBA and
other groups but has not truly “consulted” with the community. It has produced information which
supports its view of the project rather than shown willingness to disclose information generally and
explore alternative proposals advanced by the community.

Remedy sought: Supply all relevant information and undertake true consultation.

5.2 Healthy Waters has not demonstrated that it has investigated, and made an informed
assessment of, the best practicable option. In particular:

* There is a very strong argument that complete separation of stormwater from wastewater is
the best practicable option in the waterfront catchments. SMBA does not believe that
Healthy Waters has given this the consideration it merits.

® Healthy Waters rejected separation as an option for this project at an early stage, apparently

without collecting the data necessary to make a sufficiently informed assessment of
practicability.





Healthy Waters informed the community that it was not considering separation as part of
this project and did not engage in disclosure and discussion (ie consult) with the community
on separation as an option.

Healthy Waters’ disclosed general reasons for rejecting separation (difficulty, cost and public
opposition to disruption) are not soundly based in fact.

Healthy Waters has had opportunity to disclose the extent, and outcome, of any specific
investigations on separation (including, but not limited to, its calculations of the cost of
separation in the waterfront catchments) but has not done so.

The community has other options to advance which will potentially achieve at least as high a
degree of separation and can be done at a comparable or lesser cost and comparable or less
disruption.

There is clear public support for an informed assessment of separation ahead of proceeding
with this project. Many residents of the area have been required to separate their
properties to the street boundary, at their own cost, and wish to see the process completed.
The adverse effects of stormwater on the combined pipe network will be exacerbated by
increased urban intensification.

Integration with WIWQIP and a peer review of this project are mechanisms for providing
that assessment and for demonstrating that the investigation has been adequate.

Remedy sought: Integrate the planning for this project (with its short to medium term objectives)
with the planning for WIWQIP (and its medium to long-term objectives) — which may obviate the
need for this project or cause it to be undertaken on a different basis.
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The effects of this project on the environment are significant, and arguably outweigh the

benefits for water quality that Healthy Waters contends it will bring. These include that:

The project captures overflows from three engineered overflow points from the existing
(and old) combined wastewater/stormwater network in the St Mary’s Bay/Masefield Beach
catchments, but leaves other overflows of untreated stormwater unresolved.

The application does not state the expected effect on water quality in St Mary’s
Bay/Westhaven in terms of a measurable outcome, nor provide for further steps in the

event that that improvement is not achieved (for whatever cause, but including continuing
stormwater inflows).

The project temporarily diverts contaminated water and relocates rather than remedies the
problem: it either returns the combined wastewater and stormwater to the main
(combined) sewer pipe which carries it to the Mangere Water Treatment Plant, and
ultimately to the Manukau Harbour, or it discharges it (untreated) to the Waitemata
Harbour.

The application does not disclose the information and assumptions used to calculate the
volume and frequency of water entering the tunnel and, hence and the frequency with
which the volume of water entering will exceed the storage capacity of the tunnel and need
to be released immediately to the Waitemata.





The application does not disclose the calculations and assumptions used to calculate Healthy
Waters’ ahility to clear the captured water by pumping it back into main trunk sewer, and
hence the frequency that subsequent rain events will re-fill the tunnel before it has been
sufficiently emptied to take the new inflows and need to be released immediately to the
Waitemata.

The application does not disclose Healthy Waters capability to pump the volume of
captured water back into the existing main trunk sewer (a system managed by Watercare
whose ability and willingness to take the flows back at the required rate has not been
established), again resulting in a need to release stored water to the Waitemata.

The application does not provide information on the potential flow of the water discharged
into the Waitemata — which potentially flows back onto the beaches of the inner Waitemata
(there is no means of knowing whether the discharges will occur on an incoming or an
outgoing tide, or both).

The application does not provide sufficient information to assess the level of contamination
that can be expected in the discharges into the Waitemata, and hence the effect on local
beaches and the receiving waters of the Waitemata generally.

This is not merely a relocation of existing (consented) discharges — the outfalls in St Mary’s
Bay and Westhaven marina and the current Masefield Beach pipe outlet — the new outfall is
different in scope and degree and therefore lacks consent. A discharge consent is required.

Remedies sought: Provide the missing information; determination on whether a new discharge
consent is required; redesign the project to ensure compliance with discharge frequencies not
exceeding the long-term permitted frequency under the Watercare discharge consent of no greater
than 2 overflows per year.

54

The construction of this infrastructure has adverse effects for the environment that must be

measured against the unclear level of benefits, and at least require maximum mitigation:

The potential for release of odour has not been assessed sufficiently — if the tunnel cannot
be emptied completely and promptly (either by pump back or by release to the Waitemata)
there will be potential for significant build-up of odour.

Remedy sought: Reassess the potential for release of odour having regard to the potential
for stored water not being released promptly enough (allowing for the limitations on pump
back).

The 10 metre high ventilation stacks close to residential properties on the corner of London
Street and New Street are unacceptable aesthetically.

Remedy sought: Redesign the odour controls to avoid the unsightly stacks and guard against
any odour release.

The above-ground infrastructure in St Mary’s reserve and lower Pt Erin Park will reduce
public recreational space, and the above-ground structures have not been designed in
harmony with those spaces and are unacceptable aesthetically (compare to the pump
station at Orakei reserve).





5.5

Remedy sought: Consider building the pump station underground; redesign such above-
ground structures as are unavoidable to an aesthetically acceptable standard.

The proposed discharge point (in the Waitemata Harbour) is an area of high recreational
value. Itis regularly use for water sport activity — sailing, fishing and swimming. It is
increasingly being used by sailing clubs to train young sailors. The nearby beaches are also
used by the public (in significant numbers) on a regular basis. It is unacceptable to expose
any users to polluted water.

Remedy sought: ensure the highest design standards are imposed to guard against any
health hazard.

There is potential for the construction to create ground instability (particularly near cliff-
faces), and ground settlement, in an area with old (and historic) buildings. Extreme care is
required.

Remedy sought: Establish high minimum standards for ground stability and settlement,
ongoing measurement regime, controls for breaches and a full remediation requirement on
Council for any property damage.

There will be noise and vibration effects from the construction (particularly as construction
is expected to run 24 hourly).

Remedy sought: Strict noise and vibration controls to be imposed for both day time and
night time work, an ongoing measurement regime and controls for breaches (including a
stop work condition).

There will be traffic issues from construction vehicles and access issues for residents.

Remedy sought: Impose traffic controls that minimise the effects on residents and other
users of the recreational spaces, and a mechanism for immediate rectification of any
breaches.

Healthy Waters has not yet obtained the consents of all property owners above the line of

the tunnel, as required under the Local Government Act. The project cannot proceed until those
consents are obtained or dispensation granted.

Remedy sought: Hearing of this application should be deferred until those consents have been
obtained or determined.

5.6

The community (at a public meeting of some 120 people) has called for a suspension of the

project pending completion of an informed assessment of separation, and peer review of that
assessment and other concerns raised by the community (including the concerns raised in this
submission). Healthy Waters has rejected a peer review of the project.

Remedy sought: The application should not be determined unless and until this concern is met.





6.0 Position taken by SMBA on application

6.1 Until its concerns are addressed satisfactorily (for example, by the imposition of appropriate
conditions to avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of the consent currently being sought),
SMBA oppose the granting of the consent.

6.2 SMBA wishes to be heard at the council planning hearing, in support of this submission.

6.3 SMBA will consider presenting a joint case at the hearing with others making similar
submissions. In particular, SMBA supports the submissions of Herne Bay Residents Association Inc.
and Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition.

6.4 SMBA is not a trade competitor as contemplated by section 308B of the Resource
Management Act 1991.

7.0 Decision sought

SMBA seeks the following decision from Auckland Council:

That the application be declined.

Bsany

Signed on behalf of SMBA by

David Abbott
Chair
St Mary’s Bay Association Inc.

19 June 2018
Address for service:

Box 47-376, Ponsonby, Auckland 1144, or
dabbott@xtra.co.nz and wendymof@xtra.co.nz .

Contact phone numbers:

David Abbott 027 479 5764, Wendy Moffett 021 649 369

To: Resource Consents Team
Auckland Council
35 Graham Street
AUCKLAND 1010
And by email: premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz






Copy to:

Auckland Council (Healthy Waters)

C/o Jenny Vince

Senior Associate Planning

Beca Limited

Via email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Caroline Crosby

Project team

Auckland Council (Healthy Waters)

Via email: caroline.croshy@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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SUBMISSION : BUN 60319388
Applicant: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
From: John Murray Hill

51 Hackett Street St Marys Bay Auckland 1011

0274362 249
Attn: Jenny.Vince @ beca.com
Cc: Resource Consents Team <regionalconsents@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) <caroline@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>
1. CONSULTATION: The purpose of this application as presented by

Healthy Waters (H/W) to our community during consultation was the removal of
combined stormwater/foulwater overflows from from St Mary’s Bay and Masefield
Beach. The overflow would be collected in a large storage pipe and then returned by
pump to the Watercare main No.5 in Sarsfield Street.There would a small number of
overflows from the storage pipe to the Waitemata Harbour (the number most
recently described as twenty outflows per year).

The project was a fast track one to clean up Westhaven in time for the Americas Cup.

2. THE PROJECT: In my view the above objective will not be achieved
and the project is rather a diversion scheme transferring the overload from the
Hackett Street/New street EPO’s to the Waitemata Harbour out in front of Masefield
Beach in Herne Bay.

As a long term resident (some 43 years) of the Bay | consider this to be a short term
scheme which shifts primarily the Hackett Street problem elsewhere rather that
cleaning the problem up.

While Watercare has a discharge permit for the above sewage overloads, diverting St
Mary’s Bay significant overflows in this way will only lead to additional sewage
impacts upon the Herne Bay Beaches, over and above those negative impacts
experienced now from their own EPQO’s, together with Cox’s/Edgars/Motions/and
Meola Creeks to mention just a few.

3. EFFECTS OF THIS PROPOSAL:

3.1:  The additional discharge of foulwater to Herne Bay will result in higher levels
of pollution than that which exists now.While H/W maintain that the combined
storage in the pipeline will be circulated by pump back to the Watercare main in
Sarsfield Street, the latter is already undersized and the very olde pipeline that is





unlikely to be available under heavy storm load resulting in greater release of
sewage to the Waitemata than stated by H/W.

3.2:  The negative impacts caused by the construction of the proposed storage
pipeline: The problem being settlement due to de-watering of and vibration of the
ground as the pipe is pushed through. This is particularly risky at the location
where the pipeline enters and exits the cliff-line at two locations from Hackett and
one from London Streets. This could also result in the loss of protected pohutakawa
and associated erosion/collapse of the cliff-face, in particular alongside and
immediately behind the No’s 19, 21, and 25 Ring terrace locations. Undermining or
loss of pohutakawas would lead to serious erosion of the cliff-face which in turn
would lead to loss of stability for these properties (properties known to have
inadequate and suspect foundations now eg No 25 Ring Terrace).

4. MITIGATION of EFFECTS:  These effects cannot in my view be mitigated easily
and therefore economically meaning that the path chosen along the St Mary’s Bay
cliff-line is a high risk one.

This proposal is a short-term fast track proposal designed we were repeatedly told to
capture the over-flows at the Hackett Street EPO 180/ London Street EPO 172/ and
New Street EPO 1020 in order to clean up Westhaven ready for the Americas CUP-
an urgency we do not understand the reasoning for.

I note that the historic out-falls from Sarsfield EPO’s 194 and 196 and the Freemans
Bay outfall to the east of Z-Pier appear not to be collected under this application,
leading to continued pollution to Westhaven. We also were told (during consultation)
that the Sarsfield EPO 194 together with the outfall from the West of Masefield

Beach would also be collected. The latter are not included with this application.

5. CONCLUSION: The stated aims of H/W are not met because the project is a
diversionary one which circulates and discharges effluent to the Waitemata,
re-circulates some effluent to the Main No5, but does not result in clean waters.

The application is not supported and should be DECLINED.

It remains my view that the waters of the Waitemata Harbour will only be restored
to a healthy state by the separation of stormwater from foulwater. This means the
discharge of as clean as possible stormwater back to the harbour, with foulwater
going to the Mangere Treatment plant as it does now.

~

| wish to be heard.
avd

John Hill

BArch (Hons 1971), ANZIA, Reg Arch 1624

Independent Planning Commissioner (certified till 2021), appointed by Auckland City
2005-20017

Life Member and Past Chair and Secretary of St Mary’s Bay Association Inc.






From: Adrian Pettit

To: Premiumsubmissions; Jenny Vince

Subject: St Marys Bay & Masefield Beach Improvement Project
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 4:41:47 p.m.

Attachments: StMB WIWOQIP MoM 18001 19 JUN 2018 SUBMISSION.pdf

To Whom It May Concern
Re. St Marys Bay & Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Herewith, please find attached Submission in respect of the above, for your attention.
| trust this is satisfactory.

Nga mihi,
Adrian Pettit

Adrian Pettit

10 Tilbury Place
Avondale

Auckland 1026

New Zealand

m: +64 21 0230 4897

e: adrianleepettit@gmail.com
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MEMORANDUM
St Marys Bay & Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Memo No. 18000_Submission_StMB Tuesday 19 June 2018

Submission in respect of:

94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park & Pt Erin - St Marys Bay & Masefield Beach Improvement Project
Application No's: BUN60319388, LUC60319406, DIS60319407, CST60319409, WAT60319451

Applicants:

Healthy Waters, Auckland Council

Jenny Vince, Beca Ltd

Beca House, 21 Pitt Street, Auckland Central, Auckland 1010

Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Submitter:

Adrian Lee Pettit

10 Tilbury Place, Avondale, Auckland 1026
adrianleepettit@gmail.com

+64 21 0230 4897

1 Scope

1.1 The purpose of this submission is to signal support for the application- as per above, and advocate
support for its approval by the consenting authority accordingly

1.2 As a mandated Kaitiaki of Te Akitai Waiohua (TAW), | have- in my capacity as a Kaitiaki, actively
engaged with Panuku Auckland Development and Healthy Waters via Caroline Crosby and the
project design team. For the purposes of this submission, | seek to uphold the cultural values of
TAW and indeed advocate for the wholesale adoption of the TAW CIA Project Recommendations,
as formally lodged lodged December 2017, with the caveat that | am, in this instance submitting as a

private resident of Tamaki Makaurau-Auckland, and not in my formerly stated role as TAW Kaitiaki

2 Determination
2.1 Environment

a) As both a mandated Kaitiaki and a private resident of Tamaki Makaurau, | - and indeed an ever
increasing body of the general population at large, cannot help but be acutely aware of the
historic degradation of the Waitemat3, the ongoing degradation of the Waitemata, and the
continual pressure that the sustained, ongoing discharge of raw, untreated sewerage poses on
an already stressed environment. Additionally, | am painfully cognisant of the ageing
combined sewer network that wreathes the western isthmus, and indeed, its concomitant
discharges. A network that is no longer fit for purpose, this being borne out with every rain
event greater than 2mm, and the sustained resultant overflow discharges into the receiving
environment, the Waitemata: and in the context of this submission, St Marys Bay and Masefield
Beach

b) I acknowledge that this project is but one component part of a wider programme of works,

and whilst | would prefer an outcome that would see ONo. overflow discharges, | accept that a

Adrian Lee Pettit
10 Tilbury Place, Avondale, Auckland 1026
adrianleepettit@gmail.com
+64 210230 4897
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MEMORANDUM
St Marys Bay & Masefield Beach Improvement Project

reduction from 206No. to 20No. per annum is a significant step and will likely bear immediate
ecological outcomes in respect of both water quality and amenity

c) In addition to the range of supporting measures- in respect of the above application, |
advocate for the following

1. Provision of a Gated Outfall, i.e. that all overflow discharges be released on the
outgoing tide only
2. That pipe jacking methodology be applied to the construction of the marine outfall
3. That the alignment of the marine outfall avoid altogether Te Routu & Ureia: the
protection of which is paramount to TAW
2.2 Urban Landscape Design Framework (ULDF)

a) A unique opportunity presently exists for not only a high quality, high amenity value urban
design response in the immediate Te Oka/Pt Erin Weir Structure site and St Marys Park site,
but also for a joined up, cohesive ULDF that speaks to the wider harbour and waterfront edges
and acknowledges the Curran Street/Harbour Bridge Park, Westhaven Marina, the Wynyard
Quarter, Viaduct Harbour, the Central Wharves and the Downtown Programme. In going
forward this component is equally critical to the success of the project, and should not in

anyway be diminished or allowed to be value engineered out of consideration

Outcome
3.1 With reference to Iltem 2. 1 alone, | am wholly compelled to support the approval of the application.
ltem 2.2 is equally compelling

a) | am therefore wholly supportive of the application in going forward

Disclaimer
4.1 Again, for the purposes of clarity, this submission expresses my personal views only and are not
those of Te Akitai Waiohua, be that: the Iwi- Te Akitai Waiohua, the tribal authority- Te Akitai

Waiohua Authority, or the Incorporated Society- Te Akitai Waiohua Waka Taua Incorporated

Adrian Lee Pettit
10 Tilbury Place, Avondale, Auckland 1026
adrianleepettit@gmail.com
+64 210230 4897
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From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:533] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 4:45:31 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Philip Mayo

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 02102810069
Email address: mayop@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
P.0.Box 147313 Ponsonby Auckland 1144

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
The dumping of additional waste into the Waitemata Harbour.

What are the reasons for your submission?

I am a fisherman and my partner is a sea swimmer who swims at the Herne Bay beaches. The
dumping of additional waste in the Waitemata harbour will result in a further reduction of water
quality in the harbour and the Herne Bay beaches making it undesirable for fishing and
swimming.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

To provide an alternative option that does not require the dumping of additional waste into the
Waitemata harbour and in particular, will result in a reduction of water quality in the harbour and
at the Herne Bay beaches.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? No

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: No

Supporting information:



From: Pawel Grochowicz

To: Premiumsubmissions; Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: Submission in opposition to the proposed Saint Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality
Improvement Project

Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 4:50:13 p.m.

Attachments: Sewage scheme proposal - submission by Pawel Grochowicz.pdf

To whom It May Concern,
Re: Application Reference: BUN60319388
Please find attached a submission in opposition of the proposed scheme.

In particular - the Council is proposing to effect the improvement of water quality in the
Waitemata Harbour, by degrading the air quality in Saint Marys Bay. It should be noted
that harbour water is not essential to sustaining the residents’ lives — while the air is. The

proposed trade-off is unacceptable.
Kind Regards,

Dr Pawel Grochowicz
+64 27 253 6945

pawel@pawelgrochowicz.com
www.linkedin.com/in/pawelgrochowicz
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SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED ST MARY’S BAY AND MASEFIELD BEACH
WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

To: Auckland Council; Healthy Waters

By email: premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz and Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application Reference: BUN60319388

Name of submitter: Dr Pawel Grochowicz

Introduction

This is a submission on an application by Auckland Council - Healthy Waters for resource
consents for the St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project (the
“Project”). The Project involves: the installation —via three shafts (at Point Erin Park, St Mary’s
Road Park, and New Street/London Street) —and operation of a new underground stormwater
and sewage conveyance and storage pipeline; establishment of a weir and pump station
structure and an odour control system and ventilation stacks in Point Erin Park; establishment
of a smaller weir structure and odour control system in St Marys Road Park; installation of up
to four 8-10m high ventilation stacks near the New Street/London Street intersection, St
Mary’s Bay; installation of a new rising main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne

Bay; and replacement and extension of a marine pipeline outfall in the Waitemata Harbour.

| own and live at the property at 8 Waitemata St.

Submission and reasons

This submission relates to the entire Project.

While | support the stated goal of the Project (to improve water quality in the harbour), |

oppose the Project. My specific concerns are as follows.

1. Odour
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| consider the odour from the proposed Point Erin Park site; the St Mary’s Bay Road site; and
the New Street/London Street air exchange towers will have significant adverse effects, will
be offensive and objectionable, and will be unacceptable overall. Periods when the sewage in
the storage pipeline becomes anaerobic — which will occur relatively frequently according to
the application — are particularly concerning, to the extent that the emissions will be not only
objectionable, but also poisonous and potentially deadly. Effects from the New Street/London
Street air exchange towers are especially objectionable, because of the proximity of nearby

homes and school playground with large numbers of children training and playing every day.

The level of uncertainty regarding odour discharges is unacceptable, including with respect to

the location and design of the New Street/London Street air exchange towers.

In addition, while the Project relies on carbon filters to mitigate odour effects, there are
considerable uncertainties regarding the design, operational effectiveness, and maintenance
obligations relating to the filters, meaning that residents can have no comfort regarding the
filters’ effectiveness. Even if working properly, the application acknowledges that filters will
only reduce odour effects (not eliminate them), and that there will be times when the filters
cannot cope with the discharges, for example during heavy rainfall events.

Of particular concern is that the Council is proposing to effect the improvement of water
quality in the Waitemata Harbour, by degrading the air quality in Saint Marys Bay. It should
be noted that harbour water is not essential to sustaining the residents’ lives — while the air

is. The proposed trade-off is unacceptable.

2. Visual and Landscape Effects

| consider that the adverse visual and landscape effects of the permanent above-ground
infrastructure at Point Erin Park; St Mary’s Road Park; and New Street/London Street (being
up to four 8-10m air exchange towers) will be inappropriate. Overall, the above-ground
infrastructure will be out of place in the open space (Point Erin Park/St Mary’s Road Park) or

residential (New Street/London Street) areas in which it is located.

With respect to the New Street/London Street towers, the application does not include
assessment of their visual/landscape effects, which is unacceptable given their significant
visual impact, particularly on nearby residents. The design and locations of the towers is also

stated as yet to be finalised, which is also unacceptable at this stage. The number, size,

2





closeness to homes and properties, and lack of effective visual mitigation will mean that the

air exchange towers will have unacceptable permanent visual effects on residents.

Relief sought

| seek that the consent authority declines the applications for the Project.

In particular, it is unclear whether the proposed Project is the most efficient and effective
solution to its stated objective and no consultation has taken place on how the ratepayers’

money is allocated to improving the water quality in the harbour.

Of particular concern is that the Council is proposing to effect the improvement of water
quality in the Waitemata Harbour, by degrading the air quality in Saint Marys Bay. It should
be noted that harbour water is not essential to sustaining the residents’ lives — while the air

is. The proposed trade-off is unacceptable.

General

| am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management

Act 1991.
| wish to be heard in support of my submission.

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the

hearing.

| request pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that Auckland Council delegate its functions,
powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to one or more hearings commissioners

who are not members of the local authority.

i’






19 June 2018

Electronic address for service of submitter: pawel@pawelgrochowiz.com
Telephone: 027 253 6945
8 Waitemata St, Saint Marys Bay, Auckland 1011






From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:534] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 5:00:23 p.m.

Attachments: 20180619 Healthy Waters submission NZTA final.pdf

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Sarah Ho

Organisation name: NZ Transport Agency
Contact phone number: 09 969 9912
Email address: sarah.ho@nzta.govt.nz

Postal address:
Private Bag 106602 Auckland City Auckland 1143

Submission details

This submission: is neutral regarding the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
See attached submission.

What are the reasons for your submission?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
See attached submission

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes
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Form 13

Submission on Notified Resource Consent — Auckland Council Healthy Waters — 94 Shelly
Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach
Improvement Project (BUN60319388, LUC60319406, DIS60319407, CST60319409,
WAT60319451)

To:

Auckland Council
Private Bag 92300
Victoria Street West
Auckland 1142

Attention: Elizabeth Wells
CC: Jenny Vince jenny.vince@beca.com

Name of Submitter:
NZ Transport Agency (Transport Agency)

This is a submission on an application from Auckland Council Healthy Waters for a resource
consent to install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage conveyance and
storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in the
Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt
Erin Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a
new rising main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay.

The NZ Transport Agency is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the
Resource Management Act 1991.

The NZ Transport Agency is directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the
submission that—

(a) Adversely affects the environment;
(b) Directly affects land owned by the Transport Agency; and
(c) Does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

1. This submission is neutral in regards to the application (Council reference
BUN60319388, LUC60319406, DIS60319407, CST60319409, WAT60319451) sought by
Auckland Council Healthy Waters (the applicant).

2.  The applicant generally seeks resource use consent to install permanent stormwater
and sewage infrastructure within land that is designated by NZTA for motorway
purposes and owned by the Crown. The proposed consent affects Designations 6721,





6718 Motorway — SH1 from Auckland Harbour Bridge, Westhaven to Fanshawe Street,
Freemans Bay, and 6721 Motorway — SH1 From Victoria Park, Auckland Central to Shelly
Beach Road off-ramp, Westhaven.

The applicant has been in discussions with the Transport Agency since March 2017 to
utilise the land owned and designated for motorway purposes by the Transport Agency.
These discussions are still ongoing, and no formal agreement has yet been reached in
relation to use, occupation or acquisition of the land. However there is an expectation
by both parties that Auckland Council will acquire the land necessary for the intended
works prior to construction.

While the NZ Transport Agency is reasonably comfortable with the Healthy Waters
assessment of options and technical reasons explaining why the proposal needs to
occur at this location, within NZ Transport Agency land, there are a few outstanding
matters which need to be managed and are still yet to be resolved.

Background

The Transport Agency is a Crown entity responsible for, among other things, the
management, construction and maintenance of New Zealand’s State Highway network
and land transport system. The Transport Agency’s statutory objective under the Land
Transport Management Act 2003 (LTMA) is to:

undertake its functions in a way that contributes to an effective, efficient and safe,
land transport system in the public interest and

manage the state highway system, including planning, funding, design, supervision,
construction, and maintenance and operations, in accordance with this Act and the
Government Roading the Powers Act 1989

The Transport Agency has considered potential effects of the proposed consent in
relation to the State Highway network, as well as land currently subjected to
designations for motorway purposes by the Agency, and has identified a number of
potential effects which may arise.

Access onto Curran Street Motorway On Ramp

Pt Erin Reserve is proposed to be the main construction site, and also the location of
the proposed weir structure, pump station and other permanent works. While the land
is currently leased to Auckland Council for reserve, and is mainly used as passive space
and popular for dog walkers, the land is currently owned and designated for motorway
purposes by the Transport Agency. There is currently a formed access to the very south
of the site, and also a separate access at the northern tip of the site.





10.

11.

12.

13.

While the Applicant has provided information on traffic volumes during construction,
further details are required on the design of the access to and from the Pt Erin Park site
from Curran Street, including any traffic management, which has the potential to impact
on the Curran Street Motorway On —Ramp. Consideration of safe access to and from
this site needs to provide for both the construction phase and for the on-going
maintenance of the infrastructure post construction. Further details, as well as the
design information, are required to be provided to the Transport Agency for its approval
prior to any works taking place.

Proposed Marine Qutfall

The Marine Outfall is to cross from Pt Erin Reserve across the Curran Street Motorway
On Ramp to Waitamata Harbour. The Applicant states that the preferred construction
of the marine outfall is to be through pipejacking, however if it is not feasible due to
ground conditions, through open trenching.

The Transport Agency requests that trenchless technology is specified to be used for
construction to minimise any disruption to the Curran St Motorway On Ramp. The
Transport Agency will only consider alternatives if there are critical technical reasons as
to why trenchless technology is not possible. The Transport Agency wishes to avoid or
at least minimise anytraffic disruption to its network.

Shelly Beach Road Motorway Off-Ramp

The proposed tunnelling between Pt Erin Reserve and St Mary’s Road is within close
proximity to the Shelly Beach Road (Motorway Off Ramp) bridge. To ensure that the
structural integrity of the bridge is not compromised, the NZ Transport Agency seeks
the Applicant monitor the Shelly Beach Road Bridge prior to, during and after
construction. Should any damage occur, the Applicant will be responsible for any
remedial works.

Urban and Landscape Design

The visual amenity and quality of the built environment along urban motorway
corridors is of great interest to the NZ Transport Agency. This was a key focus for the
Transport Agency in the works undertaken for Victoria Park Tunnel and in that project
it sought to ensure that the urban and landscape amenity of Pt Erin Reserve and St
Mary’s Bay reserve was preserved. For that project the NZ Transport Agency had its
Urban Design Masterplan agreed to by the Auckland Council Urban Design Panel as part
of the approval process.

We have reviewed the Landscape and Visual Assessment (LVA) for the proposed
infrastructure improvements sought by the Applicant for the St Mary’s Bay project.
There is no specific urban design statement or urban design assessment within the





14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

assessment or AEE. As a result the Transport Agency considers that there are
opportunities to consider urban design best practice, and to seek to apply this to the
proposal, as well as the opportunity to engage with Auckland Council’s urban design
experts.

The Point Erin site forms the southern landing for the Harbour Bridge with clear views
to the site and headland for southbound traffic on the bridge.
As stated by the Applicant, the daily potential viewing audience for the project is very
large.

There is no conclusion in relation to the visual and visual amenity effects from this
location noted in the conclusion of the LVA. Similarly no recommendations in relation
to the ‘architecture’ or ‘built form’ of the utilities in this landscape. The composition
and form of the structures against the landscape backdrop of the Pt Erin coastal cliffs
has not been assessed.

Both the infrastructure elements shown and the LVA make no conclusion or
recommendation in terms of the built form, composition of structures and architecture.
There is no assessment of either the amenity or visual quality at this entry point to
Auckland City for the viewing audience traveling south bound on the Harbour Bridge.

The proposed gardens around the structures while seeking to soften the structures do
not address their overall form and aesthetic in relation to the viewing audience on the
Harbour Bridge and landward backdrop. The facilities as currently shown would be
unlikely to contribute positively to the arrival view, and arrival sequence into Auckland
from the south bound lane of the harbour bridge, nor from pedestrians and cyclists
walking along the St Mary’s Bay pathway.

The Transport Agency seeks that the NZ Transport Agency Urban Design Masterplan for
Victoria Park Tunnel dated 24.03.10 is considered as a comparison in this regard. It also
seeks that the urban design aspects of the proposal are considered and agreed to by
the Council Projects Design Review Panel or Urban Design Panel.

The Transport Agency seeks the following specific relief:

19.

That any consent granted includes the following:

a) The Applicant is to submit further design details to the NZ Transport Agency for the
approval of the proposed access to and from Pt Erin Reserve from Curran Street.

b) That trenchless technology is used for construction of the Marine Outfall to
minimise any disruption to traffic on the Curran St Motorway On Ramp.

c) The Applicant is to submit a methodology of structural monitoring to the NZ
Transport Agency for approval prior to commencement of physical works. This is





to include a minimum of three monitoring points over the pier and three over the
abutment.

d) That the NZ Transport Agency Urban Design Masterplan for Victoria Park Tunnel
dated 24.03.10 is considered.

e) In order to ensure that the proposal contributes positively to the urban context,
that the proposal is agreed to by the Council Projects Design Review Panel or the
Urban Design Panel.

f) Any other relief that may address the Transport Agency concerns.

In addition to the above, the following Transport Agency requirements in respect of the
upgrade works are also to be met (or to be included in any condition granted as advice
notes):

g) The applicant is to obtain an Agreement as to Works from the Transport Agency in
order to undertake construction works within the State Highway in terms of section
51 of the Government Roading Powers Act 1989. An application to that effect can
be made to the NZ Transport Agency’s Network Manager.

h) Construction drawings showing full details of the access upgrading works, any
associated works, methodology and TMP are forwarded to the Auckland Motorway
Alliance for approval at least 20 working days before the commencement of
works. The construction drawings will need to show full details of Transport Agency
requirements as set out above.

i) A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in accordance with the latest version of the ‘Code
of Practice for Temporary Traffic Management’ is submitted to the Transport
Agency’s Traffic Management Coordinator for approval at least 20 working days
prior to the commencement of work. The TMP (along with a copy of this
submission) shall detail the proposed dates/times of construction and the name of
the contractor who will be carrying out the construction of the crossing and
associated works. The TMP is required to ensure that the construction or
construction traffic would not affect the normal operation of the State highway.

Notes: It is absolutely necessary that this approval and agreement from the NZ
Transport Agency is obtained as a matter of priority before commencing any
upgrade works on the State highway, as no works on the State Highway may
commence until the approval for the works has been given.

20. The Transport Agency invites the Applicant to discuss the above points at its earliest
convenience with a view to limiting any matters which need to be addressed at the
hearing, if required.





The Transport Agency does wish to be heard in support of its submission.

Sarah Ho

Senior Planning Advisor
Consents & Approvals — System Design & Delivery

Pursuant to an authority delegated by the NZ Transport Agency
Dated: 19/06/2018

Address for Service of Submitter:
NZ Transport Agency

Level 11, HSBC House

1 Queen Street

Private Bag 106602

Auckland 1143

Contact
sarah.ho@nzta.govt.nz
DDI 09 969 9912







Supporting information:
20180619 Healthy Waters submission NZTA final.pdf



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:536] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 5:00:23 p.m.

Attachments: SASOC submission 19 june nonpdf.doc

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Dirk Hudig

Organisation name: Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition
Contact phone number: 093784990

Email address: dirkhudig@gmail.com

Postal address:
54 Marine Parade Auckland Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
see attached

What are the reasons for your submission?
see attached

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
see attached

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition (SASOC)

Submission under s96 Resource Management Act 1991 on application BUN60319388-01 by Auckland Council (Healthy Waters) for all necessary resource consents for the St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach water quality improvement project.


Name of Submitter:  Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition (SASOC), a formal organisation soon to be incorporated.


1.0  Background – the application


This is a submission on an application by Healthy Waters, Auckland Council (Applicant) for all necessary resource consents for the installation and operation of a conveyance and storage pipeline from Point Erin Park to New Street/London Street, two Weir structures, a pump station, an odour control unit, a return pipeline and gravity pipeline, and a marine pipeline outfall (Pipeline proposal) in St Marys Bay and Herne Bay, Auckland City (LUC60319406), DIS60319407, CST60319409, and WAT60319451) (Application).

The Application proposes to collect all Combined Sewer Overflows in St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach into a 1 km long 1.8 internal metre diameter pipe running from London St/New St to a pump facility at Pt Erin. The pump station will pump the wastewater/stormwater mixture into the combined sewer network when there is capacity available. No capacity will be available during rain unless it is very light. In that case the pipe will act as a holding tank until capacity again becomes free. If no capacity is available and the pipe fills then it will overflow via a 450 metre 1.4 m internal diameter pipe offshore from Masefield Beach Herne Bay. Council believes there will be 20 overflows annually on average.


This proposal is in essence a diversion scheme moving CSO’s from St Marys Bay to Herne Bay.


2.0  Background – SASOC’s interest in the application

SASOC was formed to represent the viewpoints of a number of community groups on a range of water quality issues on the Auckland isthmus.  Stormwater is one of those issues.  It directly affects our community and has a major impact on our local environment.


The effects of stormwater on the Auckland isthmus on receiving waters (local streams, aquifers, estuaries and marine environments of the Waitemata and Manukau Harbours) are of particular relevance to our coalition.  


SASOC supports projects which lead to the elimination of Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) outfalls and sewage/wastewater discharges into the environment in Auckland. SASOC also supports projects which are part of an integrated plan to achieve very substantial CSO reductions.

3.0  Submission


3.1
This submission opposes the Application.  SASOC supports the submissions of the Herne Bay Residents Association and the St Marys Bay Association.


3.2
Lack of integration to regional improvements


The Application Assessment of Environmental effects (section 3.2) describes the project as one which addresses Immediate and short to medium term objectives. 


There are also the longer term objectives as defined by the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Plan (WIWQIP). This plan deals with all the CSO’s in the Western Isthmus including those in St Marys Bay and Herne Bay. That project is currently assessing works required in St Marys Bay and Herne Bay. No attempt has been made to integrate the two projects to best advantage. Given the improvements required under the WIWQIP project (among others reducing overflows to an average of 2 annually) this project may be wholly or partially unnecessary.


Remedy – restructure the project to integrate into WIWQIP.


Remedy – demonstrate that the Proposal fits with Watercare Ltd plans for wastewater conveyance and its plans for the utilisation of its Mangere Wastewater Treatment Plant.


3.3
Continuing Discharge of Wastewater/sewage into the environment


The Application proposes to continue with and possibly increase CSO’s into Herne Bay and environs in the Waitemata Harbour. It does nothing to remove stormwater (which causes the overflows) from the Combined Sewer System. Note there is no information provided which substantiates the past and current overflow levels and pollution concentrations and the frequency/make up of overflows from the new outfall. Nor is there any information on the impact of intensification on the pollutant concentrations and volumes expected to be discharged through the new outfall.


Remedy – consider stormwater/wastewater/sewage separation or ensure the design of the new system complies with modern standards with discharge frequencies of 0-2 annually. Provide the information.


3.4
Watercare Ltd consents to move discharges


SASOC does not accept that the proposed new discharges from the catchment are authorised under Watercare’s Network Discharge Consent (NDC) (R/REG/2013/3743 (overflows to land and water), R/REG2013/3755 (overflows to the CMA)).


3.5
SASOC is not a trade competitor as contemplated by section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991.

3.6
Conclusion.


Until its concerns are addressed SASOC opposes the granting of the consents.


David Abbott (co-convenor) dabbott@xtra.co.nz. Ph 0274 795 764


Dirk Hudig (co-convenor) dirkhudig@gmail.com. Ph 021 027 90800



Supporting information:
SASOC submission 19 june nonpdf.doc



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:535] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 5:00:27 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Michael Edward Lee

Organisation name: Auckland Councillor, Waitemata & Gulf Ward.
Contact phone number: 0274943198

Email address: mikeleeauckland@gmail.com

Postal address:
21/68 Remuera Road Newmarket Auckland 1050

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
The aspects that are intended for and will enable the discharge of more sewage contaminated
stormwater into the Waitemata Harbour.

What are the reasons for your submission?

| oppose the application because: 1. The objective of the resource consent is to build a structure
to shifts ( at significant cost) polluted stormwater discharges from Westhaven further westward.
The discharge plume will flow back westward on the incoming tide and increase pollution levels
at Herne Bay to the Meola Inlet and degrade further the quality of the water and further limit the
public's right and safe access to these beaches and inner harbor waters. 2.Regardless the idea of
consenting works to facilitate discharging sewage into the Coastal Marine Area in 2018 should be
abhorrent to all. 3. Moreover there are technically better solutions as advocate ed by Watercare
Services Ltd - namely separation of sewage from stormwater. 4. The consent if granted conflicts
with the Resource Management Act, part 2. Specifically s 5 (2) (b)s6. (a),(d) 5. It would also
conflict with the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act (2000) s7, s8. & s32 (d) and | also draw the


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

consenting authority's attention to s13. 'Obligation to have particular regard to sections 7 and 8'.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Please decline the consent application in total.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



78 St Mary’s Road,
St Mary’s Bay
Auckland. 1011

19" June 2011

Email h.i.skelton@gmail.com
Phone: 09-3766914

Healthy Waters,

Auckland Council.

c/o Jenny Vince,

Senior Associate Planning,
Beca Limited,

Beca House,

21 Pitt Street,

Auckland Central,
Auckland. 1010

Email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Email: premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Submission in response to the St Marys Bay-Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project.
Notified Consent-94 Shelly Beach Road Ponsonby.

Application Numbers:

Bun60319388

LUC60319406

DIS60319407

CST60319409

WAT60319451



Submission

Background

I have been a permanent resident of St Mary’s Bay since 1973 (45years)

Response to the Healthy Waters Resource consent

e [ am totally opposed the proposal as outlined in the application.

I was unable to attend the public meeting held on Thursday 11"May, as I was out of the
country at that time.

o Irequest most strongly that the application is withdrawn immediately until a full and
independent peer review is undertaken.

* The outcome of this review will most likely show better, more efficient and less costly
options to address the issue.

e The proposed cost of the current the scheme has ballooned from $20 million to $44 million
during the development of the current plan. In my opinion if this scheme does progress the
final cost is more likely to be in the vicinity of $50 to $80 million. Given the design of the
current proposal this is a reckless use of ratepayer money.

¢ The proposed scheme as outlined in the Resource Consent application is fundamentally
flawed. Based on the engineering plan the scheme will in effect simply transfer the over flow
volume from EOP180 of mixed sewerage and storm water that currently discharges into
Westhaven, to being discharged into the Waitemata harbour combined with the discharge
from the proposed newly constructed Masefield pipe, exiting west of the Harbour Bridge.
The volume of such will mean there is a continual flow in to the harbour.

* This discharge, combined with the existing Coxes creek and Meola creek discharges, mean
that the Herne Bay beaches will not have gained any benefit what so ever from this project
and in fact could have deteriorated water quality and contaminated beaches.

e The scheme does not address the most significant offending discharge in to Westhaven, and
that is the pipe known as the “Swashbuckler’s”. By not including this pipe in the proposal,
the applicant is defrauding the community and fooling the ratepayers of Auckland into
believing Westhaven Marina is being cleaned up.

 The attempt to prioritise this proposal on account of the impending Americas cup in 2021 is

.wrong. In 1995 the Environment Court place a requirement on the then Port Company to
monitor twice yearly the water quality of Westhaven. Since then there have been two
Americas cup campaign’s, in 2000 and 2003. If the water quality was of such concern why
was there no attempt to clean up Westhaven then? The fact is, that the water quality of
Westhaven is of no concern to the up coming Americas Cup event in 2021.

It is my understanding that at consultation meetings held in December 2017 and F ebruary 2018,
attended by members of the St. Mary’s Bay Association and the Herne Bay Residents Association, it
was agreed that a further meeting would be held to discuss concerns for the project in an attempt to
iron out those concerns before Healthy Waters made a Resource consent application. This meeting
has never eventuated. :



At no stage during the above two meeting were the following ever divulged to the attendees.

1.It would appear from the current plans that it will be a cut and cover tunnel in the St Mary’s Bay
Reserve and not a bored tunnel as was discussed.

2. The reserve will be shut down and become a work site for at least two years possibly more as there
is no definitive start or finish timeframe

3. That some of the listed and protected Pohutakawa trees below London street are likely to be
removed to make way for the odour discharge structure.

4. That there is to be a significant odour discharge structure to be built in the St Mary’s Bay reserve
immediately below the resident properties in London street. Nor was there any reference made to
similar odour discharge units being installed in London street and New street.

5. The St Mary’s Bay Reserve is treasured by the community and allowing this proposal to go ahead
will destroy the special nature, character and environs of this historic suburb.

6.The St Mary’s Bay Reserve is the only recreational park available for residents and the only off
leash dog exercising area available in the inner city. What compensation is being considered for the
loss of this amenity?

7. There is no remedial plan attached to the application that deals with the closure of the reserve.
This reserve is widely and heavily used by pedestrians, dog walkers and commuters into and from
the city. .

8. Residents, in St Mary’s Road, particularly below London and Hackett Street intersection (it is a
very steep piece of road) are being asked to tolerate 36 truck movement and 20 other vehicle
movements per day which will create substantial dust, noise, inconvenience, and access to private
properties. What compensation is being offered to remediate this during the length of construction? It
should be pointed out that in recent times, this section of St Mary’s Bay has already had to endure
years of the inconvenience as described above, during the construction of the Victoria Park Tunnel
and the upgrading and widening of the harbour bridge motorway.

Unfortunately, it would appear that the St Marys’ Bay and Herne Bay communities have been misled
and mis-informed, knowingly and deliberately, by the staff of Healthy Waters during the
consultation process, and this offensive and insulting behaviour is unacceptable by employees of
Auckland Council, who are accountable to the ratepayers of Auckland.

What makes this sorry saga even more offensive is the fact that as residents we are (as unpaid
persons) being made to spend considerable time and expertise in analysing and reviewing continuous
and ever change plans for this proposal, which is clearly unacceptable and unworkable.

This is far from being a “transformational” project as promoted by Healthy Waters when what is
being proposed fails to address and remedy the continual discharge of contaminated water into the
Waitemata Harbour. I am also far from convinced that this proposed scheme will be able to be
integrated into long term solution.

Decision sought
I seek the following decision from Auckland Council:
That the Application be declined.

Helen Skelton }(// ﬁ(&ﬁ%\




From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:550] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 9:30:26 p.m.

Attachments: Submission_20180619213008.278.docx

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Sachin Sarin
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 0272207201
Email address: sachin@sarin.co.nz

Postal address:
11 London Street Saint Marys Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

Land Stability Methodology of pipe formation Resulting Visual and Odour Emissions Property
Values Assurance of Future Rights on Property Limited Worth of Project Alternatives Outlet Pipe
Length from Masefield Beach Refer attachment

What are the reasons for your submission?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

Bring forward anticipated separation of waste systems Connect St Marys Bay to Central
Interceptor Review position of storage unit Alternative to air exchange points Extend Masefield
Beach pipe length further into the channel Refer attachment

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.

Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Submission to Resource Consent Application – 94 Shelly Beach Rd, St Marys Rd Park and Pt Erin Park

We strongly oppose the Resource Consent Application proposed by Auckland Healthy Waters for the following reasons.

1 Stability of Land

The proposed storage tunnel will pass directly under our home built on the cliff at 19 London St in 1906. We are concerned that no test shafts have been done other than outside No,10 London Street which has a completely different topography being on flat land. Such an engineering undertaking as proposed could cause substantial ground movement. Hence, the variable rock mass conditions identified will present future challenges for certain tunnelling methods and excavation projects. The variability outlined is important because at present, rock strength values are often extrapolated across different rock units, when the geotechnical and geomechanical picture is much more complex. 
The geotechnical characteristics of the East Coast Bays Formation, Auckland  PDF Download Available. Available from: www.researchgate.netpublication 311428046_The_geotechnical_characteristics_of_the_East_Coast_Bays_Formation_Auckland

Of major concern is subterranean ground water which is admitted in appendix G to not be fully identified. It appears that a tunnel is to be bored in a known weak zone with unknown hydraulic factors. Appendix G is typical of so many of the reports with schedules and formulas but in the end not giving any affirmation of the security of the project.

2 Noise and Vibration during Construction

Appendix M details indicative noise and vibration data during construction stating can comply with                                      recognised levels. This is not a satisfactory assurance. We have been advised by our own insurer that we do not have cover for any loss or damage caused by vibration. We have asked for the reported levels to be explained in layman terms, however no acknowledgment has been made to the 0,8mm/s predicted.

3 Visual and Odour control systems

[bookmark: _Hlk515354447]St Marys bay will become known as the effluent suburb.                                                                            The four air exchange points to be positioned on New Street and London Street will have a negative visual effect. Standing 10 meters high the air exchange points will be contrary to the surroundings. The Council must admit these filtered eyesores have the potential to release significant odour. There is no olfactory pollution currently and we don’t want it to be introduced.                                                                                          The eastern end of St Marys Park recreational area would be destroyed by the intrusion of the proposed concrete edifice which similarly has an odour outlet which can only be concluded to expel unpleasant aromas at times.

4 Limited Value of Scope of Project

[bookmark: _Hlk515353942][bookmark: _Hlk515354010]We are unable to get confirmation from Healthy Waters that they will be picking up all EOP’s that currently outflow into St Marys Bay. There is an admission from Healthy Waters that some of the current outlets are of an unknown source.                                                                                                         The ultimate project would be to have separation, albeit, this would be at a higher cost. WIWQIP have studied separation and records of a meeting of the Environment and Community Committee dated 17 October 2017, detail a separation programme commencing in 2019. It is recognised it is advantageous to have cleaner waters by 2021 for the America’s Cup regatta however an expensive band aid for minor improvement is not the solution as there will still be outflows into St Marys Bay and major outflows from the Masefield Beach pipeline. 

5 Masefield Beach Outfall Pipe

The outfall pipe length is inadequate, currently being 450m into CMA App. L. 6.1. which aligns with the Westhaven Breakwater. It is necessary for the outfall to terminate in the channel, to ensure waste moves up or down the channel with the tide. With the pending closure of the western entrance to Westhaven, any waste would follow the breakwater and enter the remaining eastern entrance. Of significance the proposed Waka headland and light path will extend out into this flow with obvious visual effects.

6 Diminution of Value of Property

Potential purchases would be cognizant of the fact that a sewerage storage unit with all its potential negatives traverses the centre of the property from eastern to western boundaries. Any future development of the site, including building extensions or complete rebuild on the site would have significant limitations and additional engineering costs to satisfy the Councils requirements when building over a known service line. 

7 Alternatives to Proposed Project

It is disappointing that no alternatives were considered and publicly advised in 2018. 

Option A

The best option for St Marys Bay and the use of the sewage system funds is to proceed with the planned separation programme commencing in 2019, as recorded in the minutes of the Environment and Community Committee dated 17 October 2017. Do it once and do it right. Create an acceptable and permanent resource for the residence and the environment. The Auckland Council requires property owners who undergo alteration to install a separation system on their land. 

Option B 

Extend the Central Interceptor from Grey Lynn to St Marys Bay and if necessary do the required work at Mangere to process the increase in volume. Remembering, the majority, of properties have separation on their land.

Option C   

[bookmark: _GoBack]If we have, to wait for a 21st century sewerage system. In the interim undergo a maintenance program to repair and or resize the existing damaged and leaking sewer line pipes that have been ignored for decades. 

St Marys Bay/Westhaven    Glimpse at the future of Auckland's city centre and waterfront  is    planned sewage discharge.  Copied from  Your Waterfront  your waterfront panuku.co.nz



Sachin Sarin
11 London Street
Saint Mary’s Bay 1011 


If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:
Submission_20180619213008.278.docx



SUBMISSION ON APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT UNDER SECTION
96 OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 (RMA)

TO:

AUCKLAND COUNCIL
35 GRAHAM STREET
AUCKLAND 1010

NAME OF SUBMITTER:

VERNON TAVA
WAITEMATA LOCAL BOARD
52 SWANSON STREET
AUCKLAND 1010

Application and scope of submission

This is a submission on an application by Healthy Waters, Auckland Council
(Applicant) for all necessary resource consents for the installation and operation of a
conveyance and storage pipeline from Point Erin Park to New Street/London Street,
two Weir structures, a pump station, an odour control unit, a return pipeline and gravity
pipeline, and a marine pipeline outfall (Pipeline proposal) in St Marys Bay and Herne
Bay, Auckland City (LUC60319406), DIS60319407, CST60319409, and
WAT60319451) (Application).

1.0 Background to the Application

Pollution from stormwater and wastewater overflows have a serious effect on our
streams, watercourses, beaches and surrounding coastal waters. Cox’s Bay has
permanent water contact recreation and food collection warning signs erected by
Council. Home, Bay Herne Bay and Sentinel Beaches are often unusable for bathing
because of pollution from these overflows as shown by the recently implemented “Safe
Swim” programme by Council.

Areas of concern include the general effects of intensification of the built area and
continued Council failure to maintain/renew/upgrade aging, leaking and obsolete
stormwater and wastewater sewer infrastructure.

2.0 Background to the Waitemata Local Board interest in the Application

The Waitemata Local Board (WLB) supports projects which lead to the elimination of
Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) outfalls and sewage/wastewater discharges into the
environment in Auckland. WLB also supports projects which are part of an integrated
plan to achieve very substantial CSO reductions.

The Application proposes to collect all Combined Sewer Overflows in St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach into a 1 km long 1.8 internal metre diameter pipe running from
London St/New St to a pump facility at Pt Erin. The pump station will pump the
wastewater/stormwater mixture into the combined sewer network when there is



capacity available. No capacity will be available during rain unless it is very light. In
that case the pipe will act as a holding tank until capacity again becomes free. If no
capacity is available and the pipe fills then it will overflow via a 450 metre 1.4 m internal
diameter pipe offshore from Masefield Beach Herne Bay. Council believes there will
be 20 overflows annually on average.

3.0 Submission

3.1 This submission supports the Application but raises serious concerns that need to
be dealt with in the conditions.

3.2 In general the reasons WLB supports the Application subject to the following
concerns being addressed in conditions as below:

continuing discharge

loss of recreational space
construction nuisance
odour nuisance

Remedy — ensure all requirements are met.
3.3 Continuing Discharge of Wastewater/sewage into the environment

The Application proposes to continue with CSOs into Herne Bay and environs in the
Waitemata Harbour. It does nothing to remove stormwater (which causes the
overflows) from the Combined Sewer System. Note there is no information provided
which substantiates the past and current overflow levels and pollution concentrations
and the frequency/make up of overflows from the new outfall. Nor is there any
information on the impact of intensification on the pollutant concentrations and
volumes expected to be discharged through the new outfall. It is our view that the
commissioners will require this information to make a fully informed decision.

Remedy — ensure the design of the new system complies with modern standards with
discharge frequencies of 0-2 annually.

3.4 Loss of recreational space

The Application proposes construction of a large above-ground pumping station
structure in Pt Erin Park, a busy off-leash dog walking park. Herne Bay is very poorly
endowed with parks; all its open space is extensively used and is often crowded.
Overuse will be exacerbated by intensification. WLB wishes to see the minimum
possible loss of open space.

Remedy - the pumping station should be built entirely underground.

The proposed discharge point is in an area actively used for water sport activity — i.e.
swimming, sailing and fishing. It is an especially important place used by local clubs
to train junior yachts people. WLB views it as unacceptable that people may have their
health put at risk by polluted water discharges.



Remedy — ensure overflows comply with modern standards of 0-2 overflows annually.
3.5 Construction nuisance

Eastern Herne Bay may be affected by the construction activity. Possible effects are
noise, vibration, and land settlement.

Noise and vibration if these occur will have serious effects because the Project is
expected to operate on a 24-hour basis. Noise and vibration could cause lack of sleep
and quiet enjoyment of one’s property.

Remedy — strict noise and vibration control during daylight hours and very strict control
levels must be set for hours between 7pm and 7am (overnight). Regular checks must
be made by Council and results provided to residents immediately. In addition
residents must be allowed to ask for checks directly (at Council expense) at any time
overnight to have the control level limitations checked. If control levels are breached
in any way then the overnight work must immediately be made to stop until the
noise/vibration limitations can be met.

Settlement to land above and near the tunnel drilling is inevitable. It can cause serious
damage to properties. Much of the housing above and near the proposed drilling is old
and some may be of historic significance. Extreme care must be taken to ensure there
is no damage with strict conditions to ensure this.

3.6 Odour nuisance

The application notes some odour nuisance may occur in Pt Erin Park and elsewhere
as a result of the operation of the tunnel. Odour nuisance in today’s world is
unacceptable.

Remedy — as a condition ensure the most modern and efficient odour equipment is
installed. This condition must also include a provision for immediate upgrading if better
technology to mitigate this nuisance becomes available and include a requirement for
a two-yearly written report to effected residents and park users outlining the availability
of improved technology.

Conclusion

We support the consent overall but submit that there are serious concerns that need
to be addressed in the conditions as above.
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