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1.0  Introducing SASOC
SASOC is a coalition of community groups
 spread around the western edge of the Waitemata harbour and within the central Auckland isthmus.  It was formed to represent their general concern about water quality within the Auckland isthmus.
 
SASOC’s specific areas of concern include the very old combined stormwater/wastewater pipe network, the role of stormwater in the overflows from that network, and the effects of stormwater run-off from roading and from other impermeable surfaces (the latter as a consequence of intensification of building within the isthmus).  Although SASOC is focused on the central isthmus, it supports a holistic Auckland-wide solution to the city’s water quality issues.
2.0     What we are asking Council to do

2.1
Ensure that all funding provision in the current ten year plan for upgrade of stormwater infrastructure is retained, including the targeted rate.
2.2
Have as an objective in the 2020 annual plan that work begin now on provision being made in next year’s 10 year plan for comprehensive upgrade of the whole of the city’s stormwater infrastructure within the term of that plan, and in accordance with a programme to be set in the plan (i.e. by 2031).

2.3
Endorse in principle the concept of funding all future stormwater infrastructure refurbishment via a targeted rate a programme, to be set in the 2021.

3.0       Reasons for submission
3.1
We repeat the submissions which we made ahead of the 2018 review of the 10 year plan.
  
3.2
As stated in our submission in 2018, Council is in its present position on this infrastructure because of prevarification by past Councils (over many years).

3.2
The issue is as real now as it was then, although the changes brought about by the 2018 plan are starting to take effect.  It is vital that decisions made in 2018 are reinforced in all future plans.
4.0
Conclusion: Hold course 
4.1
As we said in 2018, Council’s stormwater department, Healthy Waters, and Watercare Services Limited need Council’s support in policy, as well as financially, to carry out the infrastructure development that is needed to bring our water quality up to the standard that we all expect – a world leader in clean water. 
4.2
Currently stormwater improvements are funded via two mechanisms. These are the targeted rate for water quality improvement, currently largely being spent on the Western Isthmus Project, and an amount from the general rates budget.
4.3
SASOC submits that the entire funding for stormwater improvements should be made via a targeted rate, ensuring that this work gets done.

4.4
Strong leadership is needed from this Council to put in place a comprehensive overall plan to finish what was started in the 2018 plan. 
4.5
SASOC wishes to be heard on this submission.
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Co-convenors

SASOC

Address for service:

Box 47-376, Ponsonby,  Auckland 1144, or 

dabbott@xtra.co.nz and dirkhudig@gmail.com .  
Contact phone numbers: 
David Abbott 027 479 5764
Dirk Hudig 021 027 90800 

22 March 2020

Copies to :

Auckland Council (Healthy Waters)



Craig.Mcilroy@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

 

Watercare Services limited
anin.nama@water.co.nz 
ATTACHMENT A

Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition 

List of members (as at 1 January 2020)

Auckland City Centre Residents’ Group Inc.  

Eden Park Neighbours’ Association Inc. 

Freemans Bay Residents Association Inc. 

Gables Neighbourhood Group. 

Grafton Residents’ Association Inc.

Grey Lynn Residents Association Inc.

Herne Bay Residents Association Inc. 

Meadowbank and St Johns Residents Association Inc.

Mission Bay-Kohimaramara Residents Association Inc. 

Mount Albert Residents Association Inc.

Orakei Community Association Inc. 

Parnell Heritage Inc. 

South Epsom Planning Group Inc. 

Tamaki Drive Protection Society Inc. 

Te Wai-o-Pareira River Care Group 

The St Mary’s Bay Association Inc. 

The Whau River Catchment Trust. 

Weona-Lemington Walkway

Westmere Heritage Protection Association. 

Western Bays Community Group Inc. 

Westhaven Marina Users Association Inc. 
ATTACHMENT B 

Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition 

1  The Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition (SASOC) is a coalition of community organisations (currently numbering 18) situated in the central Auckland isthmus, extending around the Waitemata Harbour from Mission Bay in the east to Whau creek in the west, as well as adjacent inland areas.  

2  SASOC’s mission statement reads:

“To lobby for immediate upgrade of the drainage infrastructure of the central Auckland isthmus to stop untreated wastewater and stormwater discharges into the environment”.

3  SASOC’s purposes (as stated formally in its rules) include:

(a) To encourage, support and maintain the goal of achieving the highest water quality practically possible in the waters of the central and western bays of the Waitemata Harbour and generally in Auckland’s harbours and watercourses.

(b) To promote objective investigation into options for and economic viability of improvements to Auckland’s drainage infrastructure, particularly in the Western Bays and other areas that are served by combined stormwater and sewage systems.

4  The primary objective of the coalition can be summed up as improvement of the infrastructure in the Auckland isthmus in such a way that wastewater/sewage and stormwater from the combined pipe system is only released into the environment after appropriate treatment, and achieving this without further delay.

5  The co-convenors of the coalition are 

David Abbott

dabbott@xtra.co.nz 
027 479 5764



Dirk Hudig

dirkhudig@gmail.com
021 0279 0800

Postal address:

P O Box 47-376, Ponsonby, Auckland 1144

ATTACHMENT C

Stop Auckland Sewage Overflows Coalition (SASOC)
Auckland Council 

Private Bag 92300 

AUCKLAND 1142

akhaveyoursay@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
Submission to Auckland Council on 10 year plan and budget, and on Auckland Plan 2050

1.0  Introducing SASOC

SASOC is a coalition of community groups
 spread around the western edge of the Waitemata harbour and within the central Auckland isthmus.  It was formed to represent their general concern about water quality within the Auckland isthmus.
 Although SASOC is focused on the central isthmus, it accepts the need for a holistic Auckland-wide solution to the city’s water quality issues. 

SASOC’s specific areas of concern include the very old combined stormwater/wastewater pipe network, the role of stormwater in the overflows from that network, and the effects of stormwater run-off from roads and from other impermeable surfaces (the latter as a consequence of intensification of building within the isthmus).  

2.0     What we are asking Council to do

Auckland Plan 2050
2.1
Include provision in the Auckland Plan 2050 for a region-wide upgrade of the water infrastructure to be completed within the term of that plan, in accordance with a programme to be set in the next review of the 10 year plan (2021).

2.2
Confirm (or establish) the adoption of asset management plans and practices in accordance with the Auditor-General’s guidelines
 and international standards
  to future-proof Auckland’s water infrastructure, so that:

· specific standards are set for water quality in Auckland’s inland waterways and marine environments, together with criteria for measurement on a regular and effective basis; and

· there is transparent investment in maintenance (repair) and upgrade of existing infrastructure, and in development of new infrastructure by all entities having a role in this infrastructure (eg Auckland Council, Watercare Services Limited, Auckland Transport and New Zealand Transport Agency).

10 year plan and budget

2.3
Approve the proposed budget of $400 million for capital expenditure to upgrade Council’s stormwater infrastructure (as part of the Western Isthmus Water Quality Programme (WIWQIP)), and “ring-fence” that sum by raising it through a targeted rate.

2.4
Approve an operating expense budget for Council’s stormwater department “Healthy Waters” for its region-wide stormwater maintenance needs, of no less than its present expenditure, to ensure that the existing infrastructure is kept up to proper standard.

2.5
Bring forward the timing of the proposed expenditure on separation within WIWQIP, so that it is completed at the same time as Watercare Services Limited’s Central Interceptor project.  

2.6
Establish a budget of $3 million per year for monitoring and establishing an effective compliance regime for the stormwater network, as a separate budget from Healthy Waters’ maintenance budget.

2.7
Approve a budget of $500,000 per year for three years for investigating and preparing a case to upgrade the whole of Auckland’s water infrastructure, to the standard of a water-sensitive city, within the timeframe of the proposed Auckland Plan 2050.

3.0       Reasons for concerns
3.1
Extent of and nature of overflows

· The combined pipe network in the central Auckland isthmus is gravely in need of replacement or upgrading: it was constructed over 100 years ago to service significantly lower and different demands; overflows from it discharge 2.2 million cubic metres of sewage/wastewater/trade waste/untreated stormwater into the environment annually (streams, aquifers, estuaries and harbours). 

· Untreated stormwater from both combined and separate stormwater networks discharges directly into the Waitemata and Manukau Harbours – carrying heavy metals and other pollutants.

3.2
Effect on receiving waters

· Unacceptable levels of sewage contamination
 

· Unacceptable levels of heavy metal contamination (approximately 50% of stormwater is collected off roads, and is contaminated with pollutants from vehicles)

· Consequent degradation of the receiving waters: beaches regularly being unswimmable
; watercourses have become unsuitable for human use and recreation
; wildlife habitats in watercourses and harbours being destroyed
, and excessive concentrations of fresh water diluting saltwater marine environments
.

3.3
The history of prevarication

· The ageing and shortcomings of the combined pipe system have been known for decades.

· The concept of a central interceptor (to reduce overflows) first arose in 1989,  but it was not pursued until the 2000s; provision was made for it in Auckland Council’s 10 year plan and budget in 2012, but the implementation has been deferred as other Council projects have been given priority.

· Separation was identified as a need and was started in the central isthmus under the previous Auckland City Council (through Metrowater), but largely stopped with the creation of Auckland Council.

· Historically there has been little or no or inadequate financial provision for renewal of water infrastructure (and, until the last year, declining expenditure on existing infrastructure since Auckland Council was formed).

3.4
Failure to provide for sustainability

· This submission would not be necessary if successive Councils had ensured sustainable funding for stormwater and wastewater infrastructure.

· The Local Government Act 2002 requires local authorities
 to provide the highest priority to maintaining critical infrastructure.  Successive Auckland Councils (legacy and present) have failed to do so. 

· It is not possible to achieve operational sustainability without financial sustainability.

· Even if sustainability of assets cannot be achieved across the board at this point in time, Council should ensure sustainability for critical assets now.

Action needed:

· Commit to a comprehensive upgrade of all water infrastructure to the standard of a “water sensitive city” within a defined time frame (the term of Auckland Plan 2050).  The problem must not be left for future generations.

· Start the rejuvenation now with the plan and budget proposed for this 10 year plan, put a plan in place for the remainder of the work for approval in the next review of the 10 year plan, and, pending that decision, both support the forward plans of Watercare Services for its infrastructure development and ensure that the general rates funding (capital and operational expenditure) for Council’s stormwater department, Healthy Waters, remains at least at the current year’s level ($110 million). 

· Join all entities with a role in the provision of water infrastructure into the planning process.

4.0
Expanding upon the concerns
  

4.1
Stormwater – the principal culprit
· It is an accepted fact that the root cause of the overflows is the volume of untreated stormwater entering the water networks.

· Currently much of the stormwater generated on the isthmus is discharged, without treatment, either directly into the environment (including aquifers) through obsolete discharge/disposal systems or into the combined pipe network
.  This submission addresses elsewhere the problems that stormwater causes for the old combined pipe network
.  

· Stormwater contains heavy metals, hydrocarbons and other pollutants; the heavy metals, in particular, linger in the environment and extended exposure causes serious health issues.

· The very high volume of traffic on the isthmus means its roads give rise to a very high level of these pollutants.

· Much of the western isthmus has no stormwater reticulation apart from the combined pipe network.  

· Comparatively little has been spent on stormwater upgrade in the central Auckland isthmus for many years.

· Funding received in consenting processes, specifically as development levies for storm/wastewater infrastructure upgrading, frequently has not been used for that purpose
.

· Over the years since the formation of Auckland Council, Healthy Waters has suffered from a perennial inability to fund the infrastructure development required for treatment and safe disposal of stormwater: its funding has been less than that of the previous (combined) Councils, in addition to which its budgets appear to have been re-prioritised in favour of other expenditure.

Action needed:

· Specific plans to be prepared to bring Council’s stormwater infrastructure up to “water sensitive city” standard
.  These plans need to be specific, and not merely aspirational: identifying the current state of all existing infrastructure, assessing the work needed (including treatment), estimating the cost of replacing or refurbishing, assessing the criticality of the work and establishing a proposed priority for each item.

· Once prioritised, the plans should be made public to inform the public, Mayor and Councillors of long-term funding requirements for upgrading (either independently of or as part of the next 10 year review).

· In the interim, all funding for Healthy Waters expenditure (with the exception of development contributions) should be funded as a targeted rate or otherwise ring-fenced so that it cannot be used for any other purpose.

· Funding of the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Programme (WIWQIP) is to be given the highest priority level.

· Maintenance of existing stormwater infrastructure is another critical requirement.  Healthy Waters has not been able to fund a compliance team within its current budget
.  Compliance will strongly reduce inflows into the combined pipe network.  A compliance team would also check street catch-pit cleaning contractors – another area of poor performance – and detect inaccurate connections (sewage to stormwater network and vice versa). 

· As a consequence, Healthy Waters has been unable to check compliance with use of its infrastructure (eg incorrect/illegal connections) and maintenance of private infrastructure. 

Action needed:

· Immediate increase of the proposed operating budget for Healthy Waters by $3 million annually for the establishment of a properly constituted and supported compliance team. 

· All new connections to stormwater and wastewater networks to be made by skilled contractors, who are to provide a compliance certificate, and be checked and signed off by appropriately-qualified compliance inspectors. 

· A register of stormwater infrastructure to be established, including a “warrant of fitness” type registration for stormwater infrastructure on private property. 

4.2
The central interceptor concept – dismissing the misconception
· Watercare Services (which has responsibility for the management of both wastewater and stormwater flows in the combined pipe network) is about to embark on the construction of a major collector pipe, the central interceptor (CI), to take pressure off the combined pipe network. 

· The CI is an important infrastructure project; it will improve the overflow problem significantly, but will not provide either a complete or a permanent solution.

· It will take a substantial amount but not all of the flow in the central isthmus catchments:  it is estimated that it will reduce the volume of overflows in those catchments by 80%.  However, that still leaves a substantial overflow problem in those catchment areas, and the overflows outside them eg the waterfront catchments. 

· Moreover, it is only a temporary solution: as Auckland’s population grows Watercare Services will need it for wastewater on its own.

4.3
WIWQIP (the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement programme)

· If water quality is to be improved significantly in the short term, it is essential that WIWQIP proceeds as planned.  The overall cost of approximately $2 billion over 10 years is manageable: about $1.6 billion is to be funded by Watercare (with the majority of that sum already approved), leaving $400 million to be funded by Council direct.

· Pollutants in the combined pipe network include sewage, trade waste (various chemicals), heavy metals and general rubbish.

· WIWQIP, once completed, is expected to reduce combined pipe network overflows from 42 main outfalls, many of which overflow over 50 times annually, to just 10 main outfalls that are expected to overflow 2-6 times annually.

· Not only will the number of overflows be reduced but the volume released by each overflow will also reduce very substantially.

· WIWQIP is unique because it allows Council to use the CI (temporarily) for transmission of stormwater.  (As mentioned previously, it is anticipated the CI will eventually need to be used for wastewater only.)

· This gives Council “breathing space” to complete the stormwater assets required in the combined pipe network areas.

4.4
Separation in Auckland compared to other (older) cities 

· Combined sewer/stormwater network overflows are a world-wide problem in most older cities.

· Best practice is to have a dual system – one reticulation for stormwater and another for wastewater/sewage. No Local Authority would nowadays build a combined sewer system.

· One way of mitigating the current overflows is to separate into a dual system. 

· Separation is not an option available to many other cities because they have already intensified. Separating then would require interference with foundations, basements etc.  However, that is not true of all older cities – it depends on the circumstances of the city
.

· A large majority of Auckland’s high-rise buildings have been required to run separated wastewater and stormwater systems to their boundaries (part of building code requirements).

· Auckland with its traditional low rise residential areas and building setbacks allows relatively easy access to achieve separation on private land.

4.5
Sequencing of separation work – “picking the low-hanging fruit”
· Removing stormwater from the combined pipe network not only reduces water transfer to Mangere but also reduces the number and volume of overflows.

· In terms of prioritising this work, it makes sense to focus first on work that will provide rapid improvement at the earliest opportunity – the metaphor of picking the lowest-hanging fruit.

· Roads and separation in coastal areas are logical targets for achieving rapid improvement of water quality.

· Roads in the central isthmus contributes over 50% of the stormwater entering the combined system.  It makes eminent good sense to prioritise infrastructure that prevents stormwater both entering the system, or leaving it without treatment.

· Coastal suburbs in the central isthmus, in the main, are serviced by the combined pipe network.  Separation in those suburbs will have two effects: first, only wastewater will have to be transmitted from there to Mangere for treatment (and this can be done using existing infrastructure); secondly, it is a relatively simple and economical process to take stormwater collected in those suburbs to the coast for discharge after relevant treatment.  As most harbourside areas served by the combined pipe network have low traffic volumes (compared to arterial roads) the stormwater should only need relatively minimal treatment.

· Separation in inland areas is more expensive because of the infrastructure required to dispose of the stormwater safely, presumably to coastal discharge points.

Action needed:

· In the short term, collection and treatment of run-off from roads, and separation of the combined pipe network in coastal suburbs should be given priority in stormwater infrastructure redevelopment in the central isthmus.

· As roads contribute so much to the problem, Auckland Transport and New Zealand Transport Agency, as owners of the roads and associated infrastructure, should play and pay a part in stormwater collection and treatment.

4.6
Looming issue – retrofitting Auckland’s infrastructure – need for overall plan
· Depreciation on sewer/stormwater assets is based on a life span of approximately 120 years.  History has shown that this assessment of useful life is reasonably accurate.

· Currently the areas closest to the end-of-life timeline are the old Auckland suburbs.  It is still affordable to retrofit this area through projects such as WIWQIP.

· Over the next 40 years very much larger parts of the Auckland urban area are going to fall into the 120 year category.  The possible refitting cost involved is currently unknown.

· It is essential that Auckland asset management is improved (in keeping with the Auditor-General’s recommendations) to ensure the ability to deal with these issues in the normal course of Council business.  This will ensure that Healthy Waters has much needed certainty in its funding to enable it to keep assets up to the required standard. 

Action needed:

· More funding will be required in future 10 year plans to meet the cost of retrofitting old or obsolete infrastructure.  Council to commit to the funding required to meet this cost, in keeping with the plan to be developed as part of the action required under 4.1 above. 

· This funding is to be “ring-fenced” to ensure that the necessary work is done as planned, and the funding is not subject to changing priorities elsewhere.

4.7
Council’s current finances
· We understand that Council financial team considers that it cannot, under the current plans, provide full depreciation on its assets until 2025.

· However, as a consequence of deliberate re-prioritisation, stormwater issues have been starved of funds for many years. 

· The situation is now at crisis point. Further under-funding will cause very serious declines in water quality, particularly in central isthmus streams, estuaries, beaches and in the Waitemata and Manukau harbours.

Action needed:

· Council is to review and ensure compliance with the Auditor-General’s recommendations for asset management for underground infrastructure.

· In particular, Council to bring forward a full depreciation allowance for stormwater assets to 2018.

5.0
Support for submissions of other water groups 
SASOC has been working with other community and environment groups with slightly different priorities, but looking to achieve common goals
.  SASOC in general supports the submissions made by these groups:

· St Lukes Environmental Protection Society Inc.

· Friends of Oakley Creek.

· Manukau Harbour Restoration Society Inc.

6.0
Conclusion: Time to effect change 
6.1
The untreated pollutants in the overflows are a very significant financial and reputational risk for Auckland Council, and hence, indirectly, for the public.

6.2
The problem has lain under-ground, literally and metaphorically, for too long.

6.3
Council’s stormwater department, Healthy Waters, and Watercare Services Limited need Council’s support in policy, as well as financially, to carry out the infrastructure development that is needed to bring our water quality up to the standard that we all expect – a world leader in clean water. 

6.4
Strong leadership is needed from this Council – to approve the funding sought in this 10 year plan/budget, to do so in a way that the funds are ring-fenced for this purpose only, and to put in place a comprehensive overall plan to finish what this plan starts. 

______________________________

Signed on behalf of SASOC by

David Abbott

28 March 2018

Address for service:

Box 47-376, Ponsonby,  Auckland 1144, or 

dabbott@xtra.co.nz and 

dirkhudig@gmail.com .  

Contact phone numbers: 

David Abbott 027 479 5764, Dirk Hudig 021 027 90800 



Copies to:

Auckland Council (Healthy Waters)



Craig.Mcilroy@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

 

Watercare Services limited

anin.nama@water.co.nz  

� Refer attachment A.


� Refer attachment B for a summary of its purposes.


� Although SASOC’s focus is on the effect of stormwater, this submission applies generally to both Auckland Council’s stormwater department, Healthy Waters, and Watercare Services Limited, because the combined pipe network is used by both and ultimately the responsibility for both those organisations rests with Council.


� Refer attachment C.


� Refer attachment A.


� Refer attachment B for a summary of its purposes.


� Although SASOC’s focus is on the effect of stormwater, this submission applies generally to both Auckland Council’s stormwater department, Healthy Waters, and Watercare Services Limited, because the combined pipe network is used by both and ultimately the responsibility for both those organisations rests with Council.


� “Asset management and long-term planning”, Audit New Zealand, March 2017, particularly addressing the ten matters set out in Part 9.


� International Standard ISO 55000 (2014) and International Infrastructure Management Manual (2015).


� Refer to the submissions of St Lukes Environmental Protection Society Inc, Friends of Oakley Creek, Manukau Harbour Restoration Society Inc.


� An extraordinarily high e-coli reading of 195,000 (compared to the accepted swimmable level of 450) has been recorded in Kelmarna Stream, which feeds into Cox’s Creek.


� As well as an appropriate public service, Council’s Safeswim website is an indictment of previous inaction. 


� Notwithstanding efforts to improve it over recent years, Cox’s Creek remains an appalling example.


� For example, Meola Creek - see the submission of St Lukes Environmental Protection Society Inc.


� See the submission of the Manukau Harbour Restoration Society Inc.


� S 11A.


� SASOC has obtained the information in this submission from various sources, including meetings with officers of Watercare Services Ltd, Council officers within the Healthy Waters department and the Mayor’s office, and meetings with members of Council’s Environment Committee, Finance Committee and Planning Committee.


� From which it overflows over 50 times per annum after only 5 mm of rain.


� Section 4.3.


� Confirmed in a meeting between SASOC and other water groups and the Chair of Council’s Finance Committee on 19 September 2017.


� The same applies to Watercare Services’ wastewater infrastructure.  Watercare already has a very substantial forward plan for its separate infrastructure development.  WIWQIP is the mechanism for starting to bring the combined network up to standard. 


� Compliance includes stormwater treatment/mitigation infrastructure on private land, for which maintenance is contractually required. This infrastructure is important to reduce environmental risks and stormwater inflows into the combined pipe network in particular.


� See attachment C - Report of the United States Environment Protection Agency, “Combined sewer overflow management fact sheet – Sewer separation”; September 1999.


� See attachment D – common goal of water groups.






