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29 September 2021 

Hon Nanaia Mahuta  

Minister of Local Government 

By email: 

Tēnā koe Nanaia 

Response to Government’s proposed three waters reform 

Auckland Council appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the three waters reform 
initial proposal.  We look forward to a genuine partnership approach which takes into account 
local Government concerns about the current proposed model. 

The council considered the reform proposal at its Governing Body meeting (23 September 2021) 
and passed the attached resolutions setting out its concerns and the areas which we believe 
require further discussion. The full report and resolutions are enclosed for your consideration, as 
well as the resolutions and feedback from Auckland’s 21 local boards, the Independent Māori 
Statutory Board and the Auckland Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum. 

At the meeting and conveyed in the resolutions, the council acknowledged the Government’s 
commitment to tackling the challenges in the water sector. The council recognises that reform of 
the sector is needed across the country, and that benefits can be gained from size and scale, and 
alternative funding and financing arrangements.  It noted however that Auckland already exceeds 
the size and scale sought for the proposed water service entities and leads the country in the 
quality of its water and wastewater services.  The Council supported having a water quality and 
economic regulator which would allow the government to ensure universally high-water standards 
across the country and to ensure sufficient investment is being made in water infrastructure and 
that costs to the consumer are fair. 

The council voted overwhelmingly in favour of the resolution that it did not support the governance 
and ownership model proposed, which removes democratic accountability and the loss of direct 
control by councils over water service entities.  As well as the Council’s Governing Body, its 21 
Local Boards were unanimously opposed to the governance arrangements set out in the 
Government’s proposal which offers no effective governance powers.  The Mana Whenua Kaitiaki 
Forum comments that the powers of governance of the Regional Representation Group “would 
not provide effective oversight and accountability”.  The IMSB also notes the RRG’s “restricted 
governance function”.   Council supports a model whereby the existing accountability 
mechanisms used for council-controlled organisations are maintained. 

The council was strongly of the view that the governance arrangements of any Water Service 
Entity that includes Auckland reflect the proportionate investment in the assets and liabilities made 
by the people of Auckland, and the proportionate size of Auckland’s population.  Aucklanders 
should through their elected representatives, maintain majority control over their assets and 
service delivery. 
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The council also expressed significant concern about the inclusion of stormwater and has yet to 
be convinced of the benefits of stormwater integration and transfer into a new water service entity 
away from Council.  In this regard, I note that the stormwater report released by DIA details how 
stormwater functions would be transferred to the proposed water entities. The report does not 
assess whether or not responsibility for stormwater functions should be transferred, when 
stormwater functions closely align with other Council roles. 

 
We seek to work with you on the water reform proposals listed in Resolution j.  We also want to 
include in those discussions how the reforms will address the impacts of climate change.  

 
Finally, the reform has been challenging for our communities to assess and understand.  The 
public information campaign has not helped in this respect, and the council has received not only 
requests for more information but a widespread expectation that they be able to submit on any 
proposed changes with some supporting a referendum. 
 
Because the reform proposals have major consequences for Aucklanders and Auckland Council, 
removing control from them of 28% of Council’s asset base and 25% of its expenditure, the final 
Government proposals must be consulted on with the public of Auckland who own those assets.  
 
There is strong opposition to the current governance proposals.  However, we are confident that 
with appropriate changes, Council’s and the public’s concerns could be met and the government’s 
fundamental objectives for water reform achieved. 
 
Ngā mihi 
 
 

 
 
Phil Goff 
MAYOR OF AUCKLAND   
 
Copy to: Rt Hon Jacinda Ardern, Prime Minister 
  Hon Grant Robertson, Minister of Finance 
  Stuart Crosby, President LGNZ 
  Allan Prangnell, Partnership Director Three Waters Review, DIA 
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11 Three Waters Reform: Feedback on government's reform proposal 

  A letter to the Mayor and Councillors from the Mana Whenua Forum had been circulated 
prior to the meeting.  A presentation was also given in support of the item.  Copies have 
been placed on the official minutes and are available on the Auckland Council website as 
minutes attachments. 

  Note:   changes were made to the original recommendation, adding new clauses a) and o), 
amending clauses f), h) and m) and moving original clause a) to new clause l), as 
Chair’s recommendations. 

  Resolution number GB/2021/110 

MOVED by Mayor P Goff, seconded by Cr L Cooper:   

That the Governing Body: 

a)      note Auckland Council has been asked for initial feedback on the government’s 
three water reform proposal including identifying areas of concern, and to 
suggest ways to improve what has been proposed 

b)      support the following aspects of the government’s Three Water Reform 
proposal: 

i)       the need to reform the water sector in Aotearoa to lift the standards of 
water supply quality and wastewater treatment across New Zealand 

ii)      the need to genuinely partner with local government to achieve reform of 
the sector 

iii)     the need to introduce an economic regulator to improve efficiency and 
productivity and ensure there is appropriate oversight of the new WSE, 
but notes that this can apply to Watercare without amalgamation 

iv)     the need to develop alternative funding and financing arrangements to 
enable greater investment in water service infrastructure 

v)      the need outside of Auckland to achieve greater scale and capability in the 
delivery of water services 

c)      does not support the government’s proposed ownership and governance 
arrangements which remove democratic accountability and the loss of direct 
control by councils over water service entities 

d)      agree that there are alternative governance and financial models to that 
proposed which will achieve most of the government’s water reform outcomes 

e)      agree that Auckland Council continues to work with the government to consider 
these alternative options that meet both the government’s and council’s 
objectives and desired outcomes 

f)       agree that water service entities should have the same accountability 
mechanisms (e.g. ability to approve and modify Statement of Intents and 
directly appoint and remove directors) as provided under the Local Government 
Act 2002 and Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009 for council 
controlled organisations 

g)      agree that Auckland Council supports a water service entity model, like the 
CCO Watercare model, where real ownership continues to reside with Councils 
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and where the WSE is required as Watercare is currently, to give effect to the 
relevant aspects of Councils’ long-term plan and growth strategies 

h)      agree that the governance arrangements of any Water Service Entity that 
includes Auckland reflect the proportionate investment in the assets made by 
the people of Auckland, liabilities, and the proportionate size of Auckland’s 
population resulting in Aucklanders, through their elected representatives, 
maintaining majority control over their assets and service delivery 

i)       agree that the set-up of the new entities should specify the requirements or 
principles for consultation, for example as they are set out in the Local 
Government Act 2002 

j)       seek further engagement and information on the following aspects of the water 
reform proposals 

i)       representation from and on behalf of mana whenua 

ii)      integration with other local government reform processes 

iii)     integration with spatial and local planning processes and growth 

iv)     the nature, role and timing of economic regulation 

v)      process for and decision-making regarding prioritisation of investment 

vi)     the transfer of benefits and disbenefits of stormwater integration and 
transfer assets and functions 

vii)    process for local authority decision-making on ‘opting in or out’ of the 
Three Waters Reform 

viii)   conditions associated with the Government’s package of funding for local 
government  

ix)     transition arrangements, including for the council group workforce, 
information sharing and due diligence for asset transfers 

k)      support local authorities being able to make the final decision on whether to 
‘opt-in’ to or to ‘opt-out’ of the government’s final Three Water Reform proposal, 
and that the Reform is not made mandatory 

l)       delegate to the Mayor, Deputy Mayor, Environment and Climate Change 
Committee chair and Watercare liaison councillor, Cr L Cooper to approve 
Auckland Council’s initial feedback to government based on clauses b) to k) 
above 

m)     note that the final letter to the government outlining Auckland Council’s initial 
feedback will be provided to the Governing Body for information. 

n)      note these recommendations were formed with the government’s advice on 
stormwater yet to be received. 

o)      agree that when Auckland Council has received from Government its final three 
waters reform proposal, the Council will consult with Aucklanders on this 
proposal to inform Council’s response. 

CARRIED BY OVERWHELMING MAJORITY 
  

Note:   Pursuant to Standing Order 1.8.6, Cr D Newman requested that his dissenting vote 
against clause c) be recorded. 

  Attachments 
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A     23 September 2021, Governing Body:  Item 11 - Three Waters Reform: Feedback on 
government's reform proposal, Letter from the Mana Whenua Forum 

B     23 September 2021, Governing Body:  Item 11 - Three Waters Reform: Feedback on 
government's reform proposal, Presentation 

  
  
  
  
The meeting adjourned at 1.26pm and reconvened at 2.00pm. 
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21 September 2021 

 

Mayor Phil Goff 

Councillors 

Auckland Council  

 

Tēnā koe e te Koromatua, Phil koutou ko ngā Kaikaunihera 

RE: THREE WATERS REFORM  

We hope you and your whānau are safe and well at this difficult time of prolonged Covid-19 

lockdown in Tāmaki Makaurau.  

Despite the concerns we all share regarding the immediate and longer-term impacts of the 

lockdown, the Crown’s significant reform agenda is nevertheless proceeding apace. It is in 

respect to the Three Waters Reform that we now write on behalf of the Forum, in the hope 

that the proposed programme of reform may offer opportunities to strengthen the Treaty 

partnership between Mana Whenua and the Kaunihera by identifying and collaborating on 

those matters on which we can agree. While we acknowledge we are unlikely to agree on 

everything, we believe there are almost certainly matters that reflect our shared core values 

and aspirations for Tāmaki Makaurau. 

Background   

The Forum has membership of the nineteen Mana Whenua entities with interests in the 

Auckland Council area. 

The purpose of the Forum is to support Mana Whenua in their role as Te Tiriti partner with 

Auckland Council and the Crown by partnering on all region-shaping decisions that require a 

collective voice, with a focus on Mana Whenua and mataawaka thriving and leading in Tāmaki 

Makaurau. It is an independent governance-level Forum operating under its own Terms of 

Reference. 

While the Forum does not represent or act on behalf of the individual Mana Whenua groups, 

each maintaining their mana motuhake, the Forum will come together to provide a collective 

view on appropriate region-wide matters. 
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Te Taiao is a key focus area in the Forum’s Ten-year Strategic Plan, with the objectives: “Mana 

Whenua are empowered to exercise their customary rights and obligations in order to fulfil 

their role as kaitiaki”, and “The mauri o te taiao, mauri o te wai and oranga o te hau is improved 

and enhanced.” The Three Waters Reform is a high priority in the Forum’s Annual Plan (FY22). 

Key issues 

Significantly for Mana Whenua, the proposed reform provides mechanisms to enable iwi rights 

and interests that are not currently available. Without overlooking the positive intent of the 

mechanisms as proposed, the Forum wishes to ensure that the Three Waters Reform provides 

for both co-ownership and true co-governance, namely a genuine decision-making role. There 

are concerns that the while the proposed model provides for equal representation of local 

authorities and Mana Whenua on the Regional Representation Group, the limits on the role 

and function of this entity (namely, preparing a letter of performance expectations that the 

Water Services Entity (WSE) is not bound by, and establishing the Independent Selection 

Panel which then appoints the members to the WSE), falls well short of co-governance and 

would not provide effective oversight and accountability.  

There is a concern there is not a clear interrelationship between the range of interconnected 

reform processes currently underway (including the Natural and Built Environments Bill and 

the other Bills to be introduced as a part of resource management reform package).  These 

strands of reform are connected and there needs to be cohesion. In our view, the development 

of the various strands of reform appears siloed and needs to be addressed. 

It is noted that the Forum continues to be concerned at the lack of priority shown by 
successive Governments on the issue of recognising iwi rights and interests in freshwater, 
including in these various reform proposals. The Three Waters Reform proposals do not 
address allocation concerns, which are fundamental to te mauri me te mana o te wai. 
 
A number of further comments and concerns on the proposed Three Waters Reform model 

are as follows: 

• There does not appear to be a direct line of influence, in particular there is a concern 
that WSE responses to Te Mana o Te Wai statements will not be meaningful. 

• There is a recommendation to consider the consolidation of te mana (me te mauri) o 
te wai and the statement of intent into a single document. 

• It is proposed there is a monitoring strategy by mana whenua to ensure that the 
outcomes agreed on within the Te Mana o Te Wai statements come to fruition. 

• There are equity concerns around iwi/hapū participation across such a large 
geographic area for the Regional Representation Group. 6-7 representatives (of 12-
14) on the Regional Representative Group will not adequately represent the Mana 
Whenua of Entity A; also concerns re the criteria and process for appointment. 

• The proposed structure disconnects Mana Whenua, Te Mana o Te Wai, and the 
WSE response from the Regional Representation Group and is not partnership. 

• There are concerns about the resourcing of Mana Whenua to enable adequate 
participation in a new model. 

• There is concern that if the WSE is run comparable to a company, with its purpose to 
return the best result to shareholders, then the reliance on economic outcome and 
‘balance sheet’ elements will not achieve the bests outcomes for Mana Whenua. 
 

We agree that Three Waters reform is required, including to enable greater financial flexibility 

to unlock greater borrowing for investment in water infrastructure to benefit all who reside in 

Tāmaki Makaurau. In our view, however, there is still much to be addressed in the 

Government’s reform proposal to ensure a model is fit for purpose within the unique 
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circumstances of Tāmaki Makaurau. We hope we can find many points of agreement with the 

Kaunihera on the elements of an appropriate and effective model for water service delivery for 

the region. 

Nāku noa, nā 

 

Karen Wilson  
Co-Chair, Tāmaki Makaurau Mana Whenua Forum 
 

 

Ngarimu Blair  
Co-Chair, Tāmaki Makaurau Mana Whenua Forum  
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Three Waters Reform: Feedback on government's reform 
proposal 

File No.: CP2021/10998 
 

    

 

Te take mō te pūrongo 
Purpose of the report  
1. To outline the implications of the government’s Three Water Reform (the Reform) for Tāmaki 

Makaurau and Auckland Council and agree the key elements of the Council feedback to 
government. 

Whakarāpopototanga matua 
Executive summary  
2. Over the past four years central and local government have been considering the issues and 

opportunities facing the system for regulating and managing the three waters (drinking 
water, wastewater, and stormwater) – Three Waters Reform.   

3. The Government has concluded that a national case for change1 to the three waters service 
delivery system has been made and during June and July 2021 it released information and 
made announcements on: 

• the direction and form of Three Waters Reform, including proposals for new Water 
Service Entities (WSE), their governance arrangements and public ownership 

• individual Council data based on the information supplied by councils under the Request 
for Information (RFI) process and Water Industry Commission Scotland (WICS) analysis 
of that data 

• a package of investment for councils ($2.5b, Auckland’s share would be $509m half 
funded by debt from the new WSE) to invest in the future for local government, urban 
development, and the wellbeing of communities, attempt to ensure no council is worse 
off as a result of the reforms, and to provide funding support for transition  

• an eight-week process for councils to understand the implications of the reform 
announcements, ask questions and propose alternative solutions and for government to 
work with councils and mana whenua on key aspects of the reform (including 
governance, integrated planning and community voice) 

4. While the government and Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) consider that a national 
case for change has been made, each council will ultimately need to make a decision based 
on its local context. 

5. There is no expectation that councils will make a decision to opt-in (or out) or commence 
community engagement or consultation over the eight-week period.  Councils at this stage 
are simply being asked for feedback on the government’s proposal, identify areas of 
concern, and suggest ways to improve the government’s proposal. 

6. Government decisions on entity boundaries, governance and transition and implementation 
arrangements will occur after the eight week-process ends on 30 September 2021.   

7. To inform the Governing Body’s response to the government at the end of the eight-week 
period, this report provides staff analysis of the government’s proposal.  It also provides 
advice on three outstanding issues which government has asked councils to provide 
feedback and solutions on, namely to ensure: 

 
1 Transforming the system for delivering three waters services (dia.govt.nz); 
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Three-waters-reform-programme/$file/transforming-the-system-
for-delivering-three-waters-services-the-case-for-change-and-summary-of-proposals-30-june-2021.pdf 
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• all communities have both a voice in the system and influence over local decisions 

• there is effective representation on the new WSE’ oversight boards, including preventing 
future privatisation 

• there is integration between growth planning and water services planning. 

8. The council has previously stated [ENV/2018/135] its support for the reform’s objectives to 
retain water assets in public ownership and the need for careful consideration of whether 
stormwater should be included in changes to service delivery. 

9. We also agree that economies of scale and greater efficiencies can be achieved by 
amalgamating the 67 different water authorities, and the need to determine alternative 
funding arrangements for capital expenditure. Staff also support the introduction of an 
economic regulator to protect the interests of consumers.  

10. We do not support the governance model proposed. It is overly complex, with no direct 
democratic accountability and we are concerned that it will not achieve the efficiencies 
anticipated, or represent Auckland’s size, inputs or unique governance structure with local 
boards.  Auckland Council requires a genuine governance role for council and an ownership 
model where ownership comes with accountability and direction, the WSE having a level of 
democratic accountability to communities through council. 

11. In assessing the impacts of the Reform, it should be noted that there is no ‘status quo’ 
option. A water quality regulator (Taumata Arowai) has already been established, and along 
with a proposal for an economic regulator, this will necessitate increased investment in water 
services across the country. Whether or to what degree the advent of an economic regulator 
would require further investment in the Auckland region (beyond that already provided for in 
the 10-year Budget) is unclear. 

12. The government proposal is to manage the additional costs by creating the WSE to cover 
large population bases with the ability to borrow more than local councils. Their modelling 
states that there is an economic benefit for Auckland residents, and a larger economic 
benefit to residents of smaller councils.  

13. In reviewing the government’s modelling, however, staff have little confidence in the 
conclusions drawn by the government due to the flaws in the assumption used. We would 
further note that the benefits of creating a new Water Service Entity whose balance sheet is 
separated from Auckland Council does not create any additional borrowing capacity for 
Council, but it would do for Watercare and Healthy Waters. 

14. We believe that there are alternative models which could meet both the government’s 
outcomes for water service delivery in New Zealand and deliver benefits to Tāmaki 
Makaurau. These require a willingness by government to partner with local government. 
Watercare is a lead performer and provides a proven model for the rest of New Zealand to 
follow. It can provide a centre of excellence and learnings in the establishment of water 
service entities, based on a CCO model. 

 

Ngā tūtohunga 
Recommendation/s  
That the Governing Body: 

a) delegate to the Mayor and Deputy Mayor to approve Auckland Council’s feedback to 
government based on resolutions b) to j): 

b) support the following aspects of the government’s Three Water Reform proposal: 

i) the need to reform the water sector in Aotearoa to lift the standards of water supply 
quality and wastewater treatment across New Zealand 

ii) the need to genuinely partner with local government to achieve reform of the sector 
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iii) the need to introduce an economic regulator to improve efficiency and productivity and 
ensure there is appropriate oversight of the new WSE, but notes that this can apply to 
Watercare without amalgamation 

iv) the need to develop alternative funding and financing arrangements to enable greater 
investment in water service infrastructure 

v) the need outside of Auckland to achieve greater scale and capability in the delivery of 
water services 

c) does not support the government’s proposed ownership and governance arrangements 
which remove democratic accountability and the loss of direct control by councils over water 
service entities 

d) agree that there are alternative governance and financial models to that proposed which will 
achieve most of the government’s water reform outcomes than that proposed 

e) agree that Auckland Council continues to work with the government to consider these 
alternative options that meet both the government’s and council’s objectives and desired 
outcomes 

f) agree that water service entities should have the same accountability mechanisms (e.g. 
ability to approve and modify Statement of Intents and directly appoint and remove directors) 
as provided under the Local Government Act for council controlled organisations 

g) agree that Auckland Council supports a water service entity model, like the CCO Watercare 
model, where real ownership continues to reside with Councils and where the WSE is 
required as Watercare is currently, to give effect to the relevant aspects of Councils’ long-
term plan and growth strategies 

h) agree that the governance arrangements of any Water Service Entity that includes Auckland 
reflect the proportionate investment in the assets made by the people of Auckland and the 
proportionate size of Auckland’s population 

i) agree that the set-up of the new entities should specify the requirements or principles for 
consultation, for example as they are set out in the Local Government Act 2002 

j) seek further engagement and information on the following aspects of the water reform 
proposals 

i) representation from and on behalf of mana whenua 

ii) integration with other local government reform processes 

iii) integration with spatial and local planning processes and growth 

iv) the nature, role and timing of economic regulation  

v) process for and decision-making regarding prioritisation of investment 

vi) the transfer of stormwater assets and functions 

vii) process for local authority decision-making on ‘opting in or out’ of the Three Waters 
Reform 

viii) conditions associated with the Government’s package of funding for local government   

ix) transition arrangements, including for the council group workforce, information sharing 
and due diligence for asset transfers 

k) support local authorities being able to make the final decision on whether to ‘opt-in’ to or to 
‘opt-out’ of the government’s final Three Water Reform proposal, and that the Reform is not 
made mandatory 

l) note that the final letter to the government outlining Auckland Council’s feedback will be 
provided to the Governing Body for information. 

m) note these recommendations were formed with the government’s advice on stormwater yet 
to be received 
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Horopaki 
Context  

15. For the past four years, the government has been exploring the challenges and opportunities 
facing the three waters system. They are seeking to address a complex set of issues relating 
to the regulation, funding, financing, and provision of drinking water, wastewater, and 
stormwater services (the three waters), and to deliver better outcomes for New Zealand’s 
people, environment, and economy. The reform proposes a comprehensive, system-wide 
change that aims to improve the safety, quality, and environmental performance of three 
water services.  

16. In June 2021, the government released its case for change, the key design features of a 
new water services system (including the number of entities, boundaries, the regulatory 
environment and governance arrangements) and information and analysis specific to 
individual councils.  

Key elements of the government’s three waters reform proposal 
17. Government’s modelling indicates that New Zealand will need to invest between $120 billion 

to $185 billion in three waters infrastructure over the next 30 years to meet drinking water 
and environmental standards and provide for future population growth. This equates to an 
average household cost for most councils on a standalone basis to be between $1,910 and 
$8,690 by 2051. Government’s modelling also estimated these average household costs 
could be reduced to between $800 and $1,640 per household and efficiencies in the range 
of 45% over 15-30 years if the reform process went ahead.  An additional 5,800 to 9,300 
jobs and an increase in GDP of between $14b to $23b in net present value terms over 30 
years were also forecast.   

18. The government proposes to: 

• establish four statutory, publicly-owned water services entities that own and operate 
three waters infrastructure on behalf of local authorities 

• establish independent, competency-based boards to govern these entities 

• set a clear national policy direction for the three waters sector, including integration with 
any new spatial / resource management planning processes 

• establish an economic regulation regime 

• develop an industry transformation strategy.  

19. The government has proposed safeguards against privatisation of the entities, and these 
can be found on page 26 of the DIA’s summary of the case for change.   

20. Both DIA and LGNZ have produced two-page national overviews, available on the DIA 
website2 and LGNZ websites3 respectively.   

21. The key elements of the reform that impact Auckland are: 

• Auckland, along with the Far North, Kaipara and 
Whangārei councils form Entity A (connected population 
1.7m) 

• Auckland Council will be listed as an owner, on behalf of 
our community, in statute 

 

 
2 2872-DIA-A3-A New Water with-without reform Map 20210526 v2.7 
3 Three-Waters-101-Infographic.pdf (lgnz.co.nz) 
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• Auckland Council, the other northern councils and mana whenua will have a joint 
overseeing role on a Regional Representative Group (RRG). This group will have some 
influence but not control of the new WSEs and will be responsible for: 

o appointing (and removing) an Independent Selection Panel (ISP) that appoints and 

removes the WSE board 

o issuing a Statement of Strategic and Performance Expectations, and  

o monitoring the performance of both the ISP and the entity Board.  

22. The new water services system is depicted in the diagram below. 

 
 

23. These arrangements are anticipated by government to make water services more 
affordable, safe and efficient through: 

• Additional debt financing capacity through balance-sheet separation from debt-
constrained councils 

• the ability to bring capital investment forward and spread its costs across larger areas 
and over longer timeframes 

• operational efficiencies 

• developing and maintaining more sustainable career pathways in the water industry into 
the future. 
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24. The new entities would come into effect 1 July 2024 and a transition agency would be 
established to manage the transition process. 

25. Detailed proposals for consumer protection and economic regulation are to be developed 
over a slightly longer timeframe – the Ministry of Business and, Innovation and Employment 
are expected to consult publicly on these proposals later in the year. The proposals will 
include:  

• the ability for a regulator to mandate and monitor service quality standards (for example 
so consumers can be sure their drinking water is safe) 

• the process for setting prices, including requirements for pricing transparency  

• options for how to facilitate consumer advocacy, including for those who are vulnerable 
due to their age, health, disability, or financial position. This will include the 
establishment of a consumer advocacy council (or the extension of an existing body) to 
provide expert advocacy on behalf of consumers 

• the design of an appropriate dispute resolution process. 

Other announcements and process from here 
26. In July, the government in partnership with Local Government New Zealand announced a 

financial support package to support transition to the new three waters system, and to 
position the sector for the future. It consists of three broad elements: 

• A ‘better off’ element: an investment of $2 billion into the future for local government 
and community wellbeing, consistent with the priorities of both central and local 
government. Allocation of this fund is based on a nationally consistent formula, reflecting 
population (75%), deprivation (20%) and land area (5%). Auckland can expect to receive 
$509 million. Half of this will be debt financed by the entities and half will be a direct 
transfer payment from NZ taxpayers. 

• A ‘no council worse off’ element: an allocation of up to around $500 million to ensure 
that no local authority is in a materially worse position financially to continue to provide 
services to its community as a direct result of the reform. This will be funded by WSE. 
According to the DIA’s Funding Impact Tool, Auckland Council doesn’t qualify for a share 
of this package. 

• Cover of reasonable transition costs: package of $0.3 billion, intended to make sure 
council service delivery (including of water services) during transition is not disrupted.  

27. In addition to the funding announcements, government committed to further discussions with 
local government and iwi in the eight-week period concluding 30 September on: 

• the boundaries of the WSE 

• how local authorities can continue to have influence on service outcomes and other 
issues of importance to their communities (e.g. chlorine-free water) 

• ensuring there is appropriate integration between the needs, planning and priorities of 
local authorities and those of the WSE 

• how to strengthen the accountability of the WSE to the communities that they serve, for 
example through a water ombudsman. 

28. Next steps are expected to be announced after 30 September 2021, which would include the 
timeframes and responsibilities for any community or public consultation.  

29. As a result, the original timetable for implementing the reform and for councils to consult on 
a decision to opt out (or not), no longer applies.   

30. It is also important to note that the government has not ruled out legislating for an “all-in” 
approach to reform to realise the national interest benefits of the reform. 
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31. On the assumption that the reform goes ahead, it is anticipated that councils will continue to 
deliver water services until at least early 2024 and council involvement in transition will be 
required throughout.   

32. In addition to the Three Waters Reforms discussed above, the government has also 
announced further wide-ranging reforms of freshwater, resource management, climate 
change and zero carbon, all of which have potential to have significant impacts on the 
delivery of three waters services.  These additional reforms may have regulatory, operational 
and cost impacts. 

Council workshops and decisions 
33. In October 2018, council’s Environment and Community Committee agreed an early position 

on reform of the three waters sector [ENV/2018/135, refer Attachment A] 

34. On 27 August 2020, the council agreed to participate in the first stage of the water delivery 
services reform programme. That agreement represented a commitment to assess reform 
options in good faith, including the government’s preferred option. It did not commit the 
council to any change. This agreement expired in June 2021. 

35. In March 2021, the government at a series of workshops presented to Council and local 
board chairs on their reform proposals. The meetings also raised a number of areas that 
council and DIA staff have been working together to address. These are: 

• credit rating – how to achieve access to capital without reducing accountability and 
protect ownership and interests of Aucklanders 

• strategic alignment – what mechanisms are needed to ensure that council can plan and 
coordinate infrastructure for growth  

36. In June 2021 the government released information and cabinet papers providing the 
business case and design elements of the three waters service delivery entities.  

37. Two meetings between elected members and the Minister took place on June 18 and July 9 
to discuss the Reform. 

38. Briefing memos have been provided to elected members and LGNZ has made available 
briefings and held workshops to ensure elected members are informed and have a chance 
to express their concerns. 

39. On the 20 August, a briefing with local boards was held on the matters that government and 
LGNZ are seeking feedback on. 

Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu 
Analysis and advice  
40. Staff have considered the information provided to determine: 

a) whether a full assessment of opting in versus opting out can be undertaken 

b) what aspects of the Reform we can agree with 

c) what aspects of the government’s modelling/business case we have concerns with 

d) opportunities and challenges of including stormwater 

e) what aspects of the reform proposal could be improved 

f) where further information is required 
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a) Assessing ‘opting in’ versus ‘opting out’ has not been undertaken due to 
insufficient information 

41. It has not been possible to undertake a full analysis of the reform proposal as there are still a 
number of areas where further information was expected and is needed (e.g. stormwater 
and the impacts of water quality standards and regulation settings for Aoteraoa/New 
Zealand out to 2051).  

42. Within the timeframe available, staff have been able to undertake a high level of analysis of 
the reform proposal, including the business case and modelling assumptions underpinning 
this. Staff have used the information made available by the government to consider the likely 
benefits and risks with the government’s proposal for council and Tāmaki Makaurau, and to 
suggest areas where improvement could be beneficial.  

43. Auckland Council, along with Whangārei, Far North and Kaipara District councils also 
engaged PWC to review the information to develop an understanding of the assets and 
financial position. This joint work is still in progress and will be shared when completed. 

44. It is important to note that regardless of whether the government’s current proposal 
proceeds, there will be other changes to the regulation of water services so ‘opting-out’ does 
not continue the status quo.  The government has already established Taumata Arowai (the 
new drinking water regulator) and if the reforms proceed, it is highly likely that there will be 
economic regulation of the provision of three waters services.  This means that regardless of 
whether Auckland is part of the reform process or not, the regulatory environment for three 
waters will change, and with that it is likely that increased investment will be required. Other 
government reforms (Resource Management Act, Future for Local Government) may also 
impact on water service delivery.  

45. To assess whether the proposed better off ($509m) and no worse off funding to Auckland 
Council is sufficient, further information on the conditions that will be associated with that 
funding and how the debt will be apportioned on the new entities is needed.  

The aspects of the government’s water reform proposal we agree with 

46. There are a number of aspects of the reform that council could agree with. These being the 
need:  

• to address the long-standing problem of inadequate investment in water infrastructure 
across Aotearoa 

• to achieve economies of scale by amalgamating the 67 different water authorities (to at 
least a similar scale as Watercare in Auckland) 

• to determine alternative funding/financing arrangements for capital expenditure (by 
separating council’s balance sheet from Watercare’s) that provide greater financial 
flexibility 

• to ensure water assets remain in public ownership and are not privatised 

• to introduce economic regulation to protect and enhance the long-term interests of 
consumers and to ensure high-quality performance information 

• Watercare provides a good starting point upon which to build a new model. 

The aspects of the government’s water reform’s ‘case for change’ we have 
concerns with 

47. The benefits of the government’s reform scenario arise from three assumptions used in their 
modelling: 

• that significant investment is required to raise (and match Scottish and European) levels 
of water sector capital per resident 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Governing Body 

23 September 2021   
 

 

Three Waters Reform: Feedback on government's reform proposal Page 21 
 

It
e
m

 1
1

 

• that 50 per cent capital savings and 53 percent operational savings (efficiency) can be 
achieved, with efficiencies arising from economies of scale, clear governance and policy 
settings, economic and environmental regulation and strong management capability. 

• that Watercare as an opt-out entity under council control will not have access to the 
capital needed to improve its efficiency significantly over the next 30 years. Critically, this 
assumption is not reflected in the WICS modelling, which shows a lower level of 
investment by the new amalgamated entity than has been funded in our 10-year Budget. 

Independent reviews of the government’s modelling 

48. The government’s proposal and the DIA/WICS price modelling have been independently 
reviewed by Farrierswier (review of WICS price model) and Beca (comparison of the 
standards applied in the EU/ UK with New Zealand). Whilst generally supportive of the 
model scope and direction of reform and the benefits anticipated, they both raised a range of 
issues with the model application, which whilst technical in nature, could have large impacts 
on the currently published price model results. They urged caution when using these price 
figures for decision-making and note that the quality of management of the future water 
entities will have a critical impact on the achievement of the expected efficiency savings. 
Scottish Water is also a two waters entity. It is not known whether they would have been 
able to achieve the 50 percent efficiency savings if they were a three waters entity and if, 
therefore, it is reasonable to expect reform in New Zealand to achieve similar efficiencies.  

49. Both the Farrierswier and Beca reviews outline the similarities and differences between 
Scotland and NZ and discuss the risks of assuming the countries are similar. While Scotland 
and NZ have similar populations (5.46 million versus 5.11 million), New Zealand has 3.44 
times the land area of Scotland and our population is more dispersed. Scotland has also not 
experienced the level of population growth that Auckland has over the last 20 years.  

50. Farrierswier also noted that the use of English 2003-04 econometric models presented a 
number of problems when applied to NZ that required a range of scaling, fitting of models 
and special adjustments, all based on further indeterminate assumptions.  

51. The Beca report states that, on balance, the forecasts from the WICS modelling may 
underestimate the necessary investment costs as they may not accurately assess the 
impacts from new regulation standards, iwi/Māori interests, or Aotearoa’s seismic and 
resilience risks.  

52. The Chief Economist unit has reviewed the publicly available material. Similarly, their key 
concern is whether Auckland will gain efficiencies through the reorganisation, translating into 
lower costs to Auckland residents. For many of the other regions in Aotearoa, the benefits 
arise from scale.  

53. Auckland is different to the rest of New Zealand. Having already amalgamated, Watercare 
provides scale benefits and is run by an independent, competency-based board. While 
further efficiency improvements can be achieved in Auckland, these are not primarily driven 
by amalgamation, and the benefits expected from the reform for Auckland are likely to be 
less than for other parts of Aotearoa. Almost 99 percent of the total population of proposed 
Entity A live in urban areas (Auckland and Whangarei, with 93 percent of this in Auckland). 
This means that the “asset optimisation” (that is, the ability to consolidate water networks 
between towns) is likely to be much lower than as claimed by WICS.   

54. Further efficiencies in Auckland are possible, but they will mainly be driven by greater 
access to capital and economic regulation rather than from amalgamation or the 
Government’s proposed WSE governance structure.  

55. While every region is expected to be positively impacted by the reform proposal in terms of 
GDP and employment growth, relative to current regional GDP, metropolitan areas see the 
smallest relative  

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Governing Body 

23 September 2021   
 

 

Three Waters Reform: Feedback on government's reform proposal Page 22 
 

It
e
m

 1
1

 

A comparison of council’s investment with the modelled investment 

56. A summary of council’s planned investment over the period of the current long-term plan, 
and the WICS modelling for the period 2021-2051 for an ‘Auckland-alone’ scenario (no 
reform) and ‘Entity A’ scenario (reform proceeds) is provided in Attachment B. The graphs 
below illustrate the projected capital and operational expenditure and revenue. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

57. The modelling undertaken shows capital and operating expenditure would be significantly 
lower for Entity A than Auckland-alone in the outer years, due to the efficiency savings 
discussed below. These efficiency savings mean that Auckland-alone revenue (the cost to 
its customers) needs to be significantly higher than Entity A’s in the outer years. 

58. In response to questions raised by council staff following a review of the Auckland alone and 
Entity A models, WICS have modelled a number of different scenarios, reflecting different 
phasing of capital investment and debt to revenue ratios.  All of WICS’ models produce a 
similar result – Entity A delivers investment at a lower average household cost compared to 
Auckland ‘going it alone’. These outputs all rely on the same assumptions that staff have 
concerns with, for the reasons outlined below. 

What are the modelled levels of efficiency expected? 

59. WICS’ modelling projects that if reform proceeds estimated average household three waters 
costs in 2051 will be $803.  If Auckland is not part of the reform process, WICS estimates 
this cost will be $2,076 per household. 

60. WICS’ modelling assumes a level of capital and operational efficiency will be achieved by 
the new water entities (up to 50 percent) over the next 30 years.  WICS indicated to council 
that these efficiencies are a combination of spend-to-save, scale, quality management and 
procurement savings. The number of assumptions built into WICS’ modelling make it difficult 
to determine whether the expected degree of efficiency for Entity A is realistic.  

61. The WICS modelling only includes provision for improvements in Watercare and Healthy 
Water’s performance and efficiency of around 10% over the same 30-year period.   

62. In all of the financial models prepared by WICS, it is this difference in expected efficiencies 
that leads to the conclusion that average household bills will be significantly lower in 2051 if 
Auckland opts into the reform process. 
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63. Some of the factors that DIA asserts will lead to improved efficiency, such as economies of 
scale, competency-based boards, and professional management, already exist within the 
current Auckland environment. Watercare is a lead performer in New Zealand and is already 
a water entity of significant scale and maturity. It has been operating for 10 years under a 
legal obligation to be a least-cost provider. As such, Watercare has already achieved 
significant efficiencies, although it is expected that greater efficiencies can be achieved. 
Watercare is currently working with WICS and aim to achieve 1-2 per cent annual operating 
efficiency improvements over the next 10 years. 4 

64. Watercare has also implemented an enterprise model framework, which aims to reduce the 
cost to deliver its infrastructure programme by 20% from 2024.  Watercare is able to do this 
due to its pipeline of projects and secure funding model.  However, it is acknowledged that 
access to more capital would allow “invest to save” initiatives to be brought forward, leading 
to greater efficiencies. 

65. Similarly, the Strategic Procurement Committee recently approved a procurement plan for a 
new capital programme delivery model for Healthy Waters. The programme delivery model 
will allow the council to engage the same supply partners for a programme of work. This will 
reduce project delivery timeframes and costs through efficiencies in design, consenting and 
procurement, enabling better risk management and improved health and safety outcomes 
alongside other desired outcomes such as social procurement and Māori outcomes. The 
continuity of work will enable suppliers to develop dedicated teams, which will also improve 
efficiency and result in cost savings. 

66. Given the initiatives already underway within Watercare and Healthy Waters, it seems 
unrealistic for the WICS modelling to only allow for improvements in Watercare’s 
performance and efficiency of around 10% over the next 30 years. Staff, therefore, have 
significant doubts and concerns regarding the assumptions that underpin the WICS 
modelling and, as a result, the conclusions drawn from that modelling. 

67. It is noted that an economic regulator is proposed as part of the three waters reforms and 
will apply to Councils whether they opt-in or opt-out of joining a WSE. The intention is that an 
economic regulator will drive a more efficient delivery of water services, both in terms of 
operating costs and the cost of delivering capital investment. The WICS ‘Auckland alone’ 
model contains no economic regulator, which staff consider structurally creates an unequal 
comparison. DIA, however, consider that economic regulation and amalgamation are all part 
of the reform proposal.  Staff note that Watercare has already directly engaged WICS to 
provide advice around improving efficiency. 

What are the benefits of balance sheet separation? 

68. The benefits identified by the government are predicated on the new WSE being financially 
independent and able to raise debt. Internationally, water entities are considered lower risk 
and have much higher debt-to-revenue ratios than other utility or network entities. The 
entities proposed are estimated to have debt-to-revenue ratios ranging between 400-800 per 
cent.  To achieve these levels of debt, the WSEs’ balance sheets will need to be separated 
from councils. This separation is likely to imply that ownership in the traditional sense is also 
separated from councils as otherwise balance sheet separation is unlikely. 

69. Auckland Council has credit ratings from S&P Global and Moody’s. These agencies use 
different methodologies, with S&P including Watercare when it looks at the council group’s 
results and Moody’s eliminating them as a self-sustaining entity. Under S&P’s methodology, 
separating Watercare’s debt and revenue from the group improves the council’s debt-to-
revenue ratio. DIA estimate this at $1.2billion, which does not appear to be materially 
inaccurate.  

 

 
4 2% efficiencies over ten years would equate to an overall 22% efficiency gain. 
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70. However, as Moody’s already eliminates Watercare from its calculation, the separation of 
Watercare from the group has no impact on Moody’s credit rating analysis of the council. 
Therefore, the separation of Watercare does not create any additional borrowing capacity for 
Auckland Council. 5  

71. The main advantage in separating Watercare from the council group’s balance sheet is that 
it would allow Watercare or a new entity to borrow more, and to spread this cost over a 
longer period. This, in theory, allows additional capital projects to be brought forward without 
increasing costs to households in the short term.  

72. It is not clear, however, what the priorities of a new water service entity would be with regard 
to Auckland. It may, for example, prioritise new water assets to meet regulatory 
requirements in Northland in the short term. 

73. An advantage of the Reform proposal is that there would be reduced risk to council with the 
new water entities being held responsible for meeting the costs of small water suppliers 
defaulting on their ability to meet the new water quality regulations. Staff have not been able 
to quantity this cost or estimate this potential benefit. 

74. Regardless of whether Entity A is established, council and the new entity will face increased 
costs as a result of regulation. 

Other financial issues 

75. The Government has announced a financial package to support councils that opt-in to 
transition through the reform process.  This contains two main components. 

76. Auckland Council would be entitled to funding of $509 million to invest in projects that 
support the three waters reform objectives and other local wellbeing outcomes.  Half of this 
funding will come from the Crown, with the other half to be funded via debt from the new 
water entities. 

77. Councils will be required to demonstrate that the use of this funding aligns with the priorities 
of central and local government, through meeting some or all of the following criteria: 

• supporting communities to transition to a sustainable and low-emissions economy, 
including by building resilience to climate change and natural hazards 

• delivery of infrastructure and/or services that enable housing development and growth, 
with a focus on brownfield and infill development opportunities where those are 
available, or support local place-making and improvements in community well-being. 

78. The Crown as also announced that funding will be available to ensure councils are “no 
worse off” due to the reforms.  This funding is intended to address the costs and financial 
impacts on territorial authorities directly as a result of the three waters reform programme 
and associated transfer of assets, liabilities and revenues to new water services entities. It 
includes funding to support councils to meet unavoidable costs of stranded overheads, 
which could include the duplication of resource required due to the transfer of Healthy 
Waters to the new water entity. 

a) Broader aspects of the government’s water reform proposal we have concerns 
with 

79. The government and LGNZ have specifically asked for feedback on three areas that the 
local government sector has already raised some concerns with: governance arrangements, 
aligning strategic planning and funding directions and ensuring community voice. These are 
discussed below. 

 
5 Staff have considered the need for two rating agencies and conclude it is necessary for council’s borrowing 
programme. S&P Global and Moody’s are the benchmark rating agencies. 
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Complex governance arrangements  

80. The ownership and governance model proposed is a bespoke model, with councils listed in 
legislation as owners, without shareholdings or financial interests, but an advocacy role on 
behalf of their communities. The proposed model has the entities variously accountable to 
their board, Taumata Arowai for water quality, an economic regulator for price, 
regional/unitary authorities for discharge consents, mana whenua for responding to Te Mana 
o te Wai statements, and a consumer body.  Board performance is reviewed by an 
independent selection panel, appointed by the Regional Representatives Group. The key 
concerns with this model are: 

• the complexity of arrangements 

• a lack of democratic accountability for the WSE 

• representation on the Regional Representative Group will not be proportionate to 
Auckland’s size and input 

• the lack of accountability means the entity will not be driven to achieve the efficiencies 
anticipated 

• direction and policy setting 

• timing of entities corporate and planning processes and ensuring these align to 
council’s legislative and compliance timeframes 

81. Under the Local Government (Auckland Council) Act (2009), which established the council 
and Watercare, Watercare are solely and simply accountable to the council and council’s 
key governance role is to: 

• appoint directors 

• approve Watercare’s statement of intent, which requires Watercare to give effect to 
Council’s Long-Term Plan and align with council’s strategic plans 

• monitor Watercare’s performance 

• modify Watercare’s Statement of Intent  

82. The government’s proposal appears to treat 3-waters services as comparable to other 
network utilities such as electricity and telecommunications, and therefore that direct political 
accountability is not necessary. Three waters services are different in many respects from 
other network utilities. Water and wastewater are catchment based and therefore “local” not 
national. Stormwater is integral to land use and operational activity of local authorities 
generally, including consenting, roading, amenities and public open space. 

83. Under the reform proposals these accountability mechanisms are intentionally removed to 
reduce council’s level of ‘control’ in order to meet credit rating agencies requirements for the 
new water services entities. The more control that councils have over the water entities, and 
the higher the degree of accountability to councils, the more likely the rating agencies are to 
consolidate the water entities debt onto the councils’ balance sheets.   

84. The table below provides a summary of the accountability mechanisms proposed. Council’s 
primary role will be to elect members on to the Regional Representative Group (RRG), 
which has no decision-making powers over the proposed entities. Their primary role is to 
appoint the Independent Selection Panel (who are responsible for appointing, monitoring 
and any removal of board members) and developing the Statement of Strategic and 
Performance Expectations. 
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Key 
documents 

Role of 
Crown 

Regional 
Representat
ive Group 
(RRG) role 

Councils’ 
role 

WSE board / entity 
responsibilities 

Interface 
with 
community 

Government 
Policy 
Statement 
(GPS) 

Develop 
and issue 

None None A regulatory instrument to 
which the entity will give effect 
via the SOI 

 

Statement of 
Strategic and 
Performance 
Expectations 
(SSPE) 

None Develop, 
issue and 
monitor 
performance 
against (but 
not approve 
or modify) 

Feed into 
RRG 

Respond to via the Statement 
of Intent and report against 
expectations annually 

Published 

Te Mana o te 
Wai 

None None None Respond through a Statement 
of Response 

Published 

Statement of 
Intent 

Direct via 
GPS 

Influence via 
the SSPE.  

Monitor 
performance 
against SOI 

Engage 
with 

Requirement to produce in 
response to GPS and SSPE. 
The entity is required to deliver 
against this document 

Published 

Asset 
Management 
Plan 

Influence 
via GPS 
review 

Engage with Engage 
with 

Requirement to produce in 
accordance with SOI and 
consult appropriately. The 
entity is required to deliver 
against this document 

Engage with 

Funding and 
Pricing Plan 

Influence 
via GPS 
review 

Engage with Engage 
with 

Requirement to produce in 
accordance with SOI and 
consult appropriately. The 
entity is required to deliver 
against this document 

Engage with 

 

Representation does not reflect Auckland’s size or inputs 
85. Auckland Council will contribute 94% of the assets, 91% of revenue, 97% of debt to Entity A. 

The Regional Representative Group overseeing the entity will have equal representation 
from mana whenua and local authorities. Auckland Council’s representation on this group 
would be less than 50 percent. 

86. It should be noted that members selected for this group would be required to consider the 
interests of the relevant jurisdictions within an entity area when exercising their functions. 
This means Elected Members on the RRG will have to consider Northland’s interest along 
with Auckland’s when making decisions. 

87. Given the public ownership of the water entities, there should be democratic accountability.  
Auckland Council should therefore request a genuine governance role for council and an 
ownership model, similar to the CCO model, where ownership comes with accountability and 
the ability to set direction. The entity would then have a level of democratic accountability to 
communities through council. 
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Aligning infrastructure planning and funding processes across multiple agencies 

88. The government’s proposal is that local government will continue to have primary 
responsibility for urban and land use planning. The intention is that local authorities will 
collaborate with the new water entities to achieve integration and alignment of infrastructure 
provision with land use planning processes and that there will be a “reciprocal obligation” on 
the water entities in the legislation to ensure this occurs. 

89. Currently Council’s decisions across water, transport and community infrastructure are 
guided by the Auckland Plan Development Strategy and Auckland’s 30-Year Infrastructure 
Strategy, and implemented through 10-year budget and RLTP decision-making processes. 
These enable us to align investment with future growth requirements in terms of location, 
sequencing and timing, and plan and provide for all the major infrastructure needs of these 
areas.  

90. Alignment and coordination of infrastructure investment will be made more difficult with 
separation of water infrastructure. In particular, it is questionable under current financing and 
funding arrangements whether council would have the ability to match the water entity’s 
spend with respect to transport and community infrastructure. Without clear agreements 
over the timing and staging of growth with the water entity. Council would face significant 
challenges in delivering transport and community infrastructure in all areas of development 
capacity that the entity could enable through its investment, including private plan changes. 
There is also a question about how the water entities would be impacted by council’s 
obligations to meet responsiveness requirements under the NPS Urban Development. 

91. How the entities determine the level of investment or priority given to maintenance, renewals 
or investment for growth across council boundaries is unclear. There are likely to be a 
number of factors which could make alignment with Auckland priorities challenging for the 
water entity, including: 

• the economic regulator’s oversight of investment and pricing decisions 

• in early years, the entities will likely focus on bringing poor quality infrastructure in 
Northland up to standard. This will change over time as the most urgent infrastructure 
upgrades are completed 

• post resource management system reform the areas covered by a single water entity 
will be subject to multiple regional spatial strategies and natural and built environment 
plans (at least two strategies and two plans – Auckland and Northland - in the case of 
Entity A).  

92. While the “reciprocal obligation” is intended to apply in the current planning framework, 
consideration also needs to be given to how this will play out under the resource 
management system reforms, in particular the proposed regional spatial strategies. 

93. DIA is working with the Ministry for the Environment with the intention that the proposed 
Strategic Planning Act provides a framework for an integrated planning approach. DIA’s 
“current position” is that the water entities will need to act consistently with the proposed 
regional spatial strategies. However, this position is dependent on further policy work and 
decisions over the next 12 months in parallel with the resource management reforms. 
Spatial strategies alone will not provide sufficient detail to guide prioritisation and alignment. 
As such, the Ministry for the Environment is also considering joint implementation 
agreements for the spatial strategies which would involve funding commitment from central 
government and these could include water services entities.  

94. To complement the above potential approaches a range of mechanisms has been proposed 
by DIA for discussion including: 

 requirement to identify and align interdependencies between regulatory strategies (and 
responses) and land use/growth planning through the prioritisation methodology applied 
by the WSE 
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 a “Regulatory Charter” to describe expectations and requirements on regulators to 
develop a collective view on longer term strategic priorities.  

95. It is too early and there is insufficient information to assess the effectiveness of any of these 
possible mechanisms. However, it appears that some of them may be at odds with the 
financial and operational separation objectives of the reforms. In particular, it is unclear how 
a requirement on water entities to act consistently with regional spatial strategies is 
reconciled with adherence to its prioritisation approach and economic regulation.   

96. While not a statutory instrument, the Auckland Water Strategy could be helpful to the 
Regional Representatives Group in performing their duties such as in developing the 
Statement of Strategic and Performance Expectations, and in exercising oversight of the 
independent selection panel. 

Ensuring community voice 

97. The government has indicated that the role of local authorities will include ensuring new 
water entities are responsive to local communities’ needs. In considering ensuring all 
communities have both a voice in the system and influence over local decisions, we have 
focused on three aspects:   

• community engagement on key strategies and plans  

• community voice and influence over local decisions  

• consumer rights.  

98. The current proposal notes that the new water entities will be required to engage with 
consumers and communities on key strategies and plans that affect them. However, there is 
limited detail on what this would entail. We suggest that at a minimum, the set-up of the new 
entities should specify the requirements or principles for consultation, for example as they 
are set out in the Local Government Act 2002. Individuals and communities should be able 
to participate effectively in decision-making on strategies and plans, to ensure decisions are 
well informed. It would be helpful for Entity A to recognise Auckland’s unique governance 
structure and the respective roles of the governing body and local boards.  

99. The current proposals do not specify how communities will be consulted or involved in local 
decisions and projects. This is important because the new entities will be covering large 
geographic areas with bigger populations and there is a reasonable concern that community 
voices will be lost. Local three water projects have a variety of local impacts from smaller-
scale traffic disruption to larger-scale impacts (for example the impact on sensitive 
environments, such as when replacing the treatment facilities at Huia). The proposals should 
therefore specify how communities can input into these projects at appropriate levels. Doing 
so, will ensure community voices are considered, including possible co-ordination of work in 
particular locations to reduce disruption. Note that there is likely to be high community 
interest in stormwater projects on local parks and governance of these projects also needs 
to be clarified. 

100. Local boards and CCOs have recently developed “joint engagement plans” which outline key 
projects in each local board area and agreed engagement levels (with both local boards and 
the community). The joint engagement plans are agreed annually at public meetings and 
therefore provide a transparent mechanism for the public to understand key projects in their 
area and how they will be consulted on them. While these plans are still being refined, this is 
a model that could be considered for the new entities.  

101. The opportunity for the community to influence a larger water entity will be less than at 
present under the proposal. We agree that to protect consumer rights, the proposals need to 
be clear how service standards and prices will be set and monitored, consumer advocacy 
ensured, and complaints processes and mechanisms set up for dispute resolution.  
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102. Councils already have statutory requirements to consult the community on many issues that 
will impact on the proposed water entities, such as land use, and infrastructure strategies.  
Councils can also develop non-statutory strategies relevant to water entities which require 
public consultation, such as Water Strategies.  The government should recognise that 
councils already have a significant role in representing the views of their communities, and 
that councils are well placed to represent the communities’ views. 

103. Even if consultation processes are provided for, consultation does not mandate negotiation 
or consensus-based decision-making. Having a voice heard is not the same as having an 
influence on outcomes. When local authorities consult, their actions are influenced by 
electoral accountability elected members face. Corporate consultation does not have this 
accountability. 

Protections against future privatisation 

104. A number of protections against future privatisation are specified. These include local 
authorities being listed in statute as the owners of the entity and any serious future 
privatisation proposal needing to firstly achieve a 75 per cent majority vote from the Regional 
Representative Group and then be put to a referendum (all eligible voters in the area served 
by the entity), where a 75 per cent majority is also required. 

105. While this a high bar, there is currently no provision under the Local Government Act (S130) 
for a local government organisation to divest its ownership or interest in a water service 
except to another local government organisation. We suggest that no provision for any future 
privatisation be made within the reform. 

a) The opportunities and challenges with including stormwater  

106. The government’s current proposal to reform water services delivery is that responsibility for 
all three waters is transferred to the proposed water services entities.  At the timing of 
writing, the government had not released its advice in relation to the scope of the stormwater 
transfer.  

107. The scope of stormwater transfer is particularly important for Auckland, as stormwater is 
managed differently to most other parts of New Zealand.  In most locations, the stormwater 
element of reform would relate to district council stormwater assets and functions. However, 
in Auckland, we carry out a number of freshwater functions, including stormwater, flood 
management and quality, together within our Healthy Waters Department.  This means that 
the scope of a ‘stormwater’ transfer is less clear. 

108. We understand that the government’s stormwater working group (established March 2021) 
noted there are significant benefits to be gained through integrated three waters delivery, 
and increased investment to make progress on challenging issues like improving stormwater 
quality. These benefits have not been quantified or supported with evidence that has been 
provided to councils. They have also highlighted that there are a range of existing and future 
challenges that will need to be addressed to support any transfer, including:  

• the lack of consistent national standards and approach to management and delivery of 
stormwater services 

• the complexity of the legislative, policy, and planning framework for stormwater 

• the lack of clarity around accountabilities, responsibilities, and ‘powers to act’ 

• the complex and variable nature of stormwater arrangements around Aotearoa 

• the need to ensure that stormwater systems continue to contribute to the delivery of 
multiple outcomes not just for the stormwater, but also for transport system, recreation, 
urban amenities, and the environment.   
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109. The report when released will set out a high-level framework for the proposed transfer of 
stormwater functions. These will cover the transfer of territorial authority stormwater assets 
to the water service entities, the future regulatory interfaces to maintain and operate the 
stormwater network and managing the interfaces between agencies, land, and 
infrastructure. Further detailed work and engagement will be required to implement the 
framework if the reform proceeds. This work (and engagement) would be carried out through 
the transition phase at both national and local levels.  

110. To guide the proposed transfer of stormwater functions to new WSE, we understand the 
working group identified some key principles:  

• that WSE should adopt a ki uta ki tai (Mountains to the Sea) perspective, applying an 
integrated catchment management approach that considers both stormwater quantity 
and quality 

• it must give effect to Te Mana o te Wai and work in partnership with tangata whenua and 
mana whenua  

• existing ownership of the land and/or stormwater assets should be retained where 
possible 

• stormwater management should be transferred at the same time as drinking water and 
wastewater functions 

• that the transfer of responsibilities should not leave “stranded” stormwater 
responsibilities with local authorities   

• the WSE will have technical and operational capacity and capability which should be 
leveraged to support regional and territorial authorities  

• that the civil defence emergency management roles and responsibilities should remain at 
a local, regional, and national level, but new WSE should have the obligations of lifeline 
utility operators 

111. There is no information in the government’s proposals to date on how water service entities 
will fund stormwater functions if transferred. Currently stormwater is funded through rates 
(general rates and the Water Quality Targeted Rate) and through development contributions. 

112. In the absence of this detail, staff from across the council group have considered the 
potential risks and opportunities of stormwater transfer to the new entities.  Further detail, 
including case studies, can be found in Attachment C. 

113. The stormwater system is fundamentally different from the other two waters proposed for 
management by the entities, because:  

• stormwater is an open system; subject to outside influence from the many activities that 
take place in each catchment. 

• stormwater is but one part of the management of land, freshwater, and ecosystems 
which Auckland Council undertakes as a unitary authority  

• ownership and management of the stormwater system is complex and fragmented – key 
owners include Council (Healthy Waters, Community Facilities), Auckland Transport and 
private owners.   

114. The nature of the stormwater system highlights the importance of integrated land and water 
management. This also supported by a clearly aligned expectation of integrated land and 
water management set out in Auckland Council policy, existing legislation and through 
resource management reform.  
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The opportunities and risks of transferring stormwater to a new water service entity 

115. Under the government’s proposal the transfer of stormwater functions could provide the 
opportunity for greater funding of stormwater which, if leveraged well, could deliver improved 
stormwater asset management. There are, however, unknowns in relation to this 
opportunity. These include: 

• the level of investment priority afforded to stormwater - driven by the legislation and 
Taumata Arowai, the new entities’ immediate focus could be on drinking water and 
wastewater  

• what additional procurement and other scale efficiencies would be gained through a 
shift to a new water entity. Some economies of scale for the delivery of stormwater 
services have already been achieved in Auckland  

• the need for stormwater investment in excess of that planned in the 10-year budget has 
not been connected to strategic outcomes sought by Council, nor has it been quantified. 
Thus, the value that additional investment will provide for the communities who will bear 
the cost, is unknown. 

116. The key risks of a general transfer of stormwater functions to WSE relate to: 

• Auckland’s ability to drive an integrated land and water response to big 
challenges such as climate change and growth.  The need for a coordinated 
approach between the entity and Council is recognised by the government. However, 
the government proposal for alignment of strategies and planning is on the basis of the 
entity’s priorities. A wider, more connected, view of issues and solutions is necessary to 
respond effectively as a region.   

• Auckland Council’s ability to carry out regional council functions.  Some of the 
work and expertise within Healthy Waters is in service of these functions.  There is a 
risk that ‘stormwater’ is defined in a way that encroaches on regional functions and 
results in a transfer of capability and tools necessary for carrying out our statutory 
responsibilities. This loss could require duplication of resources and break connections 
between freshwater planning, monitoring and implementation.  

• An optimised response to Auckland’s natural hazards. Auckland Council would 
retain responsibility for land management in order to avoid or mitigate hazards, while 
stormwater infrastructure interventions would sit with the WSE.  Without a clear 
mechanism for directing and aligning responses between organizations, it will be more 
difficult to identify the most efficient and effective set of interventions for hazard 
management.  

• Connected and consistent stormwater regulation. Environmental and infrastructure 
regulation is carried out using a closely connected set of tools (Auckland Unitary Plan, 
Stormwater Bylaw etc). A transfer of some of the existing web of stormwater regulatory 
tools to the WSE would make the delivery of consistent infrastructure and environmental 
outcomes more complex.   

117. In the absence of information about the scope of a stormwater transfer to the WSE, staff 
have considered what the transfer of assets might mean in relation to the risks above.   
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Activities that if transferred present a low-
medium risk to remaining council functions 

Assets that, if transferred, present a higher 
risk to remaining council functions 

• Piped and constructed network 

• Stormwater ponds and quality devices 

• Asset management planning 

 

These activities are sufficiently self-
contained and focused on implementation of 
stormwater management so as to present a 
lower risk to Council’s functions.  Though 
these assets present a lower risk, strong 
coordination between the council and WSE 
would still be required to deliver optimal 
outcomes for Auckland. 

• Stormwater assets where the primary 
function is transport (eg, kerb and channel, 
and catchpits) or community (eg. vegetated 
channels and dry detention ponds located in 
public open space).  These primary 
functions would be put at risk if delivered 
through an entity with water service delivery 
at its core.  

• Data/intellectual property.  Influence over 
key data sets and tools (identified in Error! 
Reference source not found., Attachment 
C) are necessary in enabling Council to 
exercise regional council functions 
effectively and in an evidence-based way.   

• Natural assets such as streams, lakes and 
their vegetated edges provide services for 
our communities that are much broader 
than stormwater. A transfer of controls 
around these assets could make the 
integrated delivery of ecological services, 
recreation and amenity more challenging. 

• Development and implementation of 
infrastructure standards.  Transfer of 
infrastructure standards would generate risk 
for the outcomes sought through Council’s 
environmental regulatory role. 

 
118. Further consideration will be given to mitigation measures as stormwater reform proposals 

are released.  However, mitigation may generally include: 

• Auckland Council retention of stormwater  

• retention of the capabilities, tools, assets and funding that present the highest risk to the 
council’s remaining functions 

• mechanisms to agree working arrangements between Auckland Council and the WSE 
such as Memoranda of Understanding or Service Level Agreements.  This should 
include establishment of key stormwater roles and boundaries prior to transfer of assets 
and functions.  

• agreed mechanisms for influence that ensure an integrated view of land and water 
directs coordinated decision-making across the council and WSE. 

• ensuring that WSE data and models will be freely available to the council 

• strengthen the council’s remaining regulatory tools 

• ensuring that the funding streams required to support the assets and functions that will 
remain with Council are maintained.    

b) What improvements could be made to the government’s water reform proposal 

119. Recognising Auckland’s specific issues, DIA have worked with council staff on the 
governance arrangements and offered the following amendments for additional oversight: 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Governing Body 

23 September 2021   
 

 

Three Waters Reform: Feedback on government's reform proposal Page 33 
 

It
e
m

 1
1

 

 

120. One of Auckland Council’s overriding concerns is that the Government proposal seeks to 
implement a “one size fits all” solution to New Zealand, with no acknowledgement that 
Auckland is in a very different starting position to the rest of the country.  Auckland already 
has many of the attributes the government’s proposal is trying to achieve for the rest of New 
Zealand. There are other options available that could meet the government’s objectives. For 
example, there is an opportunity to evolve Auckland’s existing governance arrangement as 
opposed to a whole new arrangement. 

121. The government’s option aims to achieve complete balance sheet separation to allow the 
water entities greater access to borrowing for increased investment.  Some of the options 
previously considered by council and government may have resulted in a contingent liability 
on councils’ balance sheets.  Those options may be acceptable to Auckland Council, 
depending on how the contingent liability is calculated (i.e. its size).  Given that water entities 
have very stable cashflows, and will be operating in a highly regulated environment, a 
contingent liability is likely to be an acceptable solution if it achieves greater investment in 
three waters infrastructure.   

122. Auckland Council asked the crown to explore a scenario whereby the Crown provides some 
form of explicit financial support to Watercare (either guaranteeing Watercare debt or 
providing a liquidity facility) to help achieve greater levels of investment whilst maintaining a 
strong credit rating and consequently a lower cost of borrowing.  This approach could see a 
model developed that includes potential shareholdings for the Northland councils 
(proportionate to their asset value), and potentially a shareholding or step-in rights for the 
Crown.  The overall framework could then retain the current CCO arrangements and 
accountability mechanisms, with appropriate modifications to reflect any additional 
shareholding interests and mechanisms for Iwi input. It would have sufficient scale to create 
strategic capacity across the region and support the areas where that is currently lacking. 
Importantly, the capacity and capability is shared across the region in an ongoing and 
sustainable way. This option would also retain direct accountability to shareholders. Leaving 
to an independent WSE board the power to determine the price of water, within the 
constraints set by the economic regulator, should provide comfort to the credit rating 
agencies’ concern that there might be political interference in price setting. 

123. The view of the Department and the Minister is that council’s proposal falls outside of the 
government’s reform model as agreed by Cabinet and the Heads of Agreement with Local 
Government New Zealand. We believe that this option should still be pursued with 
government. 
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124. DIA staff have committed to further investigating two alternatives, these being: 

a) Variation to the governance arrangements (refer paragraph 119). However, this 
scenario does not provide direct accountability or responsiveness to councils or reflect 
the size and scale of Auckland’s input into the new water service entity. 

A short-term indemnity to Watercare/Auckland Council. The indemnity would 
facilitate an additional circa $350m of borrowing for Watercare to undertake ‘invest to 
save’ projects and bring forward a number of capital projects in the lead up to reform 
that were deferred/not included in the current LTP. 

However, we do not believe it is prudent to explore this option further, as it is unlikely to 
provide Watercare and its supply chain with sufficient time to respond to the additional 
investment (the indemnity would ideally need to be in place by the end of this calendar 
year). Further, this option is conditional on Auckland Council opting-in to the reform 
process and it would be subject to some form of external (“voluntary”) regulation. 
Council may therefore have no say in where the additional investment is directed, 
potentially resulting in the council having to consult on an amendment to the long-term 
plan.  

125. In addition to the additional arrangements noted in the table above, Auckland Council may 
wish to advocate for: 

• greater representation on the Regional Representative Group 

• the right for councils to directly appoint board members  

• approval and modification rights to the Statement of Intent 

• advocate for the government to explore other mechanisms to allow for greater 
investment in water infrastructure by the proposed entities, including other mechanisms 
for achieving balance sheet separation such as explicit government financial support 
(which result in a greater degree of control and accountability of the water entities)  

• a benefit cost assessment of the final proposal 

• assurances that should reform proceed, an ongoing commitment to work with council on 
transitional and operational matters. There are many operational matters (such as 
legislative commitment or other mechanisms to ensure the sharing of information to 
assist in each entity’s performing their legislative functions) that will require further work 
and mitigation measures to be developed. 

d) Areas where further information is requested 

126. There are still issues that need to be resolved and areas where further information is 
needed, including: 

• representation from and on behalf of mana whenua 

• the transfer of stormwater assets and functions 

• integration with other local government reform processes 

• integration with spatial and local planning processes and growth 

• the nature, role and timing of economic regulation  

• process for and decision making relating to the prioritisation of investment 

• what will a Government Bill cover and whether the reform will be mandatory 

• conditions associated with the government’s package of funding for local government 

• transition arrangements, including our own workforce challenges (without transition 
challenges on top) and due diligence for asset transfers etc. 
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Tauākī whakaaweawe āhuarangi 
Climate impact statement  
127. It is not clear from the information provided what impacts the water reform proposals will 

have on climate. The government’s objectives for the reform include building resilience to 
natural hazards and climate change, but how this will be addressed by each individual water 
service entity is unclear at this stage. It is also unclear what direction will be provided to 
WSE by the Government Policy Statement. It is intended that the proposed model would 
have more funding available for investment to address climate and resilience issues. 

Ngā whakaaweawe me ngā tirohanga a te rōpū Kaunihera 
Council group impacts and views  
128. Watercare staff have been working with council staff to understand the impact of the 

government’s proposal for Auckland (both on an opt in and opt out basis). Watercare staff 
are part of the council’s internal steering group considering the impact of the reforms. This 
group includes staff from Healthy Waters, legal, finance, strategy and planning and the 
Māori outcomes lead for Infrastructure and Environmental Services.  

129. Watercare has established a centre of excellence to understand the reform proposals and 
have been aligning key processes with Healthy Waters.  

130. Auckland Transport have been involved in considering the potential impacts, risks and 
benefits of transferring stormwater to a WSE.  

Ngā whakaaweawe ā-rohe me ngā tirohanga a te poari ā-rohe 
Local impacts and local board views  
131. A briefing to the local boards was provided on 20 August, 2021, followed by a memo on the 

three waters reform being circulated to local boards. Due to timing constraints, 19 of the 
local boards have used urgent decision-making process to allow their input to be considered 
by the Governing Body, with the remaining two discussing them at their business meetings. 
Local board feedback is provided in Attachments D-G.  

132. Many local boards acknowledged the need for three waters reform and the need to ensure 
adequate future investment into water infrastructure. But they were not convinced by the 
government’s ‘one-size-fits-all’ proposal and felt it did not reflect Auckland’s unique 
governance arrangements, its relationship with Auckland Transport (in relation to 
stormwater) and its scale and size. 

133. Regarding the proposed entity A (Auckland and Northland), most of the local boards 
expressed concern about linking Auckland with Northland. Many noted that the scale of 
existing challenges faced by Auckland Council and Watercare in the Auckland area raises 
concerns around the balance and focus that Entity A could provide to a joint area. Concern 
was also raised that the new entity were being asked to do too much, and trialing or a more 
staggered approach may be more appropriate. 

134. Several expressed concern about the ongoing utilisation of water from the Waikato River to 
support Auckland’s water supplies and relationship with Entity B. Franklin was concerned 
about the interrelationship with the southern boundary and how joint assets (Pukekohe 
Wastewater plant) would be dealt with.  

135. The local boards were unanimous in expressing concerns about the potential loss of local 
accountability and oversight with the proposed governance and representation 
arrangements. Many highlighted that the proposed governance structure would not reflect 
asset contribution in a fair or equitable way. Some acknowledged that while the current 
Watercare and Healthy Waters are not perfect for our communities, the CCO model is a 
better alternative than the proposed water entities. 
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136. There was also a strong support for the role of Mana Whenua in water reform, in accordance 
to our obligations under Treaty of Waitangi and the principles of partnership. Some local 
boards commented that mana whenua should have a representative on both the entity board 
and the entity management, beyond a mere seat at the regional representative group.   

137. Regarding the integration of land-use/growth planning and water services, many local 
boards expressed concern over how the management of stormwater would be separated 
from local planning, and potential misalignments with other regulatory reforms underway. 
There was also concern that the proposal would create further layers of complexity and 
bureaucracy.  

138. Local boards also wanted a stronger emphasis on climate change and environmental 
outcomes in environmental and/or economic regulation. There was also some concern about 
the potential financial impacts on consumers and on Auckland Council.  

139. Most local boards were also concerned about ensuring there were robust mechanisms in 
place to prevent privatisation, and wanted specific mechanisms for meaningful 
communication and engagement at local level, and for local matters to be raised to and 
considered by the proposed entity. 

140. Many local boards requested more time to consider the implications of Three Waters and 
further engagement on such a significant reform proposal 

Tauākī whakaaweawe Māori 
Māori impact statement  
141. The issues covered in this paper are important for Māori. The government has stated that it 

was to ensure it delivers on Treaty-related obligations, including by improving outcomes for 
iwi/Māori in relation to three waters service deliver. The Crown is currently leading the 
engagement with iwi/Māori, mana whenua. We understand DIA is preparing a discussion 
document to provide visibility to council on this work. 

142. Council is in the process of engaging with the Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum (MWKF), the 
Independent Maori Statutory Board (IMSB) and various operational mana whenua forums 
(I&ES Healthy Waters and Watercare have agreed to work together on the Reform).  

143. Feedback from the Independent Māori Statutory Board is attached (Attachment H). The 
Board is advocating for greater clarity and representation of mana whenua in the 
governance structure of the WSE. This representation should include decision-making 
powers. 

144. At the time of writing the MWKF’s feedback was still being finalised and it will be circulated 
separately. 

145. The operational mana whenua forum has established a technical reference group to review 
and assess available information. This group will not make decisions on behalf of mana 
whenua but are considering issues and providing information to mana whenua to help inform 
them and aid them in any decision-making. Many of the issues this group are discussing are 
similar to those raised by the IMSB and we understand are of interest to the MWKF: 

• the co-governance and representation arrangements - the total number of mana whenua 
members proposed is not considered adequate  

• the complexity of the proposed governance arrangements and lack of accountability to 
Regional Representative Group and to mana whenua (no direct line accountability or 
influence) 

• the lack of clarity, information and understanding around the government’s three water 
reform proposal 

• the reform process is siloed from other reform processes going on 

• the process for responding to Te Mana o Te Wai Statements is dislocated from the 
Regional Representative Group and SOI process, which may make it less effective 
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• equity concerns around iwi/hapū participation across such a large geographic area 
(Entity A) 

• capacity and capability issues impacting ability of mana whenua to participate 
appropriately 

• concern with how Entity A’s southern boundary has been established. In particular, the 
splitting of the rohe of Ngāti Whanaunga and disconnecting Auckland from the Waikato 
River (its significant source of its water)  

• the inadequate timeframe to provide input to the council and government’s processes 

• the government’s proposal does not respond to allocation concerns, which are 

fundamental to te mauri me te mana o te wai. 

146. Due to the short timeframes and the impact of COVID-19, further updates on how this 
engagement is progressing and mana whenua interests will be provided verbally at the 
meeting. 

Ngā ritenga ā-pūtea 
Financial implications  

147. There are no financial implications arising from this report. There will be financial impacts if 
the water reform proceeds and these will be reported on once further clarity on the process 
and the reforms is provided by the government. 

148. The government has provided the council with financial support of up to $2 million to support 
iwi engagement, and any legal, operational or consultancy work. The majority of the work 
being undertaken, however, is by internal staff. 

Ngā raru tūpono me ngā whakamaurutanga 
Risks and mitigations  
149. Significant risks, legal responsibility and financial implications have been identified in 

analysing the reform proposals and investigating alternatives for this report.  The table below 
summarises these risks along with mitigation opportunities through the next stages of the 
reform. 

Issues Risks with government proposal  Opportunities/Mitigation 

Strategy • Direction is set by national GPS and 
may not reflect Aucklanders’ interests 
(e.g. a compact quality city, 
environmental restoration and 
enhancement, water consumption 
targets)  

• Council continues to work with the 
Crown to influence key strategy 
elements (e.g. climate resilience) 

Land use 
planning 

• Fragmented and uncoordinated 
planning and provision of infrastructure 
leading to higher costs and poor 
community outcomes 

• Inability for council to fund transport / 
community infrastructure to match 
water investment 

• Lack of alignment of WSE work 
programme with Council’s policies and 
plans 

• Reputational risks 

 

 

• Council continues to work with Crown 
to determine the mechanisms available 
to councils to influence land use and 
management of growth 

• Council provides leadership and 
examples of how to coordinate in areas 
of growth 
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Issues Risks with government proposal  Opportunities/Mitigation 

Investment 
and levels of 
services 
(LOS) 

• LOS are determined by economic 
regulator/WSE and may result in lower 
LOS for Aucklanders 

• Auckland could be deprioritised to 
meet greater operational obligations / 
service levels outside Auckland 

• Stormwater could be deprioritised, at 
least initially, while regulation focus is 
on water supply and wastewater 

• Council advocates for ensuring that 
there is no reduction in current levels of 
service 

 

Economic 
regulation 

• Economic regulation starts with 
information disclosure and price quality 
path 

• May reduce council’s ability to 
influence and direct WSE’s activities 

• Council undertake work on areas of 
focus for economic regulator to help 
inform government’s proposal and 
response to consultation document. 

Industry 
capacity / 
supply chain 
/ efficiency 

• There is not sufficient industry capacity 
to undertake all investment required 

• Potentially a loss of efficiency due to 
disruption associated with transition 
and competition for key staff between 
WSEs 

• Potential for duplication of functions 
within council and WSE 

• Potential loss of clarity between council 
roles and WSE roles 

• Continue to build understanding of 
potential areas of duplication of 
function in Auckland. This work, would 
better prepare Council to limit the 
inefficiencies and capability challenges 
generated by transition. 

• Gives key Auckland based staff 
certainty 

Costs of 
reform 

• The costs of water reform to council 
are unknown6 but are expected to 
increase as a result of proposed 
economic and water quality regulation.  

• The responsibilities and therefore costs 
with the transfer of stormwater to the 
new WSE are unknown but may relate 
to the need to duplicate capability and 
tools in order to satisfy remaining 
council functions 

• Work with transition arrangements to 
identify the functions, capabilities and 
costs required to serve each 
organisation and that these are 
allocated appropriately. Likely bespoke 
series of agreements between 
organisations will be needed  

• The government has made funds 
available to cover reform costs. Council 
would need to quantify these costs. 

Integrated 
land and 
water 
management 

• Decoupling of stormwater and land 
management functions will make 
developing and implementing efficient 
and effective responses to big 
challenges such as climate change, 
hazards and growth more challenging.  

• Loss of capability and tools needed to 
carry out Council’s statutory 
responsibilities as a regional council. 

• Potential loss of ability to coordinate 
and direct the management of natural 
assets (such as urban streams) so that 
multiple outcomes can be realised for 
communities (ecology, amenity, bio-
diversity, recreation and stormwater 
conveyance) 

• Retention of capability and tools 
required to satisfy Council’s regional 
council responsibilities. 

• Retain control of natural assets such as 
urban streams where located on public 
open space. 

 

 
6 For e.g., who provides emergency water to non-connected dwellings (i.e. water supplier of last resort) or 
who assumes responsibility and liability for repairs from historically known flooding areas or unknown or 
newly created risks areas?  
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Ngā koringa ā-muri 
Next steps  
150. The future of water services delivery is a significant issue.  This report however does not 

commit the council to a decision relating to that reform. The government is expected to 
outline the next steps in the process following feedback from councils in October 2021. 

151. Once a concrete proposal has been put forward by government and prior to making an opt in 
/ opt out decision, the council will need to consult on that proposal. Cabinet has indicated 
that bespoke statutory consultation provisions will be included in reform legislation but if they 
are not, consultation will be required to comply with council’s existing statutory obligations. 
The costs for consulting are not currently budgeted for and given the significance of the 
proposal are likely to be in the order of $1 million. 

 

Ngā tāpirihanga 
Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Environment and Community Committee Resolutions 41 

B⇩  Table comparing Auckland Council's three water investment with 
government's modelled investment 

45 

C⇩  Stormwater advice and case studies 47 

D⇩  Consolidated Local Boards feedback on three waters 57 

E⇩  Devonport Takapuna Local Board's feedback on government's three water 
reform proposal 

101 

F⇩  Upper Harbour Local Board's feedback on government's three water 
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107 

G⇩  Kaipatiki Local Board feedback on government's three water reform 
proposal 

109 
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Level 27, 135 Albert Street, Auckland 1010, New Zealand  |  Private Bag 92300, Auckland 1142  |  aucklandcouncil.govt.nz  |  +64 9 301 
0101 

31 January 2021  

 

 

Hon Nanaia Mahuta  

Minister of Local Government  

 

By email: 

 

Tēnā koe Nanaia 
 

I’m writing to give you a heads-up on the results of Auckland Council’s public engagement on 
the proposed 3-waters reforms in advance of their public release. 
 
In December 2021, Auckland Council sought public feedback through consultation, 
supplemented with independent research, on the governance and accountability provisions 
proposed in the Government’s three waters reforms programme. This is in line with our policy of 
consulting the public on major issues that significantly impact the Council in its delivery of 
services to the public. 
 
Specifically, feedback was sought on: 
 

• Auckland Council’s preferred model for accountability, which supports the new water 
entity remaining accountable and responsive to the public through their elected 
representatives. This would mean elected representatives would directly appoint the 
Board for Entity A. It would also mean that Entity A would need to comply with the broad 
objectives set by the elected representatives (while retaining operational independence 
and the ability to independently set water rates).   
 

• whether Auckland Council should have majority control over the assets of Entity A, and 
its activities given that 93 per cent of the assets of the new entity will come from 
Auckland Council. 

 
The purpose of the consultation was to enable Council to accurately represent the views of 
Aucklanders in its response to Government including in the Government’s Working Group on 
Accountability, Governance and Representation and help inform council submissions to the 
Parliamentary Select Committee examining the Government’s legislation. 
 
The consultation took two forms. Firstly, a two week period was allowed for submissions, with 
nearly 3,500 received over the period. Secondly because submissions reflect those motivated to 
make that effort, we also polled through Kantar Public (Colmar Brunton) over 2,000 people with 
the purpose of reflecting the views of a cross section of Aucklanders (by age, region, ethnicity 
and gender). 
 
On question one, the preferred model for accountability, 77 per cent of submitters supported 
keeping the new water entity accountable and responsive to the public through their elected 
representatives on Council. 
 
On questions two, relating to control, 83 per cent agreed that Auckland Council should have the 
majority of control over Entity A’s water assets and what Entity A does. 
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With respect to the independent polling research, over two-thirds (67 per cent) agreed that 
Entity A should be kept accountable to the public through their elected Council representatives, 
15 per cent disagreed. 
 
Nearly three-quarters (74 per cent) supported Aucklanders having majority control over the new 
entity, 16 per cent disagreed. 
 
As you can see, from both forms of consultation, Council’s position has a strong mandate from 
our public. I look forward to engaging constructively through the Working Group and Select 
Committee process to achieving an outcome that addresses both Aucklanders concerns and 
the Government’s need for reform. 
 

The following attachments will be circulated to Auckland Council elected members and the 
public on Wednesday 2 February 2022: 

 

• Attachment A – Three Waters Reform: Research findings of a survey of Aucklanders 

• Attachment B – Three Waters Reform: Summary of public feedback  

• Attachment C – Feedback Form NZ’s Three Waters Reform: What it means for Auckland  

 
Ngā mihi 
 

 
Phil Goff 
MAYOR OF AUCKLAND   
 
Copy to: Rt Hon Jacinda Ardern, Prime Minister 
  Hon Grant Robertson, Minister of Finance 
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Three waters reforms 
Research f indings of a survey of Aucklanders  

 

Organisation: Auckland Council 

Attention: Warren Marshall  

From: Jocelyn Rout and Alexis Ryde 

Date: 17 December 2021 
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Summary 

 

Auckland Council commissioned Kantar Public to carry out a representative survey of Aucklanders aged 18 years and 

over to measure Aucklanders’ awareness and knowledge of the three waters reforms, as well as Aucklanders’ level of 

support for two Auckland Council proposals relating to governance and accountability provisions for the new water 

services entities.   

An online survey of 2,003 Aucklanders was carried out from 25 November to 13 December, 2021. 

Key findings are: 

• Three quarters (75%) of Aucklanders are aware of the three waters reforms.  

• Aucklanders’ knowledge of why the reforms in New Zealand’s water infrastructure are needed is limited.  
Survey respondents were given an explanation (see page 7) that covered the need to ensure reliable and 
safe drinking water, and protect NZ’s beaches and rivers; the Government’s estimate of the size of the 
investment needed; local council’s inability to fund this investment; and that the new water entities are 
expected to deliver efficiencies.  Just under half (47%) of Aucklanders already knew ‘a lot’ (10%) or ‘a little 
bit’ (37%) of this information.  The remaining 52% did not know any of this information or had not heard of 
the reforms. 

• Aucklanders’ knowledge of the governance and accountability provisions is also limited.  Following an 
explanation that covered the proposed relationship between local councils and the new water entities (see 
pages 9 and 10), around half (49%) of Aucklanders said they knew ‘a lot’ (7%) of the information and 42% 
said they knew ‘a little’.  The remainder (51%) knew nothing about the relationship prior to the survey. 

• Around two thirds (67%) of Aucklanders strongly or slightly agree with Auckland Council’s proposal that 
“Entity A1 should be kept accountable and responsive to the public through their elected representatives (or 
local councillors). This would mean elected representatives would directly appoint the Board for Entity A. It 
would also mean that Entity A would need to comply with the broad objectives set by elected 
representatives.” 

• Nearly three quarters (74%) of Aucklanders strongly or slightly agree with Auckland Council’s proposal that 
Auckland Council should have a majority control over Entity A’s water assets and what Entity A does. 

• Majority support for both of these proposals is evident across all local boards and all demographic groups2 . 

  

 
1 Entity A covers Auckland, Far North, Kaipara and Whangarei councils. 
2 Demographic analysis covered gender, age, ethnicity, and housing tenure. 
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Background and objectives 

 

Auckland Council is seeking public feedback through research and consultation on the three waters reforms 

programme.  This feedback will be used to:  

a) provide the Auckland Mayor with a mandate to represent the views of Aucklanders as a member of the 

Working Group to make recommendations on the governance and accountability provisions originally 

proposed for the new water services entities. The Working Group is meeting in early Feb 2022. 

b) help inform Council submissions to the Parliamentary Select Committee examining the Government’s 

legislation.   

Auckland Council has commissioned Kantar Public to carry out a representative survey of Aucklanders aged 18 years 

and over. 

Research objectives 

The research was designed to measure: 

• Aucklanders’ awareness of the three waters reforms, as well as the proposed governance and accountability 

provisions in the Government’s proposal 

• Aucklanders’ level of support for Auckland Council’s proposals relating to the governance and accountability 

provisions. 

This report presents the survey findings and methodology Kantar Public used to carry out the research.   
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Research methodology 

 

Kantar Public carried out an online survey of 2,003 residents in the Auckland region from 25 November to 13 

December 2021.  

Online survey fieldwork 

The online survey was conducted using Kantar’s and Dynata’s online panels. 

Quotas were set on age by gender, and ethnicity to ensure a demographically representative sample.  Local board 

quotas were also set, with the aim of achieving a robust number of interviews in each local board.  This was achieved 

for all local boards except Waiheke and Great Barrier. 

Maximum margin of error 

The maximum margin of error on the total sample size of 2,003 is +/-2.2% (at the 95% confidence level and assuming 

simple random sampling). 

Weighting 

Survey data were weighted to align with Statistics New Zealand 2018 Census population demographic characteristics: 

age by gender, ethnicity, and local board area. 

Questionnaire development 

The questionnaire was developed by Kantar Public in collaboration with Auckland Council.  The questionnaire was 

cognitively tested with three Auckland residents prior to fieldwork.  The final questionnaires incorporated revisions 

made to draft versions as a result of this testing.  The survey was then formally piloted with 33 respondents prior to 

the main fieldwork.  

The average interview length for the online survey fieldwork was eight minutes.  The questionnaire is appended to 

this report.  
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Aucklanders’ awareness and knowledge of the three waters reforms 

 

This section examines Aucklanders’ awareness and knowledge of the reforms.  A key purpose of these questions was 

to systematically take respondents through important contextual information about the reforms before asking them 

about their views on Auckland Council’s proposals (covered in the next two report sections).  

Awareness of the reforms 

All respondents were initially provided with an explanation of the three waters reforms.  Specifically they were shown 

the information below:  

 

Please read the following information carefully before moving to the next screen. 

What are the water services we are asking about? 

The question is about ‘three waters’ which include: 

- Drinking water (clean water from our taps) 

- Wastewater (used water from our sinks, toilets etc) 

- Stormwater (water that runs off surfaces such as roads, driveways, footpaths etc). 

 

Who is currently responsible for delivering these services across Auckland? 

Watercare, provides drinking water and wastewater services for most of Auckland, with the exception of 

Papakura. Auckland Council is responsible for stormwater services across all of Auckland. Watercare is owned 

by Auckland Council.  

 

How does Auckland Council currently manage Watercare? 

• Auckland Council appoints the board of directors. The board are responsible for how Watercare is 

run, and for appointing its Chief Executive. 

• Auckland Council can approve or change Watercare’s statement of intent (i.e., its work programme 

and priorities for the next three years).  

• Auckland Council can require Watercare to comply with the Council’s long-term plans and growth 

strategies.  

 

PAPAKURA RESPONDENTS WERE SHOWN: 

Who is currently responsible for delivering these services across Papakura? 

In 1997 Veolia, a large international company, was granted a 30-year contract by the previous Papakura 

District Council to, to provide drinking water and wastewater services across Papakura. Auckland Council are 

responsible for stormwater across all of Auckland including Papakura. 
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ALL RESIDENTS WERE SHOWN: 

What reforms has the Government proposed to these services? 

The Government has announced the three waters reform for the whole of Aotearoa New Zealand. This will 

shift the management of services from councils, or in Auckland’s case Watercare, to four new water entities 

as shown in the map above. 

Under the Government’s proposal Watercare would no longer exist and Auckland’s three water services 

would form part of Entity A, with the water services for Far North, Kaipara and Whangarei councils. 

 

All respondents were then asked whether they had heard of the three waters reforms before today.  Results are 

shown in the chart below. 

 

Three quarters of Aucklanders are aware of the three waters reforms. 

  

Awareness of three waters reforms

Base: All respondents (2,003)
Source: Q1

75%
aware
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Awareness is higher among: 

• Older Aucklanders (85% of those aged 50+) 

• Homeowners (80%) 

• Those living in Ōrākei (84%), Franklin (84%), Devonport-Takapuna (87%), Albert-Eden (85%). 

Awareness is lower among: 

• Younger people (65% of those aged under 40) 

• Pacific peoples (64%) 

• Asian Aucklanders (61%) 

• Renters (66%) 

• Those living in Ōtara-Papatoetoe (62%), Waitemata (64%), and Whau (62%). 
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Knowledge of the need for the reforms 

Respondents were then given an explanation of the reasons why reforms are needed. 

Why does the Government want to create the four entities to manage the three waters? 

Local and central government agree that more investment is needed in water infrastructure across New 

Zealand. This investment is needed to ensure reliable and safe drinking water. It is also needed to prevent raw 

sewage from spilling onto New Zealand’s beaches and rivers. 

Central government has estimated this will mean investment of between $120 billion and $185 billion across 

the country over the next 30 years. Many local councils are not in the position to raise the money required for 

this investment. Central government believes the four new water entities will be able to fund this investment 

by: 

• Delivering efficiencies. They believe the four new water entities will be more efficient than the 67 

councils currently involved in delivering water services across the country. 

• Borrowing more and spread the cost of this borrowing over multiple generations. Many local councils 

are constrained in their ability to borrow money. 

 

Respondents were asked how much of this information they were aware of.  Results are shown.  

 

Few Aucklanders had prior in-depth knowledge of the reforms: just 10% knew a lot of this information.  Just under 

half (47%) knew at least some of the information (either ‘a lot’ or ‘a little’). 

Knowledge (either ‘a lot’ or ‘a little’) is higher among: 

• Men (51%) 

• Those aged 50 years and over (64%) 

• New Zealand Europeans (59%) 

• Homeowners (52%) 

• Those living in Devonport-Takapuna (65%), Ōrākei (61%), and Waitakere Ranges (57%). 

Knowledge of why three waters reforms are needed

Base: All respondents (2,003)
Source: Q2

I knew a lot about this 
information

10%

I knew a little bit about 
this information

37%

I had heard of the 
reforms, but did 
not know any of 
this information

32%

I had not heard of the 
three waters reforms 
before today

20%

%
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Knowledge (either ‘a lot’ or ‘a little’) is lower among: 

• Females (43%) 

• Those aged under 50 years (37%) 

• Pacific peoples (34%) 

• Asian Aucklanders (31%) 

• Renters (38%). 

• Those living in Howick (33%). 

 

Knowledge of governance and accountability provisions 

Respondents were then given an explanation of the Government’s proposed governance model, as follows: 

Please read the following information carefully before answering the question. 

What will be the relationship between water Entity A and Auckland Council? 

The relationship will be more remote than it currently is between Auckland and Watercare. 

Currently Watercare is accountable to Aucklanders, through their elected members on Auckland Council. 

Auckland Council appoints Watercare’s board of directors, and the law requires Watercare to comply with 

Auckland Council’s long-term plans and strategic direction. In addition, the councillors have to approve 

Watercare’s Statement of Intent. A Statement of Intent is an organisation’s work programme and priorities 

for the next three years). 

The future relationship proposed by the Government is described below and illustrated in the diagram above 

• Auckland Council – together with the three councils in Northland - will appoint half of the 

representatives to a ‘Regional Representative Group’.  

• The remaining 50% of the Regional Representative Group will be appointed by Mana whenua (local 

iwi). 

• The Regional Representative Group in turn will appoint an independent selection panel 

• The independent selection panel then appoints the board of Entity A. 

• The Regional Representative Group would also provide Entity A with a Statement of Strategic and 

Performance Expectations. This sets out the outcomes and objectives they wish Entity A to deliver 

against. The entity will then consider these expectations and write its Statement of Intent (i.e., its 

work programme and priorities for the next three years).  

• The Regional Representative Group have no rights to approve or modify Entity A’s Statement of 

Intent, whereas currently Auckland Council approves and can change the Statement of Intent for 

Watercare.  
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Respondents were then asked how much they knew (prior to the survey) about the proposed relationship between 

local councils and the four new water entities.  Results are shown overleaf. 
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Aucklanders are divided on their prior knowledge of the proposed relationship between local councils and the new 

water entities.  Nearly one half (49%) knew either a lot or a little, with the remainder (51%) knowing nothing about 

the relationship. 

Knowledge (either ‘a lot’ or ‘a little’) is higher among: 

• Men (59%) 

• Those aged 65 years and over (68%) 

• New Zealand Europeans (55%) 

• Homeowners (53%) 

• Those living in Ōrākei (59%), Waitemata (62%) 

Knowledge (either ‘a lot’ or ‘a little’) is lower among: 

• Women (40%) 

• Those aged under 50 years (44%) 

• Asian Aucklanders (39%) 

• Renters (44%) 

• Maungakiekie-Tamaki (39%) 

• Pakapkura (38%). 

 

  

Knowledge of relationship between Entity A and Auckland Council

Base: All respondents (2,003)
Source: Q3

A lot

7%

A little

42%

Nothing at all / had 
not heard of them

51% %
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Aucklanders’ level of support for Auckland Council’s preferred relationship 

 

Auckland Council’s proposal for its relationship with the water entities was explained to respondents as follows: 

Please read the following information carefully before answering the question. 

Auckland Council is supportive of the outcomes the three water reforms are trying to achieve. At the same 

time the Council has raised a number of concerns about who the new water entities are answerable to, and 

how accountable they are to the public. As a result of these concerns Auckland Council has made the 

following proposal:  

Auckland Council believes Entity A should be kept accountable and responsive to the public through their 

elected representatives (or local councillors). This would mean elected representatives would directly appoint 

the Board for Entity A. It would also mean that Entity A would need to comply with the broad objectives set by 

elected representatives.  

The future relationship proposed by the Government, and Auckland Council’s preferred relationship are both 

set out in the diagrams below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked how much they agree or disagree with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A should 

be answerable to.  Results are shown overleaf. 

  

Auckland, Far North, Kaipara, 
Whangarei councils and mana 

whenua

Water entity A

Appoints Board and 
monitors

Statement of Intent

Auckland Council’s preferred model

Approves and 
modifies 

Note: Model is simplified to show the aspects of concern for Auckland 
Council 
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Around two thirds (67%) of Aucklanders support Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A should be accountable 

to.  

Level of support by region 

The next two charts show support levels by Auckland sub-region and local board area respectively. Majority support 

for Auckland Council’s proposal is evident across all local boards (60% or greater).  Support exceeds 70% in six of the 

local boards. 

Level of agreement with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A should be answerable to

Base: All respondents (2,003)
Source: Q4

29%

39%

9%

6%

17%

67% 
Strongly or 
slightly agree

Strongly agree

Slightly agree

Slightly disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
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Level of agreement with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A should be answerable to

Rodney | ✓ = 65%,  =18%, DK = 17%

Whau | ✓ = 60%,  = 21%, DK = 19%

Upper Harbour | ✓ = 70%,  = 13%, DK = 17%

Henderson-Massey | ✓ = 61%,  = 21%, DK = 18%

Waitākere Ranges  | ✓ = 70%,  = 16%, DK = 14%

Albert-Eden | ✓ = 70%,  = 17%, DK = 13%

Franklin | ✓ = 66%,  = 16%, DK = 18%

Māngere- Ōtāhuhu | ✓ = 66%,  = 19%, DK = 15%

Puketāpapa | ✓ = 63%,  = 17%, DK = 20%

Hibiscus and Bays | ✓ = 68%,  = 14%, DK = 18%

Devonport-Takapuna | ✓ = 66%,  = 18%, DK = 16%

Kaipātiki | ✓ = 71%,  = 16%, DK = 13%

Maungakiekie-Tāmaki | ✓ = 74%,  = 9%, DK = 17%

Howick | ✓ = 63%,  = 18%, DK = 19%

Ōrākei | ✓ = 68%,  = 15%, DK = 16%

Waitematā | ✓ = 76%,  = 9%, DK = 15%

Ōtara-Papatoetoe | ✓ = 66%,  = 13%, DK = 21%

Manurewa  | ✓ = 69%,  = 12%, DK = 19%

Papakura | ✓ = 69%,  = 15%, DK = 16%

Base: varies by local board (88 – 111)

60-69%

70%+

Colour coding is based on level of 
agreement

✓ = Agree

 = Disagree

DK = Don’t know

*Results in some local boards do not 
exactly sum to 100% due to rounding

HIBISCUS AND BAYS

RODNEY

UPPER HARBOUR

WAITAKERE RANGES

HENDERSON MASSEY

WHAU

DEVONPORT -
TAKAPUNAKAIPATIKI

WAITEMATA

ALBERT/EDEN ORAKEI

PUKETAPAPA HOWICK
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 = 16%
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✓ = 71%
 = 13%
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South and East
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 = 16%
DK = 18%
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✓ = 62%
 = 20%
DK = 17%

Level of agreement with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A should be answerable to

Base: varies by sub-region (110-520)
Source: Q4

✓ = Support

 = Don’t support

DK = Don’t know
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Demographic variations 

The next two charts illustrate the demographic variation that exists in the level of support for Auckland Council’s 

proposal.   

 

 

Majority support for the Auckland Council proposal is evident across all gender and age groups.   

 

Majority support for Auckland Council’s proposal is evident across all ethnicity and housing tenure groups.  Support is 

higher among NZ European Aucklanders (70%) and lower among Māori (62%) and Pacific Aucklanders (57%).  Māori 

show the highest level of disagreement (22%) and Pacific Aucklanders show the highest level of uncertainty (25%). 

 

Level of agreement with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A should be answerable to
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Results may not add to 100% due to rounding
Base: varies by subgroup – see numbers in brackets
Source: Q4
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Results may not add to 100% due to rounding
Base: varies by subgroup – see numbers in brackets
Source: Q4

Ethnicity Housing tenure

14 17 25 18 20 16 18Don’t know

Strongly agree Slightly agree Slightly disagree Strongly disagree

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Three waters reforms 

Prepared by Kantar Public | 17-Dec-21  Page | 15 

Aucklanders’ level of support for Auckland Council having majority control 

 

Auckland Council’s proposal that it have majority control over Entity A was explained as follows: 

94% of the water assets for Entity A would come from Auckland. By assets we mean infrastructure such as 

pipes, dams and sewage treatment plants. Aucklanders would also represent around 90% of customers 

served by Entity A.  

At the same time, Auckland Council would only have minority representation on the Regional Representative 

Group for Entity A. That is because representation will be shared across the four councils (Auckland, Far 

North, Kaipara and Whangarei) and iwi. 

Respondents were told that given its size and inputs, Auckland Council’s view is that it should have a majority control 

over Entity A’s water assets and what Entity A does.  Respondents were asked how much they agree or disagree with 

this view.  Results are shown below. 

 

 

Around three quarters (74%) of Aucklanders agree that Auckland Council should have majority control over the water 

entity’s assets and what it does. 

Level of support by region 

The next two charts show support levels by Auckland sub-region and local board area respectively. Majority support 

for Auckland Council’s proposal is evident across all local boards.  Support exceeds 70% in all local boards, with the 

exception of Rodney where support sits at 61%. 

Level of agreement with view that Auckland Council should have majority control

Base: All respondents (2,003)
Source: Q5

Strongly agree

Slightly agree

Slightly disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

41%

33%
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Strongly or 
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Level of agreement with view that Auckland Council should have majority control

Rodney | ✓ = 61%,  =27%, DK = 11%

Whau | ✓ = 73%,  = 15%, DK = 12%

Upper Harbour | ✓ = 76%,  = 13%, DK = 11%

Henderson-Massey | ✓ = 71%,  = 21%, DK = 9%

Waitākere Ranges  | ✓ = 75%,  = 18%, DK = 7%

Albert-Eden | ✓ = 78%,  = 14%, DK = 7%

Franklin | ✓ = 73%,  = 13%, DK = 13%

Māngere- Ōtāhuhu | ✓ = 75%,  = 15%, DK = 10%

Puketāpapa | ✓ = 75%,  = 18%, DK = 7%

Hibiscus and Bays | ✓ = 80%,  = 11%, DK = 8%

Devonport-Takapuna | ✓ = 73%,  = 20%, DK = 7%

Kaipātiki | ✓ = 79%,  = 12%, DK = 9%

Maungakiekie-Tāmaki | ✓ = 76%,  = 14%, DK = 10%

Howick | ✓ = 70%,  = 18%, DK = 12%

Ōrākei | ✓ = 79%,  = 14%, DK = 6%

Waitematā | ✓ = 79%,  = 13%, DK = 8%

Ōtara-Papatoetoe | ✓ = 70%,  = 14%, DK = 16%

Manurewa  | ✓ = 71%,  = 14%, DK = 15%

Papakura | ✓ = 72%,  = 16%, DK = 12%

Base: varies by local board (88 – 111)
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Colour coding is based on level of 
agreement

✓ = Agree

 = Disagree

DK = Don’t know

*Results in some local boards do not 
exactly sum to 100% due to rounding
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Demographic variations 

The next two charts illustrate the demographic variation that exists in the level of support for Auckland Council’s 

proposal that it have majority control over the water entity’s assets and what it does. 

 

Majority support for Auckland Council’s proposal is evident across all gender and age groups.  Support is significantly 

higher among males than females (77% vs 71%). 

 

Majority support is evident for Auckland Council’s proposal across all ethnicity and housing tenure groups.   

Support is highest among NZ European Aucklanders (78%) and lowest among Māori and Pacific peoples (66% and 

67% respectively).  Nearly one quarter (24%) of Māori disagree with Auckland Council’s proposal. 

Support is also higher among homeowners (76%) than renters (70%).   

Level of agreement with view that Auckland Council should have majority control
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Appendix A: Sample profile 

 

Demographic profiles of the unweighted and weighted samples are provided below. 

Demographic profile of sample 

 Unweighted Weighted 

 n % n % 

Gender     

Male 984 49% 978 49% 

Female 1018 51% 1024 51% 

Gender Diverse 1 * 1 * 

Age     

18-29 357 18% 496 25% 

30-39 494 25% 389 19% 

40-49 355 18% 352 18% 

50-59 473 24% 450 22% 

60-64 324 16% 316 16% 

65+ 357 18% 496 25% 

Ethnicity      

New Zealand European 1138 57% 1116 56% 

Māori 300 15% 191 10% 

Pacific 207 10% 250 12% 

Asian 549 27% 579 29% 

Other 110 5% 109 5% 

Housing tenure     

Own the property you live in with a mortgage 770 38% 722 36% 

Own the property you live in with no mortgage 480 24% 481 24% 

Rent the property you live in 554 28% 567 28% 

Live with family / boarding 164 8% 199 10% 

Other 24 1% 22 1% 

Prefer not to say 11 1% 11 1% 

Base:  All respondents (2,003) 
Source: S1, S2, S3, S5 
* denotes a % between 0.0% and 0.5%  
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 Unweighted Weighted 

 n % n % 

Sub-region     

Central 520 26% 537 27% 

East 110 5% 180 9% 

North 519 26% 492 25% 

South 525 26% 468 23% 

West 324 16% 312 16% 

Local board     

Albert-Eden 111 6% 130 6% 

Aotea / Great Barrier - - - - 

Devonport-Takapuna 99 5% 76 4% 

Franklin 109 5% 94 5% 

Henderson-Massey 110 5% 146 7% 

Hibiscus and Bay 106 5% 134 7% 

Howick 110 5% 180 9% 

Kaipātiki 103 5% 116 6% 

Māngere Ōtāhuhu 99 5% 90 4% 

Manurewa 102 5% 112 6% 

Maungakiekie-Tamaki 106 5% 98 5% 

Ōrākei 105 5% 110 5% 

Ōtara-Papatoetoe 105 5% 102 5% 

Papakura 110 5% 70 3% 

Puketāpapa 88 4% 76 4% 

Rodney 105 5% 84 4% 

Upper Harbour 106 5% 82 4% 

Waiheke 5 * 14 1% 

Waitakere Ranges 104 5% 64 3% 

Waitemata 110 5% 123 6% 

Whau 110 5% 102 5% 

Base:  All respondents (2,003) 
Source: S4 
* denotes a % between 0.0% and 0.5% 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire 

 

First, we have some questions to ensure we survey a wide range of people. 

S1. What is your gender?  

Male 1 

Female 2 

Another gender (please tell us) 3 

 

S2. What is your age? 

Under 18 years 
SCREEN 
OUT 

18 – 24 years 1 

25 – 29 years 2 

30 – 34 years 3 

35 – 39 years 4 

40 – 44 years 5 

45 – 49 years 6 

50 – 54 years 7 

55 – 59 years 8 

60 – 64 years 9 

65 – 74 years 10 

75 – 84 years 11 

85 years or over 12 

 

MR 

S3.  Which of the following ethnic groups do you belong to?  

Please select all that apply.  

NZ European / Pakeha 1 

Māori  2 

Samoan  3 

Cook Island Māori  4 

Tongan   5 

Niuean 6 

Another Pacific Island group (please tell us) 7 

Chinese  8 

Indian, Pakistani or Sri Lankan  9 

Another Asian group (please tell us) 10 

Middle Eastern / Latin American / African 11 

Another European group (please tell us) 12 

Another ethnic group (please tell us) 13 
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S4 Which suburb do you live in? 

Please type in your suburb and select the option that best applies. 

[PROGRAMMER NOTE – SHOW SUBURB LIST AS DROP DOWN BOX IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER. INCLUDE ‘I 
don’t live in the Auckland region’ and ‘I’d prefer not to say’ as single response codes outside of the drop 
down box] 

<INSERT SUBURB LIST> 1  

None - I don't live in the Auckland Region  2 SCREEN OUT 

I’d prefer not to say  3 SCREEN OUT 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE – THE FOLLOWING AREA BOARDS ARE THE QUOTAS WHICH ARE THEN LINKED FROM 
SUBURB LIST 

QUOTAS – MAX n=205 per area board below 

Albert-Eden 1 Ōrākei 12  

Aotea / Great Barrier 2 Ōtara-Papatoetoe 13  

Devonport-Takapuna 3 Papakura 14  

Franklin 4 Puketāpapa 15  

Henderson-Massey 5 Rodney 16  

Hibiscus and Bay 6 Upper Harbour 17  

Howick 7 Waiheke 18  

Kaipātiki 8 Waitakere Ranges 19  

Māngere Ōtāhuhu 9 Waitemata 20  

Manuwera 10 Whau 21  

Maungakiekie-Tamaki 11    

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE – AUTO CODE LOCAL BOARD INTO THE FOLLOWING WIDER AUCKLAND AREAS  

Central Auckland 1 

East Auckland 2 

Gulf Islands 3 

North Auckland (Includes Rodney and North Shore) 4 

South Auckland (Includes Manukau, Papakura and Franklin) 5 

West Auckland 6 

SR 

S5.  Do you currently…?    

Own the property you live in with a mortgage 1 

Own the property you live in with no mortgage 2 

Rent the property you live in 3 

Live with family / boarding 4 

Other 5 

Prefer not to say 6 
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SCREEN A 

There are only a few more questions in this survey, but they are the important ones! The remaining questions are all 

about the delivery of water services in Auckland, but first we need you to read some information about water 

services.   

SCREEN B 

Please read the following information carefully before moving to the next screen. 

What are the water services we are asking about? 

The question is about ‘three waters’ which include: 

- Drinking water (clean water from our taps) 

- Wastewater (used water from our sinks, toilets etc) 

- Stormwater (water that runs off surfaces such as roads, driveways, footpaths etc). 

Who is currently responsible for delivering these services across Auckland? 

Watercare, provides drinking water and wastewater services for most of Auckland, with the exception of Papakura. 

Auckland Council is responsible for stormwater services across all of Auckland. Watercare is owned by Auckland 

Council.  

How does Auckland Council currently manage Watercare? 

• Auckland Council appoints the board of directors. The board are responsible for how Watercare is run, and 

for appointing its Chief Executive. 

• Auckland Council can approve or change Watercare’s statement of intent (i.e., its work programme and 

priorities for the next three years).  

• Auckland Council can require Watercare to comply with the Council’s long-term plans and growth strategies.  

SHOW PAPAKURA RESIDENTS (CODE 14 @ S5) 

Who is currently responsible for delivering these services across Papakura? 

In 1997 Veolia, a large international company, was granted a 30-year contract by the previous Papakura District 

Council to, to provide drinking water and wastewater services across Papakura. Auckland Council are responsible for 

stormwater across all of Auckland including Papakura. 

SHOW ALL RESIDENTS 

What reforms has the Government proposed to these services? 

The Government has announced the three waters reform for the whole of Aotearoa New Zealand. This will shift the 

management of services from councils, or in Auckland’s case Watercare, to four new water entities as shown in the 

map below. 

Under the Government’s proposal Watercare would no longer exist and Auckland’s three water services would form 

part of Entity A, with the water services for Far North, Kaipara and Whangarei councils. 
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Click the green arrow to continue 

 

DS: SET UP TIME STAMP.  IF LESS THAN 30 SECONDS SHOW:  You looked at this information very quickly. It’s 

important that you read all of the information so you can answer the survey questions. Please ensure you have read 

all of the information before continuing. 

SCREEN C 

Q1. Before today had you heard of the three waters reforms? 

Yes 1  

No 2  

Don’t know 3  

 

SCREEN D 

Please read the following information carefully before answering the question. 

Why does the Government want to create the four entities to manage the three waters? 

Local and central government agree that more investment is needed in water infrastructure across New Zealand. This 

investment is needed to ensure reliable and safe drinking water. It is also needed to prevent raw sewage from spilling 

onto New Zealand’s beaches and rivers. 

Central government has estimated this will mean investment of between $120 billion and $185 billion across the 

country over the next 30 years. Many local councils are not in the position to raise the money required for this 

investment. Central government believes the four new water entities will be able to fund this investment by: 

• Delivering efficiencies. They believe the four new water entities will be more efficient than the 67 councils 

currently involved in delivering water services across the country. 

• Borrowing more and spread the cost of this borrowing over multiple generations. Many local councils are 

constrained in their ability to borrow money. 
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Q2. Before today, how much of the information on this screen were you aware of? 

I had not heard of the three waters reforms before today 1 

I had heard of the reforms but did not know any of this information 2 

I knew a little bit about this information 3 

I knew a lot about this information 4 

 

DS: SET UP TIME STAMP.  IF LESS THAN 20 SECONDS SHOW:  You looked at the information we just showed you very 

quickly. Please ensure you have read all of the information before continuing. 

SCREEN E 

Please read the following information carefully before answering the question. 

What will be the relationship between water Entity A and Auckland Council? 

The relationship will be more remote than it currently is between Auckland and Watercare. 

Currently Watercare is accountable to Aucklanders, through their elected members on Auckland Council. Auckland 

Council appoints Watercare’s board of directors, and the law requires Watercare to comply with Auckland Council’s 

long-term plans and strategic direction. In addition, the councillors have to approve Watercare’s Statement of Intent. 

A Statement of Intent is an organisation’s work programme and priorities for the next three years). 

The future relationship proposed by the Government is described below and then illustrated in the diagram below 

the bullet points. 

- Auckland Council – together with the three councils in Northland - will appoint half of the representatives to a 

‘Regional Representative Group’.  

- The remaining 50% of the Regional Representative Group will be appointed by Mana whenua (local iwi). 

- The Regional Representative Group in turn will appoint an independent selection panel 

- The independent selection panel then appoints the board of Entity A. 

- The Regional Representative Group would also provide Entity A with a Statement of Strategic and Performance 

Expectations. This sets out the outcomes and objectives they wish Entity A to deliver against. The entity will then 

consider these expectations and write its Statement of Intent (i.e., its work programme and priorities for the 

next three years).  

- The Regional Representative Group have no rights to approve or modify Entity A’s Statement of Intent, whereas 

currently Auckland Council approves and can change the Statement of Intent for Watercare.  
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Q3. Before today, how much did you know about the proposed relationship between local councils and the four 

new water entities? 

Nothing at all / had not heard of them 1  

A little 2  

A lot 3  

 

 

DS: SET UP TIME STAMP.  IF LESS THAN 20 SECONDS SHOW:  You looked at the information we just showed you very 

quickly. Please ensure you have read all of the information before continuing. 
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SCREEN F 

Please read the following information carefully before answering the question. 

Auckland Council is supportive of the outcomes the three water reforms are trying to achieve. At the same time the 

Council has raised a number of concerns about who the new water entities are answerable to, and how accountable 

they are to the public. As a result of these concerns Auckland Council has made the following proposal:  

Auckland Council believes Entity A should be kept accountable and responsive to the public through their elected 

representatives (or local councillors). This would mean elected representatives would directly appoint the Board for 

Entity A. It would also mean that Entity A would need to comply with the broad objectives set by elected 

representatives.  

The future relationship proposed by the Government, and Auckland Council’s preferred relationship are both set out 

in the diagrams below 

  

Auckland, Far North, Kaipara, 
Whangarei councils and mana 

whenua

Water entity A

Appoints Board and 
monitors

Statement of Intent

Auckland Council’s preferred model

Approves and 
modifies 

Note: Model is simplified to show the aspects of concern for Auckland 
Council 
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Q4 How much do you agree or disagree with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A should be answerable 
to? 

DS: REVERSE CODES 1 TO 4 FOR 50%  

Strongly agree 1 

Slightly agree 2 

Slightly disagree 3 

Strongly disagree 4 

Don’t know 5 

 

DS: SET UP TIME STAMP.  IF LESS THAN 20 SECONDS SHOW:  You looked at the information we just showed you very 

quickly. Please ensure you have read all of the information before continuing. 

SCREEN G 

Please read the following information carefully before answering the question. 

94% of the water assets for Entity A would come from Auckland. By assets we mean infrastructure such as pipes, 

dams and sewage treatment plants. Aucklanders would also represent around 90% of customers served by Entity A.  

At the same time, Auckland Council would only have minority representation on the Regional Representative Group 

for Entity A. That is because representation will be shared across the four councils (Auckland, Far North, Kaipara and 

Whangarei) and iwi. 

Q5. Given its size and inputs, Auckland Council’s view is that it should have a majority control over Entity A’s 

water assets and what Entity A does. How much do you agree or disagree with this view? 

DS: REVERSE CODES 1 TO 4 FOR 50%  

Strongly agree 1 

Slightly agree 2 

Slightly disagree 3 

Strongly disagree 4 

Don’t know 5 

 

DS: SET UP TIME STAMP.  IF LESS THAN 20 SECONDS SHOW:  You looked at the information we just showed you very 

quickly. Please ensure you have read all of the information before continuing. 
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SCREEN H 

Q6 Is there anything else you would like to feedback to Auckland Council on the subject of the three waters 

reform? 

 Type your answer in below. 

 
 
 

 + Nothing else. 

 

SCREEN I 

That’s the end of the survey. Thanks for taking the time to give us your opinion.  
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 1 

NZ’s Three Waters Reform:  
What it means for Auckland 
FEEDBACK OVERVIEW 

Te take mō te pūrongo 

Purpose of the report 
The information in this report summarises feedback received during the consultation period of Friday 3 

December to Sunday 19 December regarding Aucklanders level of support for our (Auckland Council’s) 

proposals relating to the governance and accountability provisions proposed in the government’s 

proposed Three Waters Reform.  

Submissions received after the consultation deadline have not been included in the analysis but can be 

made available for viewing. 

Whakarāpopototanga matua 

Executive summary 

TOTAL SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED:  3,457 

We are supportive of the outcomes the government’s three waters reform is trying to achieve – 

providing greater investment in water infrastructure to ensure reliable and safe drinking water, and to 

prevent raw sewage getting into our beaches and rivers.  

However, we’re concerned about who these new water entities are answerable to, and how accountable 

they are to the public. Therefore, we asked the public for their feedback on the following issues. 

Accountability 
We proposed that Entity A (our new water entity) should be kept accountable and responsive to the 

public through their elected representatives (or local councillors). This would mean elected 

representatives would directly appoint the Board for Entity A. It would also mean that Entity A would 

need to comply with the broad objectives set by the elected representatives. 

We asked: “How much do you agree or disagree with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A 
should be answerable to?” 

 77% of the 2,253 responses to this question agreed with our proposal (69% agree strongly; 8%

agree slightly), while 22% disagreed (19% disagree strongly; 3% disagree slightly)

 The key themes from the 1,680 comments provided to this question included:

o Council needs to maintain control through elected members (around a third of

comments)

o Aucklanders feel an ownership of our water infrastructure and we should maintain that

(around a quarter)

o Oppose the reform entirely (around a quarter).
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 2 

Representation 
Given our size and inputs, we proposed that we should have the majority of control over Entity A’s 

water assets and what Entity A does.  

We asked: “How much do you agree or disagree with this view?” 

 83% of the 2,260 responses to this question agreed with our proposal (75% agree strongly; 8% 

agree slightly), while 16% disagreed (12% disagree strongly; 4% disagree slightly) 

 The key themes from the 1,614 comments provided to this question included: 

o We need to have proportionate representation (around a third of comments) 

o Aucklanders feel an ownership of our water infrastructure and we should maintain that 

(around a quarter). 

 

Other feedback 
We also asked Aucklanders whether they had any other feedback on the government’s reform. 

 2,844 comments were received, with the key theme being opposition to the reform entirely 

(around three quarters – over half of which were emails from Auckland Ratepayers Alliance 

members, which is further explained below) 

 Additional themes included: 

o Negative sentiment directed at the 50 per cent iwi representation (around 435) 

o Aucklanders should maintain ownership of our water assets (around 315) 

o Council needs to maintain control through elected members (around 275), and 

o A lack of trust in politicians or the political process (around 265). 

 

Submissions of note 
A significant number of submissions were received via email (1,153). Almost all of these came in 

response to an Auckland Ratepayer Alliance email campaign to its members, asking its members to: 

 

Tell the Council: 
 Please process this email as a response to the online survey. I am asking Auckland 

Council and Mayor Phil Goff to oppose Three Waters in its entirety – an option which 
was absent from the online form. 

 

Additional points were also provided for their members to use in their email, if they chose to. A copy of 

this email is attached at the end of the report for reference. 

 

Some other points to note about submitters that provided demographic information with their 

submissions: 

 Two thirds were male 

 More than 60 per cent were 55 years or older, and more than 80 per cent were 45 years or older 

 87 per cent were of European ethnicity, while seven per cent identified as Māori, five per cent 

identified as Asian, and two per cent identified as Pasifika 

 Regarding location, one third did not provide a local board (mostly Auckland Ratepayer Alliance 

emails), but the areas from which we received the most submissions were central local board 

areas (i.e. Ōrākei, Waitematā, Albert-Eden and Maungakiekie-Tāmaki – around 20 per cent) and 

Rodney/Hibiscus and Bays Local Board areas (also around 20 per cent). 
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 3 

Who we heard from 
Around two thirds of all feedback was received via the online feedback form (2,282) and around a third 

came via email (1,153 – almost all of which were a result of the Auckland Ratepayer Alliance campaign). 

We also received a small number (22) of hard copy submissions. 

 

The tables below indicate the demographic profile of those that answered the demographic questions. 

 

 

AGE Male Female Other Total % 

< 15 0 0 0 0 0% 

15 – 24 22 7 2 32 1% 

25 – 34 84 36 1 128 6% 

35 – 44 154 76 0 241 11% 

45 – 54 238 159 3 413 19% 

55 – 64 321 159 0 494 23% 

65 – 74 378 185 0 574 27% 

75 + 206 57 0 270 13% 

Total submitters providing data 2,152 100% 

 
 

 

ETHNICITY # % 

European 1,810 87% 

 Pākehā/NZ European 1,590 77% 

 Other European 220 11% 

Māori 151 7% 

Pasifika 39 2% 

 Samoan 19 1% 

 Tongan 9 >1% 

 Other Pasifika 11 1% 

Asian 100 5% 

 Chinese 32 2% 

 South East Asian 27 1% 

 Indian 34 2% 

 Other Asian 7 <1% 
Middle Eastern/Latin 
American/African 

11 1% 

Other (incl. Kiwi/New Zealander) 148 7% 

Total submitters providing data 2,071 NA 
  

 
 
  

0%
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10%

15%
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 4 

The table below indicates the total number of submissions received by the local board that submitters 

live in.  

 

RESIDENT LOCAL BOARD # % 

Albert-Eden 137 4% 

Great Barrier 5 <1% 

Devonport-Takapuna 144 4% 

Franklin Local Board 183 5% 

Henderson-Massey 84 2% 

Hibiscus and Bays 198 6% 

Howick 126 4% 

Kaipātiki 83 2% 

Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 33 1% 

Manurewa 26 1% 

Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 131 4% 

Ōrākei 282 8% 

Ōtara-Papatoetoe 20 1% 

Papakura 41 1% 

Puketāpapa 25 1% 

Rodney 410 12% 

Upper Harbour 74 2% 

Waiheke 36 1% 

Waitākere Ranges 76 2% 

Waitematā 130 4% 

Whau 45 1% 

Other (Not supplied, outside Auckland or regional organisation) 1,168 34% 
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 5 

Urupare 

Feedback 
Q1.  Accountability 
Auckland Council is supportive of the outcomes the government’s three waters reform is 

trying to achieve. At the same time, we have a number of concerns about who the new water 

entities are answerable to, and how accountable they are to the public. As a result of these 

concerns, we have made the following proposal:  

Entity A (our new water entity) should be kept accountable and responsive to 

the public through their elected representatives (or local councillors). This 

would mean elected representatives would directly appoint the Board for 

Entity A. It would also mean that Entity A would need to comply with the broad 

objectives set by the elected representatives. 

How much do you agree or disagree with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A 
should be answerable to? 
Submitters were asked to select one of the following response options.   

(n=2,253 responses) 

 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
77% of responses to this question agree (strongly or slightly) with our proposal for who Entity A 
should be accountable to.  
 
The most common themes were that thought Council needs to maintain control through elected 
members, Aucklanders feel an ownership of our water infrastructure and we should maintain that, 
and overall opposition to the reform entirely. 
 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree strongly 1,550 69% 

Agree slightly 177 8% 

Disagree slightly 68 3% 

Disagree strongly 420 19% 

I don’t know 38 2%  

 

  

69% 8% 3% 19%

Agree strongly Agree slightly Disagree slightly

Disagree strongly I don't know
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 6 

Please tell us why 
(n=1,680 comments; Submitters were asked to provide a reason(s) – their comments were themed 

into the following categories) 

 

KEY THEMES TOTAL % 

Auckland Council needs to maintain control through elected members 610 36% 

Aucklanders feel an ownership of our water infrastructure and we 
should maintain that 

444 26% 

Opposed to the reform and process entirely 409 24% 

Generally agree with our proposal / Need accountability 287 17% 

Opposed to 50% Iwi representation on Entity A 225 13% 

Government should centralise control of three waters 189 11% 

Don’t trust politicians / the political process 136 8% 

Entity A should be run by appointed experts 53 3% 

Don’t want to be charged more for water 48 3% 

Other reasons 181 11% 

 

Māori feedback  

Of the 2,253 responses to this question, 155 of the submitters identified as Māori.  

 

Responses, and key themes raised, from Māori were consistent with the overall responses and 

themes. 
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 7 

Q2.  Representation 
94 per cent of the water assets for Entity A would come from Auckland. By assets we mean 

infrastructure like pipes, reservoirs or dams, and sewage treatment plants. Aucklanders 

would also represent around 90 per cent of customers served by Entity A. 

However, Auckland Council would only have a minority representation on the ‘Regional 

Representative Group’ for Entity A. That is because representation will be shared across the 

four councils (Auckland, Far North, Kaipara and Whangārei) and iwi.  

Given our size and inputs, we believe Auckland Council should have the majority of 
control over Entity A’s water assets and what Entity A does. How much do you agree or 
disagree with this view? 
Submitters were asked to select one of the following response options. 

(n=2,260 responses) 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
83% of responses to this question agree (strongly or slightly) with our proposal that Auckland 
Council should have the majority of control over Entity A’s water assets and what Entity A does.  

The most common themes were agreement that Auckland needs to have proportional 
representation on Entity A, and Aucklanders feel an ownership of our water infrastructure and we 
should maintain that. 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree strongly 1,669 75% 

Agree slightly 173 8% 

Disagree slightly 84 4% 

Disagree strongly 272 12% 

I don’t know 32 1% 

75% 8% 4% 12%

Agree strongly Agree slightly Disagree slightly

Disagree strongly I don't know
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Analysis conducted by the Auckland Insights Team, Democracy and Engagement 8 

Please tell us why 
(n=1,614 comments; Submitters were asked to provide a reason(s) – their comments were themed 

into the following categories) 

KEY THEMES TOTAL % 

Auckland needs to have proportional representation on Entity A 560 35% 

Aucklanders feel an ownership of our water infrastructure and we 
should maintain that 

431 27% 

Opposed to the reform and process entirely 268 17% 

Auckland Council needs to maintain control through elected members 267 17% 

Opposed to 50% Iwi representation on Entity A 168 10% 

All parties should have equal representation on Entity A 158 10% 

Government should centralise control of three waters 126 8% 

Don’t want to be charged for Northland’s water/infrastructure 66 4% 

Other reasons 163 10% 

Māori feedback 
Of the 2,260 responses to this question, 155 of the submitters identified as Māori.  

Responses, and key themes raised, from Māori were consistent with the overall responses and 

themes. 

Q3. Do you have any other feedback on the government’s proposed three waters 
reform? 
Submitters were given an open comment box – their comments were themed into the 
following categories. 
(n=2,844 comments)  

KEY THEMES TOTAL % 

Opposed to the reform and process entirely 2,112* 74%* 

Opposed to 50% Iwi representation on Entity A 434 15% 

Aucklanders feel an ownership of our water infrastructure and we 
should maintain that 

316 11%

Auckland Council needs to maintain control through elected members 277 10% 

Don’t trust politicians / the political process 266 9% 

Government should centralise control of three waters 192 7% 

Government should fund three waters improvements, but not control it 93 3% 

Other reasons 416 15% 

* Note – 1,132 of these comments came in response to an Auckland Ratepayer Alliance email campaign

to its members.
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From: Jo Holmes <jo@ratepayers.nz>
Sent: Friday, 17 December 2021 7:48 am
To:
Subject: Here’s how to tell Auckland Council to stop Three Waters

Dear Supporter, 

Here’s what you can do today to stop Three Waters 

Nanaia Mahuta is resorting to desperate measures to get her Three Waters asset grab 

across the line. She’s co‐opted Phil Goff onto her “reference group” to provide feedback 

on the Three Waters plan. 

Phil Goff says he’s opposed to the reforms, but he has now set up a ratepayer feedback 

form that excludes the option to reject Three Waters entirely. 

Many of our supporters have asked how to simply say “no” to the reforms. Below is our 

guide. Consultation closes on Sunday night. 

Instead  of  using  the  Council’s  online  form,  email 

threewatersreform@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz with  “Three Waters  submission”  in  the 

subject line. 

Tell the Council: 

 Please process this email as a response to the online survey. I am asking
Auckland Council and Mayor Phil Goff to oppose Three Waters in its entirety –
an option which was absent from the online form.

You can flesh out your email by adding additional thoughts (keep it polite, if you can), or 

simply use some or all of these points: 

 Auckland Council has already faced criticism for the lack of accountability of its

CCOs. The plan to turn Watercare into an amalgamated, co‐governed entity with

four layers of bureaucracy separating ratepayers from management will erode

accountability even further.
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2

 Aucklanders  will  face  higher  water  bills  as  a  result  of  contribute  to  the

improvement of under‐equipped water services in the Far North, Kaipara, and

Whangārei.

 It  is  doubtful  that  there will  be  savings  considering  the  Scottish  group  that

modelled costs  for Three Waters  refuses  to share  its modelling software and

Nanaia Mahuta  insists  that  the  reforms  will  “create  jobs”  (which  will  cost

money).

 Councils will join with iwi to appoint the representative group for the new water

entity.  However,  Auckland  Council  itself  is  already  co‐governed  via  the

Independent Māori Statutory Board. This means Three Waters will double up on

co‐governance,  tipping  the balance of control  toward  iwi and away  from  the

general ratepayer.

 Ratepayers will  no  longer  ‘own’  Auckland’s water  assets  in  any meaningful

sense. As Gary Judd QC has explained: “Legal scholars argue about what is meant

by ownership, but it is certain that if one has no rights in relation to a thing —

e.g., no right to use  it, to enjoy  it, to gain a return from  it, to dispose of  it, to

destroy it, to control it or to control its use — one does not own the thing.”

 The Government has failed to engage with councils in good faith. Nanaia Mahuta

suggested the reforms could be “opt‐in” and then sought feedback from councils

when Cabinet had already decided on an “all‐in” mandatory approach. Auckland

Council  should  avoid  any  steps  that  lend  credibility  or  any  perception  of  a

mandate  to  the  Government’s  attempt  to  force  Three  Waters  on  local

communities.

Sign off with your name and address. This makes  it clear you are a genuine Auckland 

ratepayer. 

Before you hit ‘send’, CC team@ratepayers.nz so we can ensure the Council’s summary 

of submissions reflects what you told them. 

Thank you for your support. 

Jo Holmes 
Auckland Ratepayers' Alliance 
www.ratepayers.nz 

Ps. Please consider forwarding this email to other Auckland ratepayers who you think 

might be willing to make their voice heard on Three Waters. 
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NZ’s Three Waters Reform November 2021 Page 1 of 3 

NZ’s Three Waters Reform: 
What it means for Auckland 
Feedback must be received by Friday, 19 December 2021 

Central Government is proposing a change to the way the ‘three waters’ (drinking water, 

wastewater and stormwater) are managed across New Zealand.  

In Tāmaki Makaurau, these are currently controlled by Auckland Council and Watercare (a Council 

Controlled Organisation), but the government has announced it will create four new entities 

across the country that will look after the ‘three waters’ for larger areas – ‘Entity A’ would look 

after Auckland along with Far North, Kaipara and Whangārei councils. 

We are supportive of the outcomes the three waters reform is trying to achieve – providing greater 

investment in water infrastructure to ensure reliable and safe drinking water, and to prevent raw 

sewage getting into our beaches and rivers. However, we’re concerned about who these new water 

entities are answerable to, and how accountable they are to the public. 

We want your feedback on our proposals for how these entities should be held accountable to the 

public. 

We strongly encourage you to read the summary information before answering the following 

questions. For more information, go to akhaveyoursay.nz/3waters. Give your feedback online, or: 

Email your completed form to: 
threewatersreform@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

 

Post your completed form to:  
Auckland Council – Three Waters Reform 

FREEPOST 190158 

Private Bag 92300, Victoria Street West 

Auckland, 1142 

Your details 

Your name and feedback will be included in public documents. All other personal details will be kept private. 

First name: Last name: 

Email address or postal address: 

Your local board: 

Is your feedback on behalf of an organisation or business? (If yes, this confirms you have authority to 

submit on the organisation’s behalf) 

 Yes  No Name of organisation/business:  

Important privacy information 

The personal information that you provide in this form will be held and protected by Auckland Council in accordance 

with our privacy policy (available at aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/privacy and at our libraries and service centres) and 

with the Privacy Act 1993. The privacy policy explains how we can use and share your personal information in relation to 

any interaction you have with the council, and how you can access and correct that information. You should familiarise 

yourself with this policy before submitting this form. 
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NZ’s Three Waters Reform November 2021 Page 2 of 3 

These questions are optional but will help us understand which groups of the community are engaging 
with us. 

What gender are you? 

 Male  Female  Another gender (please specify):  

What age group do you belong to? 

 Under 15  15-17  18-24  25-34  35-44 

 45-54  55-64  65-74  75+   

Which ethnic group(s) do you feel you belong to? (Please select as many as apply) 

 Pākehā/NZ European  Other European  Māori 

 Cook Islands Māori  Samoan  Tongan 

 Indian  Chinese  Southeast Asian 

 Other (please specify):  

 

Your feedback (all questions are optional)  

1. Auckland Council is supportive of the outcomes the government’s three waters reform is 

trying to achieve. At the same time, we have a number of concerns about who the new water 

entities are answerable to, and how accountable they are to the public. As a result of these 

concerns, we have made the following proposal:  

Entity A (our new water entity) should be kept accountable and responsive to the 

public through their elected representatives (or local councillors). This would mean 

elected representatives would directly appoint the Board for Entity A. It would also 

mean that Entity A would need to comply with the broad objectives set by the elected 

representatives. 

How much do you agree or disagree with Auckland Council’s proposal on who Entity A 
should be answerable to? 

 Agree strongly 

 Agree slightly 

 Disagree slightly 

 Disagree strongly 

 I don’t know 

Tell us why you feel this way 
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NZ’s Three Waters Reform November 2021 Page 3 of 3 

2. 94 per cent of the water assets for Entity A would come from Auckland. By assets we mean 

infrastructure like pipes, reservoirs or dams, and sewage treatment plants. Aucklanders 

would also represent around 90 per cent of customers served by Entity A.  

However, Auckland Council would only have a minority representation on the ‘Regional 

Representative Group’ for Entity A. That is because representation will be shared across the 

four councils (Auckland, Far North, Kaipara and Whangārei) and iwi. 

Given our size and inputs, we believe Auckland Council should have the majority of 
control over Entity A’s water assets and what Entity A does. How much do you agree or 
disagree with this view? 

 Agree strongly 

 Agree slightly 

 Disagree slightly 

 Disagree strongly 

 I don’t know 

Tell us why you feel this way 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Do you have any other feedback on the government’s proposed three waters reform? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Need more room? You can attach extra pages. 
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