Submission Analysis - Stormwater
Introduction

1. This report summarises submissions, and where appropriate provides recommendations, on the “Stormwater” discussion document of the Local Government Mandatory Performance Measures consultation.

Structure of this report
2. The report sets out submitters’ responses by the order of the questions in the discussion document with any relevant general comments made by submitters at the beginning. Recommendations on the individual performance measures are at the end of each section. Submitters’ comments are, where relevant, ordered by themes arising from the submissions. 

Common abbreviations 
3. A number of abbreviations are used in this report and are set out in the table below.

	Term
	Abbreviation

	District Council
	DC

	City Council
	CC

	Regional Council 
	RC


Overall number of submitters
	Submitters

Thirty submitters provided submissions on Local Government Mandatory Performance Measures for Stormwater. Submitters included: Auckland CC, Far North DC, Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hutt CC, Nelson CC, Palmerston North CC, Porirua CC, Hauraki DC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, SOLGM, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waimakariri DC, Waipa DC, Waikato RC, Waitaki DC, Waitomo DC, Wanganui DC, South Waikato DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous  #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17. 


General comments 

	Submitters
Three submitters provided general comments on stormwater including: Selwyn DC, Waikato RC, and Waipa DC.


4. There were no specific themes from submitters. Their comments included:

· one submitter generally agreed with the measures and the stormwater definition provided (
Selwyn DC);

· one submitter noted that provision of urban stormwater systems is an important role for territorial authorities, particularly to protect the environment. They also supported having mandatory performance measures for the adequate maintenance and management of this important infrastructure; and
· one submitter supported the SOLGM submission in regard to stormwater.

KEY ASPECTS OF STORMWATER DRAINAGE 
1. Is the stormwater system adequate and is it being maintained sufficiently to ensure it remains adequate?
2. Is the stormwater system being managed in a way that does not unduly impact on the environment?
3. Does the local government organisation responsible for the service provide a timely response if there is a problem?
4. Are customers satisfied with the service provided - with both the operation of the service itself and the way in which complaints about the service are dealt with? 
Q2a - Are these the key aspects on which members of the public need information in order to participate in discussions on levels of service for the provision of stormwater?
	Submitters
Twenty-four submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hamilton CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.


5. Eighteen submitters agreed that these were the key information aspects for the public to participate in discussions on service levels.  Submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hamilton CC, Hauraki DC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, and Anonymous #15.
6. Hutt CC and Upper Hutt CC noted that stormwater is managed via both constructed systems and natural solutions and that while those working in the water industry may appreciate the difference; the aspects most important to the community actually include both management options.  Further, the balance between the options deployed is significant between urban and rural centres, and is heavily dependent on the topography of the area.
Q2b - Are there any others?

	Submitters

Sixteen submitters responded to this question including: Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua, South Waikato DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, and Anonymous #11.


7. Thirteen submitters considered there weren’t any further aspects to. Submitters included: Dunedin CC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Matamata-Piako DC, South Waikato DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11.
8. Two submitters noted issues over non-compliance such as industrial run-off, the potential to use measures such as the number of customers complaints of pollution from stormwater outlets, and that the quality and effectiveness of a stormwater system is linked to wet weather overflows of the wastewater system and pollutants from land management sources (submitters included: Hastings DC and Marlborough DC).
Q2c - Do you have any other comments?

	Submitters

Seventeen submitters responded to this question. including: Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Ruapehu DC, SOLGM, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, and Anonymous #11.


9. Three submitters noted that local authorities have difficulty separating out stormwater disposal from flood protection and control (SOLGM, Ruapehu DC, and Thames-Coromandel DC). Generally, “stormwater is urban and involves reticulation/kerbing and channelling” whereas “flood control is more concerned with keeping rivers and streams within their channels”.

10. SOLGM also noted that the two major sources of flooding are generally: events that exceed a stormwater system’s design capacity and flooding issues that have arisen outside the area served by a stormwater disposal scheme and have flowed through (for example the State Highway network).
11. Hutt CC and Upper Hutt CC considered that clear definitions in respect of the measures would be important. 
Recommendation on key aspects of stormwater 

12. It is recommended that there be no change to the key aspects of stormwater as submitters generally agreed with them.
PROPOSED PERFORMANCE MEASURE ONE: SYSTEM AND ADEQUACY 

“Number of flooding events each year to habitable floors per 1000 properties resulting from overflows from a municipal stormwater system.”
Q3a - Is the measure easy to understand?
	Submitters

Twenty-four submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.


13. Sixteen submitters either agreed, strongly agreed, or stated “yes” that the proposed measure was easy to understand (these included: Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #15, Anonymous #17. 
14. Six submitters either stated disagreed that the proposed measure was easy to understand (Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Hastings DC, Southland DC, Whangarei DC, and Anonymous #14)
15. Waikato District Council was neutral.
Q3b - Would the information provided by the performance measure help the public to assess a local government organisation's levels of service and to participate in discussions on future levels of service?
	Submitters

Twenty-two submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, South Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and  Anonymous #17.


16. Eleven submitters disagreed, or strongly disagreed that the information provided by the performance measure would assist the public in assessing a territorial authority’s levels of service and to participate in discussions on future service levels.  Submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, South Waikato DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #14.
17. Ten submitters agreed or strongly agreed that the information provided by the performance measure would help the public to assess a local government organisation's levels of service and to participate in discussions on future levels of service.  Submitters included: Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waitomo DC, Anon #9, Anon #10, Anon #11, Anon #14, Anon #15, and Anon #17. 
18. South Waikato DC was neutral.

Q3c - Would implementing the measure result in additional costs or other implementation issues for local government organisations?  If so, what are they?

	Submitters

Twenty submitters responded to this question.  Submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, and Anonymous #15


19. Sixteen submitters considered that the proposal would pose either no or little additional cost. Submitters included: Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, and Anonymous #14.
20. Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint) noted specific difficulties with implementing the measure such as different methods of measuring issues.
Q3d - Do you have any other comments?
	Submitters

Twenty-six submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Nelson CC, Palmerston North CC, Porirua CC, Ruapehu DC, Selwyn DC, SOLGM, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Waimakariri District Council, Waitaki DC, Wellington CC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, and Anonymous #15.


Definition of “Habitable Floor”
21. Ten submitters raised definitional issues over the term “habitable floor” in the proposed performance measure.  Submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Ruapehu DC, SOLGM, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #10, and Anonymous #14.  
22. Some submitters were concerned that the term habitable floor was undefined, for example does habitable floor include a basement or a garage or do our buildings as a whole counted as opposed to a component part. Other submitters thought there may be a potential conflict between the use of habitable floor in building legislation and the Building Code and how it was used for the proposed measure. They noted that the Building Code and especially section “E1”of the Code was only concerned with the habitable area of residential dwellings, as opposed to the definition proposed in the discussion document on stormwater.  Submitters supported the development and provision of further guidance in this area by the Department in combination with the sector. 
Extreme weather events
23. Five submitters noted issues for them around extreme weather events (submitters included Dunedin CC, Palmerston North CC, Wellington CC, Whakatane DC, and Anonymous #9).  Stormwater issues and resulting flooding may reflect weather patterns rather than the actions of a specific local authority. Wellington CC noted that no stormwater system could handle all events so a cut-off level would be appropriate. The best measure of system adequacy is whether the system can handle events up to its designed maximum capacity. 
Possible alternative performance Measures

24. Six submitters (Auckland CC, Dunedin CC, Southland DC, Wellington CC, and Anonymous #14) proposed alternative measures that they considered better reflected “system adequacy”.  Alternatives proposed included: 

· Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint) — “Reduction of habitable floors that are below the 100 year flood plain.”
· Dunedin CC — “number of properties at risk of habitable floor flooding in a 1-in-10 year rainfall event per 1000 connections.”  Each local authority would hold a register identifying properties that are at risk of flooding during a 1-in-10 year (or 1-in-5 year) event, and report the number of properties at risk per 1000 connections.
· Southland CC submitted that the measure is not a perfect indicator of maintenance, and while suitable as a "capacity" indicator regard may also need to be given to rainfall intensity. Southland CC proposed using the term “100km of pipe-work” in the performance measure instead of “1000 properties”. This was due to changes in housing density between rural, urban and metropolitan areas.
· Waimakariri DC submitted that the definition of what constitutes a municipal stormwater system includes all of the drains in the Waimakariri District.   A better definition would be to insert the word “urban” and have that defined as built up areas with continuous street lighting.
· Wellington CC commented that they already have such a measure: ‘Number of properties flooded as a result of a less than designed maximum rain event’.  The WCC submitted that they consider that such a measure better reflects system adequacy; and 
· Anonymous #15 — "Habitable floor area flooded each year per 1000 properties resulting from overflows from a municipal system." Anonymous #15 commented that the reason for this was to assess the scale of flooding events, not just the number of them.
Other Comments
25. SOLGM submitted on the measure’s terminology, noting that “adequate” means sufficient to meet some desired end objective. The level of service here pertains to system capacity or system effectiveness, that is how effectively the system removes stormwater or what level of event has it been designed to deal with.

26. Additionally, SOLGM noted that local authorities would identify “extreme events” when reporting against the proposed performance measure. The proposals link the definition of “extreme event’ to a civil defence emergency. However, there can be flooding events that don’t trigger this.  A possibility would be to define an “extreme event’ as any event that exceeds design capacity (and noting that system capacity may in itself be useful information).
27. Selwyn DC and Anonymous #8 agreed with the measure as stated, Selwyn DC considered that the measure is easily understood. 

28. Nelson CC and Waimakariri DC noted that they did not support the measure. 

29. Porirua CC submitted that the wording of the measure needed improvement for example does an event which affects 100 habitable floors count as one incident, just as an event that affects a single habitable floor would? Porirua CC also noted that it would be important that the measure uses a design event parameter or quantifies this for the exclusion of "extreme events.
30. Whangarei DC noted that any measure needs to consider what that level of service is for the specific authority.  The performance of a network is event specific and the measure needs to reflect this. 
31. Waitaki DC and Anonymous #11 noted that there may be issues with the measure for local authorities who have less than 1,000 connections. Waitaki DC queried whether measuring on a scheme by scheme process would be more relevant. 

Recommendation on performance measure one: system and adequacy
32. The majority of submitters agreed that the proposed performance measure was easy to understand.  Opinion was evenly split on the information’s usefulness to the community, with a slight majority considering that the information produced by the measure would not be useful.  
33. Submitters did not consider that there would be significant costs from implementing the performance measure.  Submitters were, however, concerned about the use of the term “habitable floor”, specifically how it matched definitions in the Building Code, and how to allow for extreme weather events.  Some submitters referenced the possibility of a cut-off level being incorporated into the measure.
34. A small number of submitters proposed alternative measures, these alternatives varied in nature.  

35. It is recommended that the performance measure be re-examined to ensure that the terms underlying it are correctly defined, specifically “habitable floor” and that the information produced will be useful to the community.  
PROPOSED PERFORMANCE MEASURE TWO: MANAGEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
“Compliance with resource consents for discharge from a municipal stormwater system, measured by the number of:

a) abatement notices; 
b) infringement notices; 
c) enforcement orders; and
d) successful prosecutions.”
Q4A - Is the measure easy to understand?

	Submitters

Twenty-five submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC, Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Palmerston North CC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.


36. Seventeen submitters agreed or strongly agreed that the proposed measure was easy to understand. Submitters included Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Palmerston North CC, Porirua CC, South Waikato, Upper Hutt CC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.  
37. Hutt CC and Upper Hutt CC noted that there were differences on how non-compliance was managed with some areas working to avoid compliance action. 
38. Eight submitters either disagreed or strongly disagreed that the proposed measure was easy to understand (submitters included: Auckland CC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, and Anonymous #14).  
Q4B - Will the information provided by the performance measure help the public to assess a local government organisation's levels of service and to participate in discussions on future levels of service?
	Submitters

Twenty-three submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC, Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.


39. Eleven submitters agreed or strongly agreed that the information provided by the performance measure would help the public to assess a local government organisation's levels of service and participate in discussions on future service levels.  Submitters included: Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hauraki DC, Matamata-Piako, South Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.

40. Eleven submitters disagreed that the information provided by the performance measure would help the public to assess a local government organisation's levels of service and participate in discussions on future service levels. Submitters included Auckland CC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #10, and Anonymous #11. 
41. Three submitters noted that the Resource Management Act 1991 provides for a number of options for achieving compliance, not just punitive actions (submitters included: Hutt CC, Upper Hutt CC, and Anonymous #10). Additionally, they noted that there are there are significant differences nationally in how compliance is managed.

42. Hastings DC was neutral on this question.
Q4C - Would implementing the measure result in additional costs or other implementation issues for local government organisations?  If so, what are they?

	Submitters

Twenty-two submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC, Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Porirua CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Selwyn DC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, and Anonymous #15.


43. Eighteen submitters commented that there would be no or very few implementation costs.  Submitters included: Clutha DC, Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Selwyn DC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, and Anonymous #15.
44. Two submitters (Porirua CC and Marlborough DC) commented that there would be costs from implementing this performance measure.  Porirua CC considered that the measure would prompt conflict with regional councils.  Marlborough DC noted it is likely that there would be inconsistencies with existing resource consents, with subsequent cost implications.  The additional costs would arise from updating and monitoring the consents’ conditions.
45. Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint) noted that no similar measure existed in their long term plan. 
Q4D - Do you have any other comments?

	Submitters

Twenty submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Hastings DC, Marlborough DC, Nelson CC, Ruapehu DC, Selwyn DC, SOLGM, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Waimakariri DC, Waitaki DC, Wellington CC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #11, and Anonymous #14.


Performance measure is technical and confusing
46. Three submitters submitted that the measure was technical and would be potentially confusing for the public (submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Porirua CC, and Anonymous #14).
Environmental impact 
47. Three submitters queried whether the performance measure actually assessed environmental impact (submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, and Waimakariri DC). 
Consistency issues
48. Seven submitters noted that there would be potential consistency issues with the measure (submitters included Dunedin CC, Porirua CC, Hastings DC, Waitaki DC, Wellington CC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #11).  Specific points included: 
· differing levels of compliance and the enforcement of compliance across New Zealand;
· proactive management of issues by a regional council and territorial authorities prevents enforcement action having to be taken; and
· that in some cases there will be no data from this performance measure because there will be no consents to be monitored in a specific area.  
Other comments

49. Four submitters expressed general support for the measure (submitters included: Nelson CC, Selwyn DC, and Waitaki DC, and Anonymous #8).  Selwyn DC also commented that it would be useful to provide clarification on compliance reporting.
50. Marlborough DC commented that the measure could be construed as a measure of the relationship with the regulatory authority and not system performance. Use of the measure may result in a more formal and authoritarian relationship.
51. SOLGM (whose submission was supported by Ruapehu DC) referenced their previous comments on this performance measure.  They noted that:
· it is uncommon for local authorities to receive the notices and orders mentioned. It is likely that local authorities will be reporting low, or no breaches.  Particularly with older consents, it is uncertain whether the measure will provide useful information about environmental management;

· consent conditions differ by regional council and between schemes within the same local authority, this means there will be a lack of comparability in the data; and

· should the performance measure proceed, reporting would need to occur on a scheme by scheme basis. 

Recommendation on proposed performance measure two: management of environmental impacts
52. A majority of submitters generally agreed that the measure was easy to understand, but were divided equally on whether, or not, the information would be useful to the community. The majority of submitters considered that that there were no or few, costs or implementation issues.  
53. Submitters queried whether the performance measure actually measured environmental impact and whether enforcement was consistent across the country.  Comments were that differing levels of enforcement would affect the amount of information produced by the measure. Other submitters questioned whether it would produce information on environmental impact at all, as many local authorities will report low, or no, breaches.
54. It is recommended that the performance measure be re-examined to confirm whether it will provide good information on the environmental impacts of stormwater management.
PROPOSED PERFORMANCE MEASURE THREE: RESPONSE TO STORMWATER SYSTEM ISSUES
“Median response time between the time of notification and the time when service personnel reach the site when habitable floors are affected by flooding resulting from faults in a municipal stormwater system.”
Q5A - Is the measure easy to understand?

	Submitters

Twenty-three submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.


55. Twelve submitters agreed or strongly agreed that the measure was easy to understand. Submitters included: Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, South Waikato DC, Waikato DC, Whakatane DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.

56. Ten submitters disagreed or strongly disagreed that the measure was easy to understand.  Submitters included: Auckland CC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waitomo DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, and Anonymous #14.  
57. Anonymous #10, Hutt CC and Upper Hutt CC submitted that the use of a median was inappropriate and the target should reflect each individual community’s expectation of service levels. 
58. Southland DC was neutral on this question. 
Q5B - Will the information provided by the performance measure help the public to assess a local government organisation's levels of service and to participate in discussions on future levels of service?

	Submitters

Twenty-three submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.


59. Ten submitters agreed or strongly agreed that the information provided by the performance measure would help the public to assess a local government organisation's service levels and to participate in discussions on future service levels.  Submitters included: Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.
60. Eleven submitters disagreed or strongly disagreed that the information provided by the performance measure would help the public to assess a local government organisation's service levels and to participate in discussions on future service levels.  Submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Hutt CC, Southland DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, and Anonymous #13. 
61. Additionally, Hutt CC and Upper Hutt CC considered that the use of “median” was inappropriate as they considered that measuring response time would produce a statistically invalid result. 
62. Dunedin CC was neutral on this question.
Q5C - Would implementing the measure result in additional costs or other implementation issues for local government organisations?  If so, what are they?
	Submitters

Twenty submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waikato DC, Waitomo DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #11, Anonymous # 14, and Anonymous #15.


63. Ten submitters commented that there would be either no or only minor additional costs from implementing the performance measure. Submitters include: Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Marlborough DC, Porirua CC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, and Anonymous #15. 
64. Additionally, Thames-Coromandel DC noted that there was a question about the potential impact on contractual arrangements with external contractors which involves contract variances. The performance measure would benefit from further definition, particularly around the meaning of ‘habitable floors’, to assist with consistent reporting across the country. 
65. Nine submitters noted that there would be potential implementation costs from the proposed performance measure. Submitters included: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Hauraki DC, Hutt CC, Matamata-Piako DC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waitomo DC, and Anonymous # 14.
Q5D - Do you have any other comments?

	Submitters

Twenty-one submitters commented on this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Nelson CC, Palmerston North CC, Porirua CC, Selwyn DC, SOLGM, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waikato DC, Waimakariri DC, Waitaki DC, Wellington CC, Whakatane DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #9, and Anonymous #14.


Possible alternative performance measures
66. Five submitters (Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Southland DC, Wellington CC and Whakatane DC) suggested possible alternative performances measures. These included:

· Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint) suggested two measures, “Percentage of urgent storm-water requests responded to within two hours in urban areas" and, "Percentage of urgent stormwater requests responded to within four hours in rural areas."  Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint) noted that targets should be based on percentiles that are linked to response times to make safe, and that stormwater measures should focus on water quality and pollutants;
· Dunedin CC proposed, “80th percentile response time to attend to urgent/non-urgent issues resulting from municipal water reticulation network faults and unplanned interruptions: 
· between the time of notification and the time when service personnel reach the site 
· between the time of notification and resolution of the fault or interruption”
Dunedin CC submitted that median response time does not give sufficient indication of the spread of response time of the length of the 'tail’, may provide perverse incentives to meet the performance measure, and does not necessarily indicate the commencement of work to address the underlying fault;
· Southland DC submitted that the measure suggests that response times, when habitable areas are affected by flooding, result from storm-water system faults. The average ratepayer will not differentiate between flooding due to faults or due to capacity issues. Flooding of buildings is rare within SDC, a better measure would be “flooding of property (e.g. both internal and external flooding)”; 
· Wellington CC suggested that the measure be reworded to state “percentage of faults rectified within targeted timeframes”. Using this type of measure, it is easy to see how many cases are exceeding these timeframes which is a good measure of any problems to do with responsiveness; and
· Whakatane DC proposed “Percentage of customer service requests responded to within a specified time”. This should not be a measure of the time taken to fix a fault, because efficient repair and maintenance of the stormwater system needs to be based on scheduled maintenance rather than ad hoc responses to individual problems.
Further definition needed
67. Five submitters (Dunedin CC, Porirua CC, Selwyn DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Whakatane DC, and Anonymous #14) commented that additional definitions for the performance measure were needed. Specific comments comprised:
· Dunedin CC stated that precise definition of "urgent" and "non-urgent" issues was needed;

· Porirua CC commented that stormwater design parameters need to be explicit, especially for defining "extreme events". They also queried what would happen should a major event with 100 habitable floors covered occur, in particular what would the response time be;
· Selwyn DC submitted that a definition of “fault” was needed; and

· Thames-Coromandel DC requested that a definition of habitable floors be provided.
Varying response times

68. Two submitters (Matamata-Piako DC and Waimakariri DC) noted that response times would differ between rural and urban local authorities. Waimakariri DC noted additionally that different councils will have different response times, depending on the remoteness of the source of the supplies and access to the network.
General support for the performance measure
69. Seven submitters (Nelson CC, Palmerston North CC, Selwyn DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waitaki DC, and Anonymous #8) expressed support, albeit with some provisos for the proposed performance measure.  Specific comments included:
· Nelson CC would support it provided it related to the time to get to the site; and
· Palmerston North CC would also support as long as resolution covers what may be a temporary fix to resolve the immediate issue. 

Recommendation on proposed performance three: response to stormwater issues
70. Submitters, by a small majority, considered that the performance measure was easy to understand.  Conversely, submitters by a small majority, disagreed that the performance measure would provide useful information for the community. 
71. Nearly half of submitters considered that it would impose some cost or there would be implementation issues. A number of submitters offered either alternative measures or noted that additional definitions were needed for the performance measure.  
72. More generally, submitters also offered a number of potential alternative performance measures.  There was not a common theme to their responses. 

73. Lastly, two issues were identified.  First, submitters noted there was a need for further definitions to underlie the performance measure, in particular: urgent versus non-urgent, what a fault was, and what a habitable floor meant.  Second, it was noted that response times would differ between rural and urban local authorities. 
74. It is recommended that the measure be re-examined to ascertain whether it will provide useful and appropriate information.  Additionally, it is recommended that consideration be given to potential definitions that could support the performance measure.
PROPOSED PERFORMANCE MEASURE FOUR: CUSTOMER SATISFACTION
“Two possible measures for customer satisfaction were suggested:

OPTION ONE:  Number of complaints per 1000 properties connected to a municipal stormwater system about:

a) faults with a municipal stormwater system; 

b) blockages of a municipal stormwater system; and

c) the way in which a local government organisation responds to issues with a municipal stormwater system.”
Or 

“OPTION TWO:  Customer Satisfaction Survey (on a 5 point scale) on:

a) the reliability of a municipal stormwater system; and

b) the way in which a local government organisation responds to issues with a municipal stormwater system.”
Q6A - Which of the two options would give the better picture of a local government organisation's level of service and enable members of the public to contribute to discussions on future levels of service?
	Submitters

Twenty-two submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Hastings DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Nelson CC, Palmerston North CC, Porirua CC, Selwyn DC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waitaki DC, Waitomo DC, Wanganui DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.


Support for use of Option One
75. Eleven submitters supported using Option One.  Submitters included: Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waitomo DC, Wanganui DC, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #15, and Anonymous #17.  Additional comments included:
· appropriate definitions were needed for the proposed performance measure (Hutt CC, Upper Hutt CC, and Anonymous #10); and
· Option One was useful as it is objective, specific and measurable.
Support for use of Option Two
76. Nine submitters supported using Option Two. Submitters include: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Hastings DC, Palmerston North CC, Selwyn DC, Waitaki DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #11, and Anonymous #14.  Additionally, Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint) and Anonymous #14 noted that Option Two covers a wide range of customers and is unlikely to be disproportionately skewed a by few members of the community
Support for using both Options

77. Nelson CC and Porirua CC supported using both options together.

Q6B - From your point of view, what are the good and bad points of each option?

	Submitters

Twenty-two submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Hauraki DC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Palmerston North CC, Porirua CC, Selwyn DC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Tasman DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waitaki DC, Waitomo DC, Wanganui DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, and Anonymous #15.


78. Five submitters commented that a complaints measure would skew results and not be an actual measure of satisfaction.  Submitters also noted that a few members of the public could generate a large number of complaints.  Submitters included: Dunedin CC, Hauraki DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Whangarei DC, and Anonymous #14.
79. Two submitters (Dunedin CC and Wanganui DC) noted that administering customer service surveys can be expensive and/or difficult to produce.
80. Seven submitters stated that they consider a performance measure based on a survey was more objective and provided a more representative measure.  Submitters included: Hauraki DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Selwyn DC, South Waikato DC, Anonymous #9, and Anonymous #14.  
81. One submitter (Waitomo DC) commented that a complaints measure was objective and quantifiable. 
82. Two submitters (Marlborough DC and Thames-Coromandel DC) noted that survey based performance measures could be unduly influenced by recent events, for example a storm or flood in the previous year, and territorial authorities notice that already in similar existing measures for stormwater.
83. Two submitters (Waitomo DC and Anonymous #15) considered that a survey based performance measure for customer satisfaction would be subjective. 
Q6C - Would implementing either measure result in additional costs or other implementation issues?  If so, what are they?

	Submitters

Twenty submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Haurakl DC, Hutt CC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, Southland DC, South Waikato DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Upper Hutt CC, Waitomo DC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, Anonymous #13, Anonymous #14, and Anonymous #15.


84. Eight submitters commented that there would be no or only minor costs or issues from implementing the performance measure. Submitters included: Hastings DC, Hutt CC, Porirua CC, Upper Hutt CC, Waitomo DC, Anonymous #9, Anonymous #10, and Anonymous #15.
85. Five submitters commented that there would be costs and implementation issues depending on the method of measurement used.  Submitters included: Dunedin CC, Hauraki DC, Matamata-Piako DC, South Waikato DC, and Whangarei DC. 
86. Four submitters (Marlborough DC, Southland DC, Anonymous #13, and Anonymous #14) commented that Option Two would result in additional costs.  The additional costs related to ensuring that the survey was statistically representative and targeting specific parts of the community that would be able to comment. 
Other comments

87. Other comments from submitters included:

· Thames-Coromandel DC noted that there was a potential impact on contractual arrangements with external contractors which involves contract variances; and
· Anonymous #11 noted that they did not currently record data in the format being asked by scheme, but could we would need clarity on whether this included open drain management or not.

Q6D - Do you have any other comments?

	Submitters

Sixteen submitters responded to this question including: Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint), Dunedin CC, Hastings DC, Marlborough DC, Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, SOLGM, Southland DC, Thames-Coromandel DC, Waimakariri DC, Waitomo DC, Wanganui DC, Wellington CC, Whangarei DC, Anonymous #8, Anonymous #10, Anonymous #11, and Anonymous #15.


Complaints versus service requests 
88. Three submitters (Matamata-Piako DC, Porirua CC, and Southland DC) noted issues regarding complaints versus service requests.  Matamata-Piako DC and Porirua CC queried what the definition of a complaint was, and Matamata-Piako DC proposed that it should incorporate “service requests”. Southland DC commented that "complaint" should be changed to request for service.
Costs and issues of a survey based performance measure
89. Three submitters (Dunedin CC, SOLGM, and Wanganui CC) noted that a survey based performance would be costly for local authorities.  Additionally, it would be difficult to ensure national comparability of the surveys. 
90. SOLGM and Dunedin CC noted that the reliability of surveys can be affected by their design, the questions asked, and the method of delivery.

91. SOLGM and Thames-Coromandel DC submitted that, were a survey based performance measure to be used, then a nationally based survey would be the best option to ensure validity and comparability. 
92. SOLGM and Wanganui DC recommended against a survey based performance measure and that further work on surveys is stopped. SOLGM went on to recommend that the option “number of complaints per 1000 connections” be used as the measure of customer satisfaction. 
Other comments
93. Auckland CC and Auckland City Transport (Joint) submitted that an alternative measure be considered: “Percentage of customers satisfied with stormwater management”.
94. Wellington CC submitted that the measure be split into two.  It noted that a survey is a poor way of adequately measuring issues that only affect a small proportion of the population.  A complaints measure would be better in those instances.  Customers, however, may be experiencing an issue but do not complain, particularly if they believe that another resident has done so.

95. Anonymous #8 expressed general agreement with the measure. 

Recommendation for performance measure four: Customer Satisfaction
96. A slight majority of submitters supported a complaints based measure for customer satisfaction.  Submitters noted a range of good and bad points for both types of measure. A majority of submitters thought there would be no cost or implementation issues from implementing the performance measure.  A subset of submitters considered that there would be issues dependent on the measure chosen. Submitters more generally noted cost and validity issues with survey based measures.
97. There are issues with surveying, either nationally or locally, customer satisfaction across territorial authorities.  If surveying was undertaken on an individual basis by specific territorial authorities differences could arise between how surveying occurs in different areas and results may not be comparable.  Additionally, as mentioned, there would be costs from having to run the surveys. These may have disproportionate impacts on smaller territorial authorities. Conversely, a national survey run centrally may be unwieldy, hard to maintain over time, and be difficult to manage.  
98. It is recommended that Option One “Number of complaints per 1000 properties connected to a municipal stormwater system” be used as a measure of customer satisfaction supported by appropriate definitions and guidance.
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