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1.0 ABSTRACT 

 
Resisting the pressure for quick fixes to create long term infrastructure value. 

 

A case study in innovative thinking, management and design leading to high quality, 
sustainable and cost effective infrastructure solutions. 

 

The long term goal of effective asset management is achieving the most sustainable and 
economic delivery of service to the community possible.  The acquisition of major civil 
infrastructure to deliver services is a large community investment, and given the long asset 
lifecycles and high purchase costs, requires careful and considered planning, design and 
construction.  When problems present with major infrastructure, particularly involving 
environmental considerations, immense public and regulator pressure can be brought to bear 
to produce quick fixes that solve the perceived problem. 

 

Within the last decade three Council’s – North Shore City, Hastings District and Timaru 
District, have found themselves in this situation relating to wastewater systems.  In each case 
considerable pressure for quick fixes was directed at the Council.  In all three cases the 
Councils resisted the pressure to deliver an immediate short term result and took a longer 
term, more strategic asset management informed view of their problem which in turn created 
opportunity for innovative management, design and engineering solutions. 

 

This Case Study of the three Councils actions examines the external pressure for quick fixes, 
the asset management analysis involved, and subsequent innovations that in each case 
delivered long term value and high quality service delivery outcomes. 

 
 

Brief biography on the presenter: 
 
Ross Waugh, Director, Waugh Infrastructure Management 

Ross is the founder of Waugh Infrastructure Management and is an asset 
management and systems integration specialist with over 25 years 
experience in local government infrastructure asset management and 
engineering.  Ross has been consulting in infrastructure management for 
11 years, in the areas of transportation, utilities, community facilities and 
property.  Ross has contributed to a number of New Zealand national data 
capture, advisory and infrastructure standard setting projects. 
Ross is passionate about assisting people to practice infrastructure asset 
management holistically and comprehensively yet practically.  His 
strategic analysis of client practices is balanced with a strong practical 

background that always ensures results not theory.  Ross has experience of four cycles of 
integrating infrastructure asset management planning with long term financial planning within 
the New Zealand context. 
Ross takes an active interest in on-going International infrastructure asset management 
trends.  Ross has presented internationally on infrastructure asset management, most 
recently in October 2009 at the US Transportation Research Board of the National 
Academies, National Transportation Asset Management Conference.  Ross has also provided 
input into International Asset Management Practice Reviews. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND 

 
New Zealand needs careful and innovative expenditure spending, to ensure that at a macro 
level we get as close to the maximum long term benefit from infrastructure that we can.  The 
background context for this requirement is briefly outlined below. 
 
 

2.1 The National Infrastructure Spend 

 
During the period 1971 – 1986 the national infrastructure expenditure was high, both in % of 
GDP terms, and in comparison with international averages. 
 
1971 – 1986 = 8% GDP. 
 
Assisted by 2 major construction phases – Think Big, 1980’s ‘Construction Boom’ 
 
1986 – 2008 = 4% GDP  
1996 – 2001 = 2.8% GDP c.f. OECD average 4.4% GDP 
2001 – 2006 almost at OECD average 
 
Source: The Role of Infrastructure In Developing New Zealand’s Economy, Arthur Grimes, 
Motu Sept 2008 
 
2010 = 6.8% GDP NZ infrastructure expenditure 
 
NZ GDP $133B 
Crown Infrastructure Expenditure: $6B pa 
Local Government $3B pa 
(Note: Roads 1.4% GDP up from 1% in 1999/2000) 
 
Total Infrastructure Spend $9B pa / $133B GDP = 6.8% GDP 
 
Source: National Infrastructure Plan, March 2010 
 
Figure 2.1:  Public Investment, percentage of GDP 

 
1998 – 2004 New Zealand infrastructure investment about OECD average, but total 
infrastructure stock as % of GDP was relatively high (and relatively new ) due to the 1971 – 
1986 infrastructure investment programme. 
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Figure 2.2:  New Zealand GDP commentary 

 
 
Source: Trends in Infrastructure, Australia – Greg Coombs and Chris Roberts 
 
Figure 2.3:  Selected International Comparisons 

 
Source: Source: National Infrastructure Plan, March 2010 
 
By 2007 is can be seen that the gross fixed % of investment at a % of GDP had fallen to 
below comparator countries.  Pressure is on for New Zealand to lift the level and quality of 
infrastructure investment.  The current investment at 6.8% of GDP reflects this. 
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2.2 Expenditure Priority Tensions 

 
It is clear looking at New Zealand’s long term fiscal expenditure that in the future – particularly 
the period 2030 – 2050 there will be a range of expenditure demands on public expenditure 
that will create tensions in the economy that will be very difficult to resolve politically 
 
Table 2.1:  Expenditure Priority Tensions 

Expenditure Area 2010 - %GDP 2030 - %GDP 2050 - %GDP 

Debt Projections 10% 55% 223% 

Superannuation 4% 7% 9% 

Education 6% 5% 5% 

Health 6% 9% 12% 

Total S+E+H 16% 21% 26% 

Difference 2010  +5% +10% 

Infrastructure 7% ? 4% ? 2% 

 
 
Figure 2.4:  New Zealand Debt Projections 

 
Source: Source: National Infrastructure Plan, March 2010 
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Figure 2.5:  NZ Superannuation Expenditure Projections 

 
Source PPP 06/01 – Modelling New Zealand’s Long Term Fiscal Position 
 
 
Figure 2.6:  NZ Education Expenditure Projections 

 
 
Source PPP 06/01 – Modelling New Zealand’s Long Term Fiscal Position 
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Figure 2.7:  NZ Health Expenditure Projections 

 
 
Source PPP 06/01 – Modelling New Zealand’s Long Term Fiscal Position 
 
 

2.3 The Impact on Future Infrastructure Spend 

 
It is reasonably clear that whilst New Zealand is spending a relatively high proportion of GDP 
(7% currently) on infrastructure over the next period, say 2010 – 2030, there will inevitably be 
pressure for this level of expenditure to reduce as other expenditure demands in the economy 
increase. 
 
The size of this potential decrease will be dependant of economic, migration, population and a 
host of other factors over the next 20 years – but is it is quite possible that national 
expenditure on infrastructure could more than halve from current levels by 2050. 
 
The conclusion from this is that, as always – infrastructure expenditure is expensive, and that 
infrastructure built will have to last a good long time.  Achieving as close as possible to 
optimal infrastructure lifecycle costs is increasingly important given New Zealand’s projected 
fiscal position over the next 40 years. 
 



  Resisting Pressure for Quick Fixes 

11 June 2010 Final Page 11 of 56 

3.0 SHORT TERM PRESSURE TO ACT 

 
Despite the fact that infrastructure provision, construction and management is a very long 
term industry, with some asset lives well in excess of 100 years, we live in a society that 
demands instant action for problems and issues.  Drivers for short term action are outlined 
below. 
 

3.1 Media 

 
The following are my observations about how the media operates in New Zealand 
 

 Short term 

 Sensationalist,  

 Not much in the way of long form journalism able to deal with complex issues in NZ 

 Councils and Infrastructure owning authorities are easy targets for criticism. 

 Likes to simplify problems and be seen to be making a difference 

 

Examples 

3.1.1 Northern Advocate, 7
th

 January 2010 

WDC defends strategy over sewage spills 

Andre Hueber | 7th January 2010  

   Email Story  

   Print  

   larger | smaller  

The Whangarei District Council has hit back at claims its planned sewerage 

system upgrade is tinkering with a failing system and its "pipes and pumps" 

approach should be ditched. 

Whangarei's Save Our Harbour Coalition (SOH) says the council's plan to install a 

new pipe at Okara Park, a storage tank at Hatea and to upgrade the town's 

sewage treatment plant is "insufficient". 

 

  

http://www.northernadvocate.co.nz/author/andre-hueber/24/email/
http://www.northernadvocate.co.nz/local/news/wdc-defends-strategy-over-sewage-spills/3908365/email-to-friend/?o=18:3908365
http://www.northernadvocate.co.nz/local/news/wdc-defends-strategy-over-sewage-spills/3908365/#print
http://www.northernadvocate.co.nz/local/news/wdc-defends-strategy-over-sewage-spills/3908365/#textlarger
http://www.northernadvocate.co.nz/local/news/wdc-defends-strategy-over-sewage-spills/3908365/#textsmaller
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3.1.2 ODT,18
th

 November 2009 

Odour in bay coming from sewer manhole 

Home » Your Town » Timaru 

Wed, 18 Nov 2009  

The Regions: Canterbury | Your Town: Timaru 

CLICK PHOTO TO ENLARGE  

 

Former Timaru resident Megan Waghorn is happy to see Caroline Bay has been redeveloped, but she 

is horrified a sewer manhole is ruining its appeal by creating an intermittent odour.  

There is a problem hanging around Timaru like a bad smell - and that is just what it is.  

It appears to be most noticeable in the area just in front of the whale pot at the northern 

entrance to Caroline Bay.  

This is not the first time Timaru residents have complained about an odour.  

A series of articles appeared in The Courier in May last year, in which many Timaru 

residents spoke of a smell lingering around the business district.  

The source of the smell was never confirmed.  

 

3.1.3 Auckland Herald – March 17, 2010 

 

Auckland: Our failing city 
By Eloise Gibson View as one page  
4:00 AM Wednesday Mar 17, 2010  

1. Facebook  
2. Twitter  
3. Email  
4. Print  

Auckland is growing by 50 people a day -they need 21 homes and bring in 35 additional cars. 
Now, a report warns of the pressures on the new-look Super City 

http://www.odt.co.nz/
http://www.odt.co.nz/local
http://www.odt.co.nz/local/timaru
http://www.odt.co.nz/news/regional/canterbury
http://www.odt.co.nz/local/timaru
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/eloise-gibson/news/headlines.cfm?a_id=366
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/%20/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=10632495&pnum=0
http://www.facebook.com/sharer.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww%2Enzherald%2Eco%2Enz%2Fnz%2Fnews%2Farticle%2Ecfm%3Fc%5Fid%3D1%26objectid%3D10632495&t=Auckland%3A%20Our%20failing%20city&ref=facebook
http://twitter.com/home?status=http%3A%2F%2Fnzh%2Etw%2F10632495
javascript:toggleEmailContainer(true);
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/news/print.cfm?objectid=10632495
http://www.odt.co.nz/files/story/2009/11/former_timaru_resident_megan_waghorn_is_happy_to_s_1447028145.JPG
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Expand  
A warning sign on a beach tells people to stay out of the water due to a sewage overflow. 
Photo / Dean Purcell 
Auckland's natural environment is in decline and will continue to worsen unless the new 
Super City council delivers a shake-up, say monitoring officers. 

The region's environment monitors told would-be civic leaders they would inherit a 

natural environment threatened by ageing and overloaded infrastructure and a rapidly 

rising population. 

Issuing the final State of the Region report before the Auckland Council takes over, 

the Auckland Regional Council's general manager of monitoring and research, Grant 

Barnes, said the region was growing by more than 50 people a day, requiring 21 new 

homes and bringing 35 new vehicles to the city. 

 

3.1.4 Dominion Post 26/03/10 

Polluted Beach Closed for Eighth Week 

 

Owhiro Bay 

 

javascript:ExpandArticleImage();
javascript:ExpandArticleImage();
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3.1.5 Summary of Media Issues 

Infrastructure problems are generally expensive, long term and complex – and do not lend 
themselves to considered reporting within the New Zealand media context. 
 
Infrastructure owning authorities and engineers are not good at handling media 
 
This creates pressure for short term fixes to make the problem go away. 
 
 

3.2 Regulators 

 
New Zealand public infrastructure authorities are subject to a range of regulators, a sample is 
included in the table below 
 
Table 3.1:  Summary of Infrastructure Industry Regulators 

Expenditure Area Financial Legal, Standards 

Roads 
Office of Auditor General 
(OAG) 
NZTA 

NZTA 

Water Utilities OAG 
EPA, MOH, MfE, 
Regional Councils 

Parks and Recreation OAG Regional Councils 

Buildings OAG BIA, Consents 

 
Infrastructure owners are subject to a number of regulators all of whom have a job to do.  
When a problem is perceived regulators will: 
 

 React to try and resolve to problem 

 In some cases use the media to build the case for their action, proposed solutions 

 Prosecute 

 Suggest standards based solutions, based on local or other standards 

 Rarely be handled or promoted by experts in the infrastructure management field – 
this expertise hardly ever resides in regulators 

 
Resulting from this, infrastructure owners and managers need to be aware of the pressures 
and shortcomings of regulator lead approaches. Infrastructure owners and managers need to 
be willing to use a range of dialogue, communication and education to assist regulators to 
reach a reasoned and educated understanding of the issues being managed, and the longer 
term and complex nature of the solutions. 
 

3.3 Political 

 
Infrastructure issues also make easy targets for populist politicians with their easy slogans 
and simplistic solutions to complex problems. 
 
Media and other pressure can often transfer very quickly translate to political pressure both 
local and national to solve whatever the problem of the day is. 
 
As the case studies will show – the simplistic and quick solution is often not the best one, and 
runs large risks of producing less than optimal lifecycle costs and solutions. 
 
Rushed simplistic solutions do not allow for reflection, looking at the problem in different ways 
or ‘outside the box’, and subsequent insights that lead to innovation. 
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The requirement to manage political pressures on infrastructure project solutions needs to be 
recognised and planned for. 
 

3.4 The role and use of standards 

 
Standards describe the agreed industry position on any given topic.  Standards development 
boards, and review teams generally consist of industry expects on the subject. 
 
It must be noted that due to the authorisation, development and review cycle standards are 
generally up to 2 years behind the ‘state of the art’ in any industry. 
 
Therefore, standards act as very good guidance for industry practice and a baseline for what 
is acceptable, but should not constrain innovation in any particular industry area. 
 
This is problematic when regulators desire to see the use of standards in the resolution of a 
problem – the safe position, and the infrastructure owner wants to innovate to deliver long 
term optimal value. 
 
It should be remembered that industries constantly innovate in one form or another, building 
on past successes. 
 
Industry innovation eventually informs and updates standards. 
 
The tension that innovation brings with defenders of the status quo and with regulators needs 
to recognised and managed. 
 

3.5 Not an excuse to do nothing 

 
The points raised in this Section are not an excuse to do nothing – rather an awareness 
raising of the pressures to develop short term fixes at the possible expense of long term 
optimal value. 
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4.0 INFRASTRUCTURE MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 

 
Much of the public infrastructure that gets built has long lives.  This is highlighted in the Table 
below which provides a sample of these assets, and in Section 9.0, which has been added for 
reference. 
 
Table 4.1:  Sample of Asset Lives 

Expenditure Area Asset Life (years) 

Roads Pavements 35 - 100 

Shoulder 10 - 100 

Traffic Islands 30 - 100 

Footpath Surface 20 - 75 

Surface Water Channels 50 - 100 

Drainage 50 - 100 

Bridges 75 - 150 

Major Culverts 70 - 100 

Retaining Walls 70 - 100 

Tunnels 500 - 1000 

Underpasses 50 - 150 

Water Pipes 50 - 150 

Valves / Hydrants 25 - 75 

Pump Stn Structures 50 - 1000 

Inlet/Outlet Structures 75 - 100 

Mechanical Gates 50 - 100 

Tanks 40 - 100 

Structures 75 - 100 

Wastewater Pipes 40 - 150 

Manholes 60 - 100 

Structures 40 - 100 

Stormwater Pipes 60 - 150 

Channels 60 - 100 

Structures 50 - 100 

Parks Trees 50 - 100 

Structures 50 - 100 

Concrete Walls 50 - 100 

Bridges 50 - 80 

Service Connections 50 - 100 

Base – courts/surfaces 80 - 100 

Buildings Foundation 100 - 125 

Floors 75 - 100 

Walls 75 - 100 

Concrete Tile Roofing 75 - 100 

Precast concrete walls 100 – 150 

Windows – metal / wood 50 - 75 

 
Construction of assets with long lives requires careful consideration of lifecycle costs, demand 
for the assets, and willingness of the asset users to pay the lifecycle costs. 
 
The greatest ability to influence these lifecycle costs of any asset is at the planning and 
design phases of the asset.  Similarly the planning, design and construction cost is a major 
lifecycle cost. 
 
This is shown in the following figures drawn from industry manuals. 
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Figure 4.1:  Typical Cost Reduction Opportunities Remaining 

 
 
Source: NZ Infrastructure Asset Management Manual, 1996 
 
Figure 4.2:  Lifecycle Cost Reduction Opportunities 

 
 
Source: Australian Infrastructure Financial Management Guidelines, 2009 
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Figure 4.3:  Lifecycle Cost Profile 

 
Source: International Infrastructure Management Manual, 2006 
 
Figure 4.4:  Lifecycle Cost Profile (2) 

 
Source: NZ Infrastructure Asset Management Manual, 1996 
 
Infrastructure Management Guidance Conclusion 
 
A great deal of care needs to be given to the planning and design phase to ensure that the 
lifecycle costs of the infrastructure being considered are optimised.  The care required does 
not suggest rushed, simplistic or reactive solutions. 
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5.0 CASE STUDY 1: TIMARU DC MAIN TRUNK SEWER RENEWAL 

 

5.1 Project Summary 

 
Table 5.1:  Timaru DC Main Trunk Sewer Renewal Project Summary 

Item Description Notes 

Project Cost $32M 
Main Trunk Sewer 
Renewal 

Project Initiation 1998  

Project Completion 2013  

Project Duration 15 years  

Asset Lives 100 years Major components 

Action Pressures Regulator (Ecan) 2 prosecutions 

 Local Media  

Suggested Solution Tanks at Pump Stations  

 4 hours storage ARC standard 

Adopted Solution New tunnels, new alignment Away from coast 

 Waste Stream separation  

Innovation Reconfiguration of trunk network  

 
Use of modern construction techniques to 
achieve results 

 

Design Solution  Modelling of effects, risk, costs  

 Long term optimised lifecycle cost 
Included achievement 
of multiple goals 

 
Major Environmental risk reduction from 
current situation 

By realignment of 
sewer and waste 
stream separation 

 Wastewater Working Party formed 
Consultation involved 
major stakeholders 
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Figure 5.1:  Overview Schematic of Timaru MTSR project 

 
 

5.2 Introduction 

 
The Wastewater Management Strategy for the Timaru District has developed and been 
progressively implemented since before 1995.  A study was commissioned in September 
1994 to investigate treatment and disposal strategies for Geraldine and Temuka in response 
to the Opihi River Regional Plan and the need to secure new discharge consents. 
 
The Timaru District Council set up the Wastewater Working Party in 1997 to provide 
community input to the development of the Wastewater Management Strategy.  The 
Wastewater Working Party recommended the following strategy: 
 

New Main Trunk Sewer

Existing Main Trunk Sewer

Major Sewer Pump Station
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 Upgrading of the Inland Towns Wastewater Treatment Plants. 

 Conveyance of the treated Inland Towns wastewater to the Timaru marine outfall 
(initially direct to the ocean outfall, but ultimately via new Timaru maturation 
ponds/wetlands at Aorangi Road). 

 Separation of Timaru industrial and domestic wastewater streams. 

 Construction of new oxidation ponds, maturation ponds and wetlands for the Timaru 
domestic stream. 

 Treatment of Timaru industrial wastewater in anaerobic lagoons (or equivalent) and 
possible UV disinfection (or equivalent). 

 Continuing discharge of all Timaru and Inland Towns treated wastewater to the Pacific 
Ocean, via the existing submarine outfall. 

 

Oxidation Pond Upgrades 

 
Improving the level of treatment at each of the three oxidation ponds serving the Inland 
Towns communities of Temuka, Geraldine and Pleasant Point was proposed. 
 
The oxidation ponds upgrade consisted of fitting aeration devices, influent screening and 
pond segmentation to provide maturation ponds and incorporating rock filters, which were 
completed in 2001 at a construction cost of $150,000. 
 
Inland Towns Pipeline 
 
Continued discharge of wastewater to surface waters for the Inland Towns communities of 
Geraldine, Pleasant Point and Temuka was not favoured.  The option of conveying treated 
wastewater from the Inland Towns to the Timaru marine outfall structure for disposal was 
proposed. 
 

After extensive consultation with the public and key interest groups, this Inland Towns 
pipeline was fully investigated, detailed, designed and constructed, being commissioned in 
2003. 
 

The construction cost of the Inland Towns pipeline was $4.2 million. 
 

5.3 Pressure to Act 

 
Pressure to act regarding the Main Trunk Sewer Renewal started to build in the mid- to –late 
1990’s with the overflow of a pump station into Caroline Bay on several occasions.  These 
overflows lead to two prosecutions by Environment Canterbury for breaches of the Resource 
Management Act. 
 
Environment Canterbury proposed that the appropriate standard was 4 hours storage at the 
pump stations, based on the Auckland Regional Council standard that was operative (but not 
complied with in the Auckland Region) at the time. 
 
The overflows and subsequent prosecutions lead to much local media commentary and the 
pressure to act (and act quickly) was building. 
 
Analysis of the condition of the main trunk sewer at the time showed that the problem was 
wider than just pump station storage, and given the scale of the likely works, there was 
opportunity to reconfigure the entire main trunk network to achieve multiple goals including 
waste stream separation, and a significantly decreased risk of unplanned overflows to the 
environment. 
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Strict operational controls were instituted to minimise the overflow risks whilst a range of 
modelling and testing was undertaken to test the scenarios and determine to optimum 
lifecycle solution for the Main Trunk Sewer Network. 
 
Timaru District Council was able to manage the pressure to act quickly using suggested 
standard solutions and over time develop, fund and build an optimum solution. 
 

5.4 Solution Chosen 

 
In 1998, Timaru District Council also decided to formulate a long-term strategic plan for the 
Timaru sewerage system, incorporating trunk gravity sewers, pumping stations and rising 
mains to ensure that these vital assets provide a reliable, functioning level of service well into 
the future. 
 
Timaru District Council investigated the condition of the major components of the sewerage 
systems, and based on these findings and the ability of the system to cope with existing and 
future flows, a long-term sewer system renewal strategic plan was developed, with the 
objective of providing a conveyance system that reflects the Timaru District Council policy of 
“No direct discharges of untreated sewage to natural waters”. 
 
This sewerage strategic plan has formed the basis of the Main Trunk Sewer Renewal (MTSR) 
project.  This project has seen the construction of a new 1000mm diameter polyethylene trunk 
main installed from Station Street in the Timaru CBD to the northern end of Caroline Bay 
(MTSR Stage 1) completed in 2004 at a construction cost of $4.2 million. 
 

 
 
MTSR (Stage 2) consisting of a 1200mm diameter polyethylene trunk main installed from 
Alliance Smithfield around the edge of Washdyke Lagoon to connect to the existing Main 
Trunk Sewer adjacent to McCain Foods, was completed in 2006 at a construction cost of $2 
million.  The obsolete trunk main that crossed Washdyke Lagoon in an embankment, and 
which due to its poor condition was a significant vulnerability to the system and the 
environment, was subsequently removed. 
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A duplicate 1200mm diameter polyethylene industrial main trunk pipeline has been installed 
from Alliance Smithfield around Washdyke Lagoon to McCain Foods in conjunction with the 
MTSR Stage 2 domestic wastewater pipeline, completed in 2006, also at a construction cost 
of $2 million. 
 

 
 
MTSR Stage 3 consisting of the construction of three tunnels, each over 2 metres in diameter 
and 400 metres long, by Harker Underground Ltd, a specialist tunneling contractor, has been 
completed at a construction cost of $15.7 million 
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MTSR Stage 4 consisting of the installation of the interlinking main trunk pipes to connect 
MTSR Stage 3 to MTSR Stages 1 and 2 has been completed at a construction cost of $2.5 
million 
 

 
 
Industrial pipelines also form part of the MTSR Stages 3 and 4 contracts. 
 
Once the planned industrial pipelines are installed from McCain Foods to the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant in Aorangi Road, at an estimated cost of $5.6 million, in two to three years 
time separation of the industrial wastewater stream from the Port to the Treatment Plant will 
be complete. 
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5.5 Asset Lifecycle Innovation 

 
The asset lifecycle innovations with this project were: 
 

 Use of a Wastewater Working Party to integrate all major stakeholders and gain 
agreement on a path forward 

 Use of a holistic strategy which all new and renewal work conformed with 

 Reconfiguring the main trunk sewer network to reduce environmental risk and take 
advantages of technological (micro tunnelling) advances since the original network 
was installed 

 Using the network reconfiguration as an opportunity to achieve waste stream 
separation (Timaru has a large industrial waste stream) 

 Using extensive modelling and financial analysis to develop and model an optimum 
lifecycle cost and result 

 
 

5.6 Acknowledgements 
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6.0 CASE STUDY 2: HASTINGS DC WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

 
Table 6.1:  Hastings DC Wastewater Treatment Project Summary 

Item Description Notes 

Project Cost $55 / household / year  

Project Initiation 1998 Consent lodged 

Project Completion 2009 Project completed 

Project Duration 11 years  

Asset Lives 75 years Major structures 

Action Pressures Regulator (HBRC)  

 Iwi Concerns  

Suggested Solution 
Status quo consent – fine screen plus 
outfall 

 

Adopted Solution Intermediate and finished solution  

 
Alternative treatment configuration that 
addresses cultural concerns 

 

Innovation 
Innovative project governance and 
management 

Stand ‘shoulder to 
shoulder’ with Maori 

 Two stage consent and solution  

 Innovative Technological approach  

 Reduced costs per household  

Design Solution  
Use of multi criteria assessment and 
decision making 

 

 
Lateral thinking by Tangata Whenua – 
good relationships with Council 

 

 New approach to treatment  

 
Huge savings (1/3 of traditional 
approach) 

 

 Consent changed without hearing  
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East Clive Pilot Plant 
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Figure 6.1:  HDC Treatment Schematic with the New Consent 

 
 

6.1 Introduction 

Acknowledgement of source: 
HOW AN “HISTORIC AND PROBABLY UNIQUE ACCORD” WORKS, by Mark von Dadelszen (Lawyer 
and Associate Member, NZPI), Paper to NZPI 
 
The Hastings District Council (“HDC”) lodged, in 1998, an application to renew its restricted 
coastal activity consent to discharge fine-screened wastewater to Hawke Bay via a 2.75 km 
long ocean outfall pipeline. 
 
Despite an in-depth programme of pre-application consultation, Mäori considered that they 
had not been listened to, and also considered that consultation with HDC staff and 
consultants was inadequate without involvement of the decision-making HDC politicians. 
 
The Hearing Commissioners in 1999 concluded that “on the scientific evidence thus far heard 
the proposed discharge would cause no adverse effects that cannot be appropriately 
remedied or mitigated under RMA as per the proposed conditions,” but that HDC had not met 
tangata whenua and community concerns about the discharge of relatively untreated human 
waste to the sea. 
 
At the HDC’s request the hearing was adjourned. 
 

6.2 Pressure to Act 

 
Hastings District Council chose to adjourn the hearing for the Wastewater treatment and 
disposal consent, and meet with Tangata Whenua on a journey of discovery. 
 
HDC Councillors, key staff, and senior representatives of tangata whenua workshopped 
options, went on a hikoi of discovery around New Zealand wastewater treatment plants, and 
agreed on a technical solution.   
  

24

The New Consent
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Ocean 
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Biological Trickling 
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~$55 per year 
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6.3 Solution Chosen 

 

 Innovative and ‘risky’ governance structure, Joint Wastewater Committee 

 Council and Maori standing ‘shoulder to shoulder’  

 Intermediate solution developed 

 Current solution develops over time, is unconventional, but proved during pilot testing 
and development 

 Innovative technological approach using Biological Trickling Filter 

 Similar capital costs to conventional approach – but much cheaper to run – long term 
lifecycle cost is optimised 

 A ‘no sludge’ treatment approach 

 
 

6.4 Asset Lifecycle Innovation 

 
The asset lifecycle innovations with this project were: 
 

 Pausing consent process to extensively consult and resolve iwi concerns 

 Cultural awareness and lateral thinking 

 New approach – no primary treatment, output acceptable for ocean discharge 

 Treatment now secondary instead of primary 

 Huge savings – a third of the traditional $ 

 Use of multi-criteria assessment and decision conferencing 

 Consent changed without a hearing 

 
 

6.5 Acknowledgements 
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7.0 CASE STUDY 3: NORTH SHORE CC PROJECT CARE 

 
Table 7.1:  North Shore CC  Project Care Project Summary 

Item Description Notes 

Project Cost $500M 2010 costs 

Project Initiation 1998  

Project Completion 2020  

Project Duration 22 years  

Asset Lives 90 years Detention Tanks 

Action Pressures Regulator (ARC)  

 Media – massive commentary 
Closing very high 
profile popular beaches 

 Council – fix it  

Suggested Solution 
Mix of conventional and alternative 
technologies 

 

Adopted Solution Extensive use of modelling  

 Optimised decision model  

 Construction of major components  

 Re-analysis and optimisation cycle  

Innovation Integrated modelling  

 
Optimised cost decision model to test 
options and ideas 

 

 Re-use of existing assets where optimal  

 
Innovation in new asset design and 
construction – optimise lifecycle costs 

 

Design Solution  Extensive modelling  

 Network consent  

 Storage Tanks  

 Reuse of existing assets where possible  

 Tunnels installed where optimal  

 
Project CARE is a massive and integrated project to improve the North Shore City wastewater 
and stormwater system, and to protect the East Coast beaches and coastal environment. 
 
The information below is drawn from two large NSCC reports on Project CARE – Project 
CARE Report, 1 August 2004, 181 pages, and Project CARE Programme Review Report, 
2008, 73 pages 
 
The snap shots of information presented below are intended to provide a very quick overview 
of the infrastructure management innovation that has occurred in this major project, 
particularly with regard to benefits of longer term optimised lifecycle planning. 
 
A key driver for North Shore City Council during Project CARE has been to: 
 

Spend the money wisely 
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Figure 7.1:  Project CARE Significant Projects Completed or Underway 
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7.1 Introduction 

 

 
 
Table 7.2:  Project Phases 

 
 



  Resisting Pressure for Quick Fixes 

11 June 2010 Final Page 33 of 56 

 
Figure 7.2:  Project Phases 

 
 
Table 7.3:  Key Completed Projects, Costs and Benefits 
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7.2 Pressure to Act 

 

 
 

7.3 Solution Chosen 
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Cost optimisation model 
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7.4 Asset Lifecycle Innovation 
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Figure 7.3:  Cost Benefit Curve 
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8.0 INNOVATION TAKES EFFORT AND TIME 
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9.0 REFERENCE - ASSET LIVES 

The tables below are sourced from the New Zealand Infrastructure Asset Valuation and 
Depreciation Guidelines, 2006 
 

9.1 Road Assets 
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9.2 Water, Wastewater and Stormwater Assets 
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9.3 Parks and Recreation Assets 
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9.4 Property Assets 
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