Draft Contributions Policy 2019
Summary of feedback report

Attachment A: Draft Contributions Policy 2019 – Analysis
of feedback received
Purpose
Present an overview of feedback received from consultation on the draft Contributions Policy 2019.

Executive Summary
To support the development required to meet the demands of growth in Auckland the council plans to
invest $7.2 billion in growth-related infrastructure in 10-Year Budget 2018-2028. The council will
repay the borrowing raised to pay for that investment primarily through general rates, third party
funding (like New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) subsidies) and development contributions.
Between 19 October and 15 November 2018, Auckland Council undertook public consultation on the
draft Contributions Policy 2019. The draft policy reflects the additional investment included in the 10Year Budget 2018-2028. The draft policy proposed:
•

increasing the average urban development contribution price from around $21,000 to $26,000

•

raising the transport DC price for retail and commercial development substantially with smaller
consequent reductions for residential, and production and distribution

•

extend the timeframe for the payment of DCs on residential construction

•

minor amendments including changes to development types and funding areas.

Consultation was supported with more extensive documentation than had been used by Auckland
Council for the formation of its previous contributions policies. This included the draft policy with an
updated capital expenditure schedule detailing 850 projects and programmes to be funded by DCs, a
consultation document and documentation of our underlying analytical process.
Six Have Your Say or community events were held attended by 52 people. In addition, 23
organisations presented their feedback directly to a Governing Body workshop on 23 November. 61
written submissions were received, and 69 feedback points were noted at the HYSE and community
events.
The table below sets out the response to the key consultation questions.
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There was general support from both developers and other respondents for the use of DCs and for
the increase in DC price to support the additional investment. Both those who did not support the
change and other commentary expressed concern that some projects and programmes proposed to
be funded by DCs did not have sufficient supporting detail to justify their inclusion or were not growth
related. Several respondents noted that the general price rise and the higher increases in some parts
of the city may raise the price of housing.
The majority of respondents opposed the proposal to increase the transport DC price for retail and
commercial development. All the developers who provided feedback, including residential developers
opposed this change. Supporters of the proposal agreed with setting costs based on transport
demand. The key points made by those opposed to the proposal were:
•
•
•
•

major and sudden price increase which would stop or delay development
price rise would discourage new retail and commercial development losing the benefits of
dispersing this activity around the region and in contrast to the goals of the Unitary Plan
additional transport demand is driven by population growth and residential development and
accordingly more or all of the costs should fall on that sector
new retail and commercial activity zoned around housing development delivers efficiencies to
the transport network which the proposal fails to account for.

The majority of respondents supported the proposed changes to payment timing, amendments to
funding areas and definitions.
Many respondents also reiterated the council’s consultation obligations and the legislative
requirements to be met before DCs can be levied. They argued that the council had failed to meet
these tests and that the adoption of the policy should be stopped and more time taken to work
through the process with developers.
A range of other issues were also raised and the key themes are also summarised in this report.
They are:
•
•
•

impact of DCs on affordable and social housing
DC price for parks and community facilities for retirement villages
double dipping where developers were concerned that in addition to being required to
undertake work to meet consent conditions they were still required to pay DCs

The appendix to this report includes all the key points officers drew from the submissions. All the
submissions are available on the hub.
Officers will report their analysis of the issues raised in feedback to the Governing Body meeting on
13 December. That report will include options for modifications to the proposal.

Consultation process
Between 19 October and 15 November 2018, Auckland Council undertook public consultation to gain
feedback on the draft Contributions Policy 2019. To support consultation the council provided the
following materials:
•

Paying for Auckland’s growth:
− an overview of how the council is responding to growth and how development
contributions fit within this context
− detailing the key changes in the draft Contributions Policy and why they were proposed
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•
•

How we set Development Contributions charges: explaining the methodology use to set DCs
Draft Contributions Policy 2019: including an updated capital expenditure schedule with 850
projects and programmes to be funded by DCs.

Council directly approached 332 stakeholders including mana whenua to advise them of the
consultation and seek their input. A media story was included in Our Auckland. 5 Have Your Say
Events were held and a session was hosted by the Property Council for their members. Respondents
were also invited to present their feedback to a Governing Body workshop on 23 November.
Attendance at the five Have Your Say and Property Council session are set out in the table below. All
but one attendee at these sessions were developers or their professional advisers. At these events
staff answered questions, provided explanations and took notes of the matters raised in discussion.
Officers recorded 69 feedback points at these sessions.
Date
Tues 30 Oct
Wed 31 Oct
Mon 5th Nov
Mon 5th Nov
Tues 6th Nov
Wed 7th Nov
Total

Venue
Manukau
CBD
Takapuna
Property hosted
Western Springs Garden, evening
CBD

Attendance
4
21
4
14
0
9
52

61 submissions were received including 44 from developers. While time was limited at the workshop
on 23 November all those who wished to speak were able to do so and 22 organisations presented to
councillors.

Overview of feedback received
Comments were received on the key consultation questions and on a variety of other issues of
concern to respondents in the draft policy. We also received feedback on planning and infrastructure
investment timing.
The analysis of feedback is set out below. This covers the four key question and the four other
principal matters raised in the feedback. A detailed listing of all the comments officers compiled from
submissions is set out in Attachment One.
The analysis includes all submissions received (online and hardcopy), feedback received at the five
Have Your Say events held across the city, feedback from the session hosted by the Property Council
and the presentation to the Governing Body workshop. The summary of key points presented by
officers below and in the Attachment include quotes from the feedback provided.
Not all respondents clearly stated their support or otherwise to the consultation questions. Where it
has not been clearly stated, responses have been assigned to the Other category.
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May 2018 consultation on development contributions
In May 2018 the council consulted on amendments to its contributions policy to reflect the capital
program proposed for the 10-Year Budget 2018-2028. Due to time constraints on the availability of
key transport capital expenditure plans only two weeks were available for consultation.
Feedback from developers expressed concern about the time this gave them to respond to
submissions and the level of detail made available to support consultation. After considering that
feedback the council decided to consult on extending the Contributions Policy 2015 to allow for more
detail to be provided and a longer period for consultation. A decision was subsequently made to
extend the Contributions Policy 2015 until 31 January 2019 and to undertake the present
consultation. A short summary of the submissions received in May 2018 is included as Attachment
Two.
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Feedback across all channels
Change 1: Increased investment and price change
The capital expenditure to be funded by DCs has been updated to reflect the recently increase in
investment in infrastructure to support growth in the 10-year Budget 2018-2028. This results in the
indicative average urban development contribution price rising from around $21,000 to $26,000

1.1 Feedback
Feedback shows that there was general support for the increase in development contribution price to
enable greater investment in infrastructure that enables developments to occur.
Points from those who provided comments are included below.
Summary of all feedback on cost of development contributions
Feedback

Key themes

Support – 52%

17 feedback points (7 from the development community), with the key
themes being:
• developers should pay for the infrastructure, not the ratepayers
• support for the overall intent of funding growth through development
contributions
• support for reasonable and sustainable contributions to enable
investment in infrastructure
• acceptance of the validity and need for DCs.

Did not support – 34%

9 feedback points (3 from the development community), with the key
themes being:
• will increase the cost of housing
• developments that can show they will manage their infrastructure
should not be subject to such fees
• will affect the viability of developments which may not proceed
• charges should be fairer and more equitable
Projects and programmes
• There is insufficient information to demonstrate what DCs are being
used for and why they are being used.
o lack of detail associated with brownfield projects and shows
that the council is not supporting its own policy contained in
the unitary plan.
o The proposed works in a programme need to be identified

Other – 14%

4 feedback points (3 from the development community), the key themes
being:
•
•
•

fairness of charging DCs for affordable housing to low income
households
support for development making a financial provision for infrastructure
but questions some of the analysis
prepared to pay fair and reasonable share for infrastructure
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Summary of all feedback on cost of development contributions
Feedback

Key themes
•
•

differential should be made between commercial and residential
developments.
Submitters provided feedback on projects in specific areas which
were not listed in the CAPEX Schedules eg, Whenuapai and the
impact of plan changes; Westgate, Park Estate, Hingaia, Redhills,
Weiti and Flat Bush.

Change 2: Transport unit of demand factors
Development types and associated demand factors have been reviewed to ensure the sharing of
costs between development types is fair.
The key change is to the transport demand factors for non-residential development, resulting in
sizable changes to transport charges for different development types. Broad averages are
Retail

increase by $18,000 per 100m 2

Commercial

increase by $2,900 per 100m 2

Production and distribution

decrease by $1,450 per 100m 2

Residential

decrease by $500 for a standard dwelling

Non-residential (includes marae)

2.1 Feedback
Feedback shows that respondents generally did not support the proposed changes to units of
demand factors.
Points from those who provided comments are included below.
Summary of all feedback on transport unit of demand factors
Feedback

Key themes

Support – 21%

10 feedback points (2 from the development community), with the key
themes below.
• Developers should pay for this, and the cost be passed on to the new
property owners.
• This seems fairer in principle.
• Supports the approach to transport charges for commercial
developments.

Did not support – 55%

55 feedback points (48 from the development community), with the key
themes being:
• cost for transport should revert back to the 2015 policy
• increase will make it unviable to proceed with new retail developments
• should explore offering incentives for investment growth, rather than
increasing the cost every year for transport demand factors
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Summary of all feedback on transport unit of demand factors
Feedback

Key themes
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Other – 24 %

insufficient explanation for the way in which transport contributions
have been calculated
there is no distinction between the different types of retail eg
supermarkets with high turnover versus low turnover stores.
retail providers are required to undertake significant transport and
traffic mitigation works as part of the resource consenting process, at
their own cost
residents and individuals who drive to shops and services drive the
growth, not the retail development
The transport reports used in units of demand are significantly out of
date and do not relate to Auckland.
The council has not properly considered the implications that the
changes will have on retail activities and is unfair and inequitable
proportion of the costs.
Traffic generation does not accurately reflect the way in which the
activities function in the network. There is pre-existing demand
therefore traffic demand is created through population growth by new
residential developments.
More time should be provided so the method for setting transport DCs
can be better understood.
Trip generation data set is used to design roads but not to calculate
average trip rates.
There seems to be an arithmetical error in the modeling for transport.
A better dataset to use is the Trips Database Bureau - neither
Auckland Transport or Auckland Council are members.
not increase transport derived DCs for marae as no analysis exists to
justify this

13 feedback points (7 from the development community), the key themes
being:
• contribution per unit of demand should be sufficient to account for the
actual demand
• unit of demand should be amended to incentivise affordable housing
• more than three HUE bands is suggested
• The use of gross floor areas be used which would encourage the
supply of smaller affordable housing
• How will demand factors for apartments without carparks be
calculated?
• retail development usually occurs in response to residential
development
• retail built near public transport is calculated using the same method
as when public transport is available
• the Production and Distribution should be higher especially for
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Summary of all feedback on transport unit of demand factors
Feedback

Key themes

•
•

Distribution (of goods by trucks).
retail built near public transport is calculated using the same method
as when public transport is available.
retail built near public transport is calculated using the same method
as when public transport is available.

Change 3: Extending the timeframe for payment
Where developers are delivering completed houses to the market the payment of contribution charges
is often well in advance of their cash inflows. To support developers to pay development contributions
as close as possible to the potential realisation of their investment.

3.1 Feedback
Feedback shows that respondents generally supported the proposed changes to the timeframe for
payment.
Points from those who provided comments are included below.
Summary of all feedback on extending the timeframe for payment
Feedback

Key themes

Support – 48 %

12 feedback points (7 from the development community), with the key
themes being:
• this will help developers with their financial constraints
• enables the development to be realised.

Did not support – 22%

6 feedback points (1 from the development community), with the key
themes being:
• should be made as a flexible arrangement, extending to 24 months
• should accompany the title transfer when the developer transfers the
title to the first buyer
• extended payment time frame was applied to the development of
housing but not the development of land.

Other – 30%

10 feedback points (4 from the development community), the key themes
being:
• it should be possible for residential developments to make earlier
payments if requested
• timing of the DC payments should be spread gradually over time as
opposed to an upfront payment and be more in line with demand.
• will alter the risk profile for development projects, more relevant
considering the current status of the Auckland property market
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Summary of all feedback on extending the timeframe for payment
Feedback

Key themes
•
•
•

developers will have to pay a higher proportion of costs upfront, this
will make developers reluctant to take on new projects
new developers will also be hesitant to enter the market.
DC payment is required at the 224C, which is out of alignment with the
future demand for properties

Change 4: Other changes
4.1 Changes to development types and definitions
Accommodation provided specifically for students has traditionally been charged similarly to motels
and hotels but as the demand on infrastructure is notably less, the contribution should also be less.
Feedback shows that respondents generally supported the proposed changes the development types
and definitions.
Points from those who provided comments are included below.
Summary of all feedback on changes to development types and definitions
Feedback

Key themes

Support – 50%

12 feedback points (2 from the development community), with the key
theme being:
• the changes better reflect the demand requirements of these particular
residential uses.

Did not support – 17%

5 feedback points (2 from the development community), with the key
themes being:
• DCs should be removed in the light of unreasonable contributions now
proposed by the council.
• the council should recognise the significant difference in occupancy of
retirement units according to dwelling type and size by including a
development type below 55m2

Other – 33%

10 feedback points (9 from the development community), the key themes
below.
• Minor changes to the definition of student accommodation are
suggested:
o include staff or guests of a tertiary education facility as users
o specify living areas to be lounges, study areas, laundries or
kitchens
• The definition of comprehensive care needs to be built into the policy.
• The definition of retirement villages states that villages should be
registered under the act. This may create a timing issue as villages
may not be registered at the time that contributions are charged.
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4.2 New or changed funding areas
To better reflect the differences in investment required for future growth.

4.2.1 Feedback
Feedback shows that the majority of respondents required changes to clarify the proposed changes
the development types and definitions.
Summary of all feedback on changes to funding areas
Feedback

Key themes

Support – 29%

10 feedback points (2 from the development community), with the key
themes being:
• supports the additional funding areas to reflect greenfields or
significant brownfield development areas
• supports the principle that development in areas that have a greater
requirement for infrastructure should pay a higher DCs.

Did not support – 9%

3 feedback points were provided.

Other – 63%

21 feedback points, (2 from the development community), the key themes
are below.
• Developers should pay much more towards transport requirements
associated with their developments. They advertise their
developments with excellent transport links to the CBD.
• The refinement of funding areas helps to make development
contributions fair, equitable and proportionate to the actual
beneficiaries of the infrastructure investment.
• The funding areas perpetuate the cross subsidies already present in
the whole way that the council operates.
• The council is incentivising developers to build in certain areas
because of the lower prices.
• Changes to enable matching of projects in Schedule 8 with funding
maps and Schedule 3 is suggested.
• Unclear why projects such as Lake Road/ Esmond Road are within
the North funding area, as they would seem to benefit a local area
• If you don’t know the area of benefit you aren’t complying with the
legislation.
• Changes or clarification of funding areas including:
o Hingaia to its own storm water catchment
o Redhills to its own area
o averaging funding areas across the region
o clarity in the application of sub-regions
o clarity on the Drury South funding area
o changing Highbrook so that it falls within the south funding
area
o clarify the definition of Auckland-wide less Parallel.
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5

Other key issues

5.1 Affordable housing
Feedback
Two submitters and five event attendees raised concerns about the impact of DCs prices on their
ability to deliver affordable housing:
•

affordable housing developments around 70m2 become expensive. May need to consider
different banding. Currently, the band is from 0 -100. DC charges should be lower for smaller
houses by introducing more size bands (5 feedback points)

•

DCs price increases raise the cost of housing. This is a barrier to delivering affordable
housing (2 feedback points)

5.2 Social housing
Responses were received from four organisations and one individual associated with the sector. Key
feedback:
•

DC charges should be lower for smaller houses (2 feedback points)

•

DCs are a barrier to development of affordable/social housing (2 feedback points)

•

council should offer remissions/deferrals for social housing (2 feedback points)

•

grants for DC should be available for social housing (1 response)

•

Community housing providers should be included in the definition of emergency housing
provider

5.3 Māori development
A submission was received from the Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum. The Forum asked the council to:
•

not increase any DCs that affect marae or papakāinga as this conflicts with Auckland Plan
direction, which should guide, not conflict with, DC policy

•

align the DC policy and MCIF with relevant Auckland Plan 2050 outcomes

•

not increase transport derived DCs for marae as no analysis exists to justify this

•

consider placing marae and papakāinga in a special DC category to help facilitate
achievement of the Auckland Plan outcomes noted here

•

urgently size the demand likely to be placed on the MCIF, in time for the next annual plan

•

initiate detailed analysis to understand the ways in which development of Maori land (of any
tenure) create pressures that result in loss of such land and the ways in which this might be
mitigated, including through DC policy and the timing of DC fees

•

place the costs of calculating DCs for marae and papakāinga on council, on the basis that
council hasn't done the relevant analysis to justify its DC proposal and in recognition of the
intent of the Auckland Plan
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5.4 Retirement village unit of demand factors
The draft policy did not change the DC price for parks and community infrastructure for retirement
villages. Further research on demand generated by retirement communities was proposed to be
undertaken and reported in early December 2019.

Feedback
Five responses from the retirement sector were received. Key feedback was as follows:
•

noted that residents of villages, particularly those offering case services, are older, less
mobile and as such generate less for parks and community facilities

•

noted that retirement villages provide onsite facilities

•

lower DC charges for parks and community infrastructure sought

•

adjustments to definitions and size bandings to be better reflect demand sought

•

commented that the council has failed to commission research to provide it with the
information needed to inform its Contributions Policy for retirement villages.

5.5 Double dipping
Developers are often required to build on-site infrastructure to meet consent conditions (eg storm
water retention ponds). Infrastructure may sometimes benefit neighbouring properties.

Feedback
Concerns were raised by four respondents that council may be double dipping, by charging DCs for
infrastructure required to be delivered developers. Two responses suggested improvements to
processes to avoid the issue occurring.

5.6 Consultation
Concern was expressed on the way in which the consultation on the draft Contributions Policy was
conducted.

Feedback
Eighteen feedback points were received from 12 developers with the key themes being:
• Consultation has been inadequate and affected parties have not had a reasonable opportunity to
present their views.
• Insufficient time has been allowed to consider all the submissions and to develop a response to
these before the policy is adopted.
• Consultation consisted of HYS events where a presentation was made. Questions were not
responded to, and attendees were asked to include their questions in their submissions. It was not
explained how the issues raised at the HYS sessions were to be reported back for consideration
by the Governing Body.
• Relevant information has not been provided, in particular, the methodology and assumptions used
to calculate the units of demand.
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Attachment One: Summary of feedback by topic
The following sections set out a more detailed listing of all the comments officers noted from the
feedback on each of the areas reported above along with commentary on other matters raised.

1. Increased investment and price changes
Impact of increase in development contributions price
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•

Council should consider other options to make priority areas more attractive to developers and
end users.
Development contributions add financial pressure on those who are building their own home and
will increase costs in growth areas.
Increased DCs will delay the rollout of developments, make some developments uneconomic or
will impact on quality.
The council is incentivising residential activities over mixed use communities by increasing the
cost of developing commercial and retail developments.
Penalising greenfields does not recognise the total cost of expenditure necessary to service
growth in the long term. Residential developments in greenfields that are better connected and
serviced can have lower on-going infrastructure costs than those in existing urban areas.
The council statement that increasing the development contributions process does not generally
increase house prices is inconsistent with conventional tax incidence analysis.
The draft policy undermines the objective around place making, transit supportive town centres
and holistic local development. It signals that the council's preference is not to support a vibrant
local retail industry.
The draft policy undermines the objective around place making, transit supportive town centres
and holistic local development. It signals that the council's preference is not to support a vibrant
local retail industry.
Contribution fees should be used to encourage developers to focus on other areas rather than the
others by way of reduced fees.
Transition to targeted rates/infrastructure bonds, general rates as the excise tax is increased
DC policy should be amended to reduce the subdivision of the city for the purposes of levying DC
so that costs are spread over the city, except in cases where a specific piece of infrastructure is
required for a development in which case targeted rates would be appropriate.
Supports the changes made in the draft in comparison with the 2018 draft, but is concerned about
the ability for the policy to deliver the necessary infrastructure to service urban development in
areas of interest.

Proposed capital expenditure projects and programmes
• There is a lack of detail associated with brownfield projects and shows that the council is not
supporting its own policy contained in the unitary plan.
• The number of 100% apportioned projects attributed to growth is concerning.
• Some of the project descriptions do not clearly show how they specifically relate to growth, eg
sand carpets and catchment plans.
• The 3 storm water programme budgets which have been allocated as sub regional need greater
clarity. Demand cannot be defined and funding areas allocated if projects are unknown.
• There is insufficient information to demonstrate what DCs are being used for and why they are
being used.

13

Draft Contributions Policy 2019
Summary of feedback report

• “Programme of works” does not equate to allowing the council to collect a pool of money to be
used as it sees fit. Greater transparency is needed. The proposed works in a programme need to
be identified.
• Improving transparency and detail around the CAPEX schedule will help to give confidence that
the DCs are fair and reasonable.
• It is not possible to determine whether any further expenditure is actually needed for historic
projects, or whether they are in fact fully funded.
• There is a lack of clarity in the schedule of assets which means it is not possible to have a
reasonable degree of confidence the council is not over recovering its costs.
• Developers should be able to trace the project costs as they are changed or cancelled etc to
enable the tracking of forecast costs and funding has been spent, and if there are surpluses or
deficits. This will provide accountability.
• More details on should be provided on:
o more detail on the project costs
o how much has been collected and where it has been spent,
o more accurate apportionment of the growth component funding collected
o infrastructure delivered and other revenue sources.
• There has been an overall under recovery of DCs relative to the forecast for 2015-18 and it also
shows multiple instances of multiple instances of over allocation in relation to specific projects.
• Request for the inclusion of Fred Taylor Drive and Don Buck Drive into council’s capital work
programme
• Exemptions should be included in the contributions policy for developments which are selfsupporting and reduce demand on council infrastructure

Focus of investment to support growth
• Infrastructure is not being delivered.
o The Development Strategy includes areas identified in 4 – 30 years and it is not possible
to determine what infrastructure will be delivered.
o Developers want more certainty around when the infrastructure will be in place.
o Supports the changes made in the draft in comparison with the 2018 draft, but is
concerned about the ability for the policy to deliver the necessary infrastructure to service
urban development in areas of interest.
• Feedback on projects in specific areas was received.
o Whenuapai area and the impact of any plan changes required through PC5. Wants to be
sure that there is sufficient budget and projects to adequately accommodate growth in the
area.
o The RLTP states that the connection between SH16 and SH18 has been programmed to
occur within 10 year, however, related projects are not listed.
o Projects in the Park Estate, Hingaia, Redhills, Weiti and Flat Bush areas have not been
listed.
o Which transport projects in Auckland Unitary Plan are to be funded through DCs in
Westgate area.
o Brownfield projects should be included.
• Projects listed in Schedule 8 do not deliver housing. The CAPEX Schedules need to include
projects that unlock land for development. Other land owners are in some instances holding up
developments by not delivering their parts.
• There needs to be more projects that "unlock" developments. In some instances, other land
owners are holding up developments by not delivering their parts.
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General
• CAPEX schedule should be kept current and publicly available and spend against projects should
be reported at least annually
• Developers are happy to pay their fair reasonable share for infrastructure particularly if it will allow
infrastructure to be done at scale and pace to meet the demands of development.
• The first developer is generally required to upgrade the whole road. They are happy to pay up to
their centre line – the remainder of the cost should be covered by others.
• Commercial hold outs – they can do the work but don’t want to because it opens up other areas for
other developers.

2. Unit of demand factors for transport: Transport DC price
Feedback points on this topic are included under Change 2: Transport unit of demand factors.

3. Timing of payment
Deferral agreements
•
•
•
•

Deferral agreements have been in place prior to the new policy and have worked well with land
developers.
Deferral agreements supported social and affordable housing outcomes.
The council should provide a mechanism for delayed recovery so as not to prevent new
development from occurring.
This move away from deferral agreements will create an impediment to the ongoing development
of future stages of the land.
o
The current outlook for residential lots is uncertain. It is not possible to predict how
long it will take to sell down the next stage, increasing the degree of risk in proceeding
to the next stage.
o
There is upward pressure on costs of civil works due to large infrastructure projects in
the region
o
A significant cash flow will impact on developers of multi-stage sites at the very
moment when the time required to sell down the newly created lots is uncertain.
o
The response will be to delay the next stage of subdivision until 2019 or such later
time when there may be more certainty that the market will deliver sales of vacant lots
more quickly.

4. Changes to funding areas and Changes to development types
and definitions
•
•

The Gross Floor Area definition in the unitary plan should replace the Gross Development Area in
the policy and be used in the DC policy as the unit of measure.
An additional reference has been added which requires that retirement villages be registered
under section 10 of the Retirement Village Act 2003. This is inappropriate and should be
removed. The LGA states that DCs should be linked to the effect of the development in terms of
its demand on assets and not because an activity is registered under another act.
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5. Affordable housing
•
•

•
•

•

•
•

Development contributions increase the cost of housing in areas that should be affordable.
Affordable housing developments around 70m2 become expensive. With the growing number of
smaller properties, the council may need to consider different banding. Currently, the band is
from 0 -100, and there may be a case for creating a lower band to create a difference
The council could also consider creating a general rates funded remissions policy for affordable
housing.
Ask that council recognises and realise that affordable housing is most often housing supplied
and owned by Community Housing Providers (CHP)and is supported and regulated in a
completely different manner to social rental housing.
Increased DCs has a significant impact on the ability of CHPs to provide affordable housing which
cannot be offset by increased rents and house prices as these are set by what households can
afford to pay.
Little has been done to increase the supply of affordable housing when the need is now greater
than ever.
there should be a better distribution of affordable housing close to public transport to support
people can get to jobs

6. Social housing
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

A community housing provider HUE should be considered.
Community housing providers also provide emergency housing and are funded by the crown to
do so. They should be included in the definition of emergency housing provider
Development contributions increase the cost of housing in areas that should be affordable
There were many submissions in the earlier consultation process on social or affordable housing
and nothing has been done to address this
Affordable housing developments around 70m2 become expensive. – With the growing number
of smaller properties, the council may need to consider different banding. Currently, the band is
from 0 -100, and there may be a case for creating a lower band to create a difference
Ask that council recognises and realise that affordable housing is most often housing supplied
and owned by Community Housing Providers (CHP)and is supported and regulated in a
completely different manner to social rental housing
Increased DCs has a significant impact on the ability of CHPs to provide affordable housing which
cannot be offset by increased rents and house prices as these are set by what households can
afford to pay.
The council could also consider creating a general rates funded remissions policy for affordable
housing.
Social housing should be built near shopping areas and public transport rather than where the
land and development contributions are lowest.
Social housing is silent in the policy.
Deferral agreements supported social and affordable housing outcomes.

7. Māori Development
The full submission from the Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum is in Attachment Three to this
document.
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8. Unit of demand factors for retirement villages: DC price for parks
and community facilities
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

Retirement Units needs more granularity to sizing.
Comprehensive care units should be recognised in the policy
Does not support an arbitrary percentage of care in a village as the basis for a bright line test in
regards to what is a ‘Comprehensive Care Village’.
The existence of a care facility drives the age and demand factors not the size of village.
Does not support the contention that a village with large care facility is different from a small care
facility.
The appropriate approach to DCs for its villages was established through the independent expert
evidence presented at the hearing into Ryman's objection. The draft policy must be amended to
reflect the objection.
Villages without care will attract a younger more active client, but as the village ages, so will the
residents which will reduce the demand on facilities over time.
The How we set Development Contribution charges document does not address unit of demand
factors for retirement villages. As a result, the Council still does not have sufficient information to
justify its approach.
An additional reference has been added which requires that retirement villages be registered
under section 10 of the Retirement Village Act 2003. This is inappropriate and should be
removed. The LGA states that DCs should be linked to the effect of the development in terms of
its demand on assets and not because an activity is registered under another act.

9. Double dipping
Four submitters raised the issue of council “double dipping” by charging DCs for infrastructure that is
required to be delivered under the terms of a resource consent.
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Two submitters complained that the issue had occurred and should cease
Two submitters wanted council to improve processes to avoid the issue, through:
o greater use of developer agreements
o improving communication between the resource consent regime and the DC regime.
The requirement for storm water work and mitigation for consenting should be recognised at the
consenting stage.
Storm water DCs need to take into account onsite mitigation that will generate no demand for offsite storm water infrastructure.
The double dipping by the council to force developers to provide works in order to receive
resource consents for works that are funded by DCs should cease.
it is not “fair, equitable and proportionate” to require a developer to pay twice for the demand
generated by its development.
There is often no alignment between the council consenting and DC teams. Double dipping has
occurred in the past as a result. For example, the decision on the Ryman Healthcare objection
notes that “some communication between the relevant teams would have been helpful” to ensure
consistency between the resource consent regime and the DC regime.
Retail developers are already required to undertake significant transport and traffic mitigation
works as part of the resource consenting prices at their own cost. Council cannot double dip.
Clarify what works are covered by DCs. Some projects require storm water physical works which
also appear to be covered by DCs, effectively paying twice for the same piece of work.
Use developer agreements to resolve the double dipping issue
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•

A financial contribution should be provided to developers who undertake work which will benefit
future developments.

10.

Consultation

The policy is inconsistent or does not meet the statutory requirements in the LGA.
• Consultation has been inadequate and affected parties have not had a reasonable opportunity to
present their views.
• Relevant information has not been provided, in particular, the methodology and assumptions used
to calculate the units of demand.
• The council will be recovering an unfair and disproportionate portion of costs from development
under the draft policy.
• It is unclear how the council or a developer could ever determine “if the money is not applied to
that purpose” when Council has failed to adequately describe its planned projects.
• The policy fails to account for infrastructure provided in accordance with private development
agreements which is contrary to the LGA.
• The council cannot adopt a policy that is not evidence based without breaching its LGA
obligations.
• The policy:
o fails to adequately consider alternatives.
o fails to adequately consider the purpose of DCs
o lacks clarity in the schedule of assets - no reasonable degree of confidence that the
council is not over-recovering costs
o does not provide for reduction when assets have been provided via consents.
•
The policy development has been undertaken too quickly.
•
Insufficient time has been allowed to consider all the submissions and develop a response to
these before the policy is adopted.
•
The limited time frame raises the prospect that the council has already made up its mind.
•
The format in which the council has enabled parties to present their views is entirely
inappropriate. A hearings process has not been allowed. Only one day has been scheduled and
time frames appear deliberate.
•
It would be unreasonable and procedurally unfair for the council to implement the draft policy
without proper regard to the views of key stakeholders.
•
No contact has been made with the key retailers group established through the Unitary Plan
process, which is an obvious group of key stakeholders.
•
Consultation consisted of HYS events where a presentation was made. Questions were not
responded to, and attendees were asked to include their questions in their submissions. It was
not explained how the issues raised at the HYS sessions were to be reported back for
consideration by the Governing Body.

11.

Other issues

11.1

General

•

The current policy development should be halted until:
o all the requirements of the LGA are met
o a full and final review be undertaken to include the matters pertaining to the growth of
brownfields
o development of the policy is done in collaboration with the development sector, ideally
through a joint governance group.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land bankers and property investors should pay much more for the benefits their land and
developments receive courtesy of ratepayers and taxpayers.
A user pays system, for example, toll roads, would be fairer.
DC charges should be aligned to strategic priorities in the Future Urban Land Supply Strategy.
The policy runs counter to the objectives of the Council to encourage intensification within major
nodes to support the use of public transport and travel efficiency.
Developers should be allowed to do works in lieu of DCs.
Council should consider other options to make priority areas more attractive to developers and
end users
Contributions should be location based. The rate should be more expensive for low density
sprawl, and cheaper for intensification area.
The council should review charges to be fairer and more equitable. Proposed charges are
grossly disproportionate.
If alternative funding options for infrastructure is intended, then this should be clearly advised.
There is a lack of information regarding the data or research that form key aspects of the policy.
Developer contributions should be paid by users (i.e targeted rates, infrastructure bonds or
general rates. The developers do not demand the service, the users do.

11.2
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•

Policy

Contributions may incentivise some areas over others as they are cheaper to develop. A move
should be made towards more average rates.
There was support for the approach to transition between policies allowing the developer to
choose which consent their development is to be invoiced under.
Recommendations in the May submissions were not addressed and were ignored in the recent
consultation meetings.
A request for council to consider specific circumstances outside the policy which allow for
reductions or offsets of their development contribution.
Require clarity that S127 changes will still apply to original consent timing.
The draft policy where the council is proposing to recover costs associated with objections should
be changed.
DCs should be removed for commercial developments.
The draft policy should be amended to include a transport contribution that is based on gross
leasable area.
Are charges for rural developments such as barns, packing sheds etc treated any differently?
Clause 89 which states that DCs will not be required where there is a legal exemption under
section 200 of the LGA should be amended.
Opposed to the addition of clause 92 which specifies the council will not consider applications for
reductions of DCs on the grounds that the development is a social development is part of the
governments Kiwibuild programme.
No feedback was given on student accommodation, yet it was added in the consultation
document. On the flipside there was a lot of commentary on affordability but not a great deal has
been touched on in the document.
Supports the deletion of Clause 93 in the current policy which did not reflect the correct legal
position but opposes the introduction of the new clause 93 which states that there are no offsets
of contributions for work provided by a developer.
A special circumstances process to allow an efficient demand-based assessment of DCs for
development should be included.
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11.3
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There is unfairness on how contributions move costs onto a part of the catchment. One
developer has to pay significantly more when others will benefit.
Neighbouring sites of a development will benefit from new storm water networks, but they also
have the ability to interrupt the development.
The storm water Growth Priority Areas don’t seem to line up with the Specific Priority Areas.
Incentive should be given to manage storm water flows on a site, even when all flows bypass the
public system.
DCs relating to storm water were still paid at the full amount, but storm water impact of the
development was very low.
Storm water demand statement should be amended to clarify situations where storm water
retention is required as a condition of consent.
It is unclear how a development can create demand for storm water works outside its
hydrological catchment.
Consideration for reductions for stormwater development contributions (paragraph 93) from the
DC policy 2018 to be reinstated.

11.4
•
•
•
•

•

•

Consenting

The council is not able to provide service on time with resource team and consent applications.
There was general frustration expressed over consenting delays and with the council collecting
the money, but not delivering.
There is no protocol or policy when developers hand over assets to the council. There is an ad
hoc process whether the asset is off set or not.
The policy does not provide for the mandatory reduction in contributions when assets have been
provided via consent conditions etc.

11.5
•

Storm water

Watercare

Watercare are providing dates for new connections however, if they are not in place, Watercare
will store and dispose of waste at their cost.
The DC policy excludes water and waste water. If all growth-related infrastructure charges are
managed through the Contributions Policy, they would also be subject to the same consultation
process and there would be greater transparency and certainty in the total value of DCs payable
for all council provided infrastructure.
Watercare are coming up with solutions whereas DCs aren't where the infrastructure is not in
place
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Attachment Two: Feedback from May consultation on draft
Contributions Policy 2018
The council consulted on a draft contributions policy in May 2018. The key points from the
submissions made on that draft are set out below. Several respondents who submitted on the draft
Contributions Policy 2019 asked that their submissions be read in conjunction with the submission
they made in May. The full submissions from May 2018 can be viewed on request.
118 respondents provided feedback making 219 feedback points. 32 were in support of the policy in
general terms and 6 opposed. 19 supported the price increase and 23 were opposed.
Key themes from the development community were:
• general support for the Policy
• reduced charges for affordable or social housing
• support the change in payment timings
• support for increased funding areas for transport
• more transparency.
• greater detail of planned projects being funded.
In addition, developers made a number of comments about the consultation process including
concerns:
• about the length of time available to understand the details in consultation material and provide
feedback
• that some materials were provided late
• that not enough detail was provided on the projects to be funded by contributions
• about the length of time for council to consider feedback was too short.
Nine iwi provided feedback with 3 in support and 3 opposed. A key theme was a recommendation
that contributions for development on Maori land be discounted or waived to reflect to support that
development and reflect the taking of Maori land historically.
Local boards were in general support of the policy, other comments included:
• a desire to allow for more sub-regional funding
• an increased use of targeted rates
• a support for the price increase
• a requirement to accommodate affordable housing
• support for a potential price increase in Greenfield areas
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Attachment Three: Submission from Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum
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