BEFORE THE HEARING PANEL

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991
AND
IN THE MATTER of Proposed Plan Change 12 to the Operative Hamilton

City District Plan

STATEMENT OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF CLARE PHILIPPA DOUGLAS
(FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTIONS)

Dated 14 August 2024

LACHLAN MULDOWNEY
BARRISTER

P +64 7 834 4336 M +64 21 471 490
Office Panama Square, 14 Garden Place, Hamilton
Postal PO Box 9169, Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240

www.lachlanmuldowney.co.nz



INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Clare Philippa Douglas.

2. My qualifications and experience are as set out in paragraphs 2 to 4 of my

primary statement of evidence dated 26 June 2024.

3. | reconfirm that | have read and am familiar with the Code of Conduct for
Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and | agree

to comply with it.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

4.  The purpose of this rebuttal statement of evidence, which is provided on
behalf of Hamilton City Council (HCC) as Plan Change 12 (PC12) proponent,
is to respond to matters raised in submitter evidence in relation to financial

contributions.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

5.  This rebuttal responds to statements of evidence received from Adare
Company Limited (Adare), Kainga Ora and Peter and Donna Findlay in

relation to:

a) Financial contributions in Greenfield Areas;

b) Including a trigger for charging financial contributions;

c) Use of bedroom-based approach vs per residential unit approach for

calculating financial contributions; and

d) Uncertainty around calculation and refunds.



Based on this evidence | have recommended changes to incorporate a
definition for the discount factor and a trigger for charging financial
contributions. The revised recommended provisions are attached in

Appendix A.

| retain my position as set out in my primary evidence on all other matters.

RESPONSE TO SUBMITTER EVIDENCE

Adare Company Limited - Ben Inger

10.

11.

The evidence of Adare relates to removing financial contributions in
Greenfield Areas. In particular they have requested that financial
contributions do not apply to the Peacocke Precinct as it does not enable

additional housing density beyond Plan Change 5.

| retain my position on the approach to Greenfield areas. In addition, | note
that the ability to include financial contributions in Plan Change 5 was not
assessed or considered. PC12 gives the opportunity to provide a consistent
approach across the residential areas of the City to provide a funding

stream to mitigate the adverse effects of increased intensification.

Each development is different and provides different things through
subdivision requirements and/or Private Developer Agreements. Some will
have provided parks, street trees, bike parks to mitigate the effects. The
specific projects the financial contributions will be collected for will need
to go through the Long-Term Plan. It will be clear if adequate on-site
mitigation was undertaken through the underlying development of the site

or whether a financial contribution is required.

| have considered an option to reduce the percentage of financial
contributions that greenfield developments have to pay to remove the

administration time for applying for a remission, however this may leave



12.

the developers worse off if most matters that financial contributions are

required for have been provided on site.

The evidence states that it is unclear how the discount factor will be
calculated. In response to this | recommend including a definition on
discount factor to provide further clarity. This is consistent with
independent hearing panel recommendation on Plan Change 26 for Waipa
District Council. The revised copy of the recommended provisions is

attached in Appendix A.

Kainga Ora- Brendan Ligget

13.

14.

15.

16.

The evidence from Kainga Ora states that it is unclear what would trigger a
financial contribution. On revisiting this | agree that it is not clear when a
financial contribution should be charged. | recommend including a trigger
that financial contributions will be calculated and charged on any

additional residential unit of demand.

The evidence of Kainga Ora also states that using the number of residential
units rather than number of bedrooms to calculate financial contributions
fails to recognise that the number of residential units within a development
is not inherently linked to an effect on the environment particularly if bulk

and location is the same.

Financial contributions will mitigate effects that cannot be mitigated on
site in relation to both increased population and increased density of
development. A per dwelling approach is more appropriate for mitigating
impact on the environment as it ensures that larger residential
developments that have a greater effect on the physical and natural

environment will pay a larger contribution.

The per dwelling approach has been selected because apartment/terraced

housing style development is likely to have greater effect on residential



amenity than larger single dwellings. In addition, this type of development
is generally characterised by having less living space on site. This may

create a greater demand for use of parks.

17. The approach of calculating per residential unit reduces complexity in the
calculation and increases administration efficiency. This approach is
consistent with the independent hearing panel recommendation on Plan
Change 26 for Waipa District Council. | therefore hold my position on using

a per residential unit approach to calculating financial contributions.

Peter and Donna Findlay- Kathryn Drew

18. The evidence of Peter and Donna Findlay relates to how the financial
contributions differ from development contributions, the effects that
require mitigation are unclear and the refund calculation and methodology

is not known or uncertain.

19. Iretain my position in relation to this evidence and consider the distinction
between financial contributions and development contributions to be
sufficiently clear. However as with my response to Adare’s evidence above,
I recommend a definition for discount factor to provide further

clarification.

Clare Philippa Douglas
14 August 2024



APPENDIX A
OFFICERS’ RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO PC12 PROVISIONS IN
RESPONSE TO SUBMITTER AND SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE

A full set of the recommended amendments dated 14 August 2024 is available
on HCC’s external PC12 website at:
Proponent Rebuttal Evidence

https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/plan-
changes/plan-change-12/#e4211
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