Notice of Meeting:

| hereby give notice that an extraordinary meeting of the Strategy & Policy Committee will be held on:

Date:

Time:

Meeting Room:
Venue:

Monday 3 August 2015
5:30pm
Council Chamber

Municipal Building, Garden Place, Hamilton

Richard Briggs
Chief Executive

Extraordinary Strategy & Policy Committee

OPEN AGENDA

Membership

Chairperson
Deputy Chairperson
Members

Quorum:

Meeting Frequency:

Cr A O'Leary

Cr AKing

Her Worship the Mayor J Hardaker
Cr G Chesterman
Cr M Forsyth

Cr M Gallagher
Cr K Green

Cr D Macpherson
Cr G Mallett

Cr R Pascoe

Cr L Tooman

Cr E Wilson

Cr P Yeung

A majority of members (including vacancies)

Six weekly

Strategy & Policy Committee Agenda 3 August 2015- OPEN

Brendan Stringer
Committee Advisor

31 July 2015

Telephone: 07 838 6768
Brendan.Stringer@hcc.govt.nz
www.hamilton.govt.nz

Page 1 of 20



Terms of Reference:
= To develop and recommend strategies, plans and policies to the Council that advance the Council’s
vision and goals, and comply with the purpose of the Local Government Act.
= To monitor implementation and effectiveness of strategies, plans and policies.
= Develop and recommend bylaws to the Council.
= Develop and approve submissions to government, local authorities and other organisations.

Power to act:
= Recommend all strategies, policies and plans.
= Approve all submissions made by Hamilton City Council to other Councils, central government and
other bodies.
=  Recommend reserve management plans.
= |nrelation to bylaws, approve for consultation and consider submissions.

Power to recommend:
= Bylaws to Council.
=  Strategies, policies and plans.
= Reserve management plans.

Sub-committees:
This Committee will be supported in its work by the:
= Civil Defence and Emergency Management Sub-committee.
= Community Forum Sub-committee.
= Business and Investment Sub-committee.
=  Hearings Sub-committee.

Matters may be referred to this Committee from the:
=  Event Sponsorship Sub-committee.
=  External Funding Sub-committee.
= Council Controlled Organisations (CCO) Sub-committee.
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1 Apologies

2 Confirmation of Agenda
The Committee to confirm the agenda.

3 Declaration of Interest
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when a
conflict arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external
interest they might have.

4 Public Forum
As per Hamilton City Council’s Standing Orders, a period of up to 30 minutes has been set aside for
a public forum. Each speaker during the public forum section of this meeting may speak for three
minutes or longer at the discretion of the Chair.

Please note that the public forum is to be confined to those items falling within the terms of the
reference of this meeting.

Speakers will be put on a Public Forum speaking list on a first come first served basis in the Council
Chamber prior to the start of the Meeting. A member of the Council Democracy Team will be

available to co-ordinate this. As many speakers as possible will be heard within the allocated time.

If you have any questions regarding Public Forum please contact Democracy by telephoning 07 838
6772.

Strategy & Policy Committee Agenda 3 August 2015- OPEN Page 4 of 20



b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

I report

Committee: Strategy & Policy Committee Date: 03 August 2015

Report Name: Consideration and Approval of Author: Mark Brougham
HCC's Draft 2 Submission to
the NZ Productivity
Commission's Draft June 2015
Report 'Using Land for
Housing'

Report Status Open

HCC'’s revised process for developing submissions to

Strategy, Policy or Plan context external organisations.

Financial status There is no budget allocated.

Having regard to the decision making provisions in the
LGA 2002 and Councils Significance Policy, a decision in
accordance with the recommendations is not
considered to have a high degree of significance.

Assessment of significance

1. Purpose of the Report

2. For the Council to consider and approve HCC's Draft 2 submission to the NZ Productivity
Commission’s 17 June 2015 draft report ‘Using Land for Housing’'.

3. Executive Summary

4. Elected Members were advised of the NZ Productivity Commission’s 17 June 2015 draft report
‘Using Land for Housing’ as part of the 23 June 2015 Executive Update. This included weblinks
to the various reports, presentations, timeframes and media releases by the Productivity
Commission on this topic.

5. As part of the revised process for developing HCC submissions to external organisations, a
briefing and feedback meeting on the Productivity Commission’s June 2015 draft report was
held with Elected Members on 9 July 2015.

6. At this meeting, the City Planning Manager presented an overview of the Productivity
Commission’s June 2015 draft report and the key points that were likely to be included in
HCC’s draft submission.

7. Following the 9 July meeting, links to the Productivity Commission’s website and associated
documents on the 17 June 2015 draft report were circulated again to Elected Members.

8. HCC’s Draft 1 submission was then developed and circulated to Elected Members for feedback
on 20 July 2015, with comments required by 23 July 2015.

9. HCC’s Draft 1 submission built on:

e HCC's 23 January 2015 submission to the Productivity Commission’s November 2014 Issues
Paper ‘Using Land for Housing’'.

Strategy & Policy Committee Agenda 3 August 2015- OPEN Page 5 of 20

Item 5




ltem 5

e The 23 February 2015 meeting of HCC representatives and Productivity Commission staff to
discuss HCC’s 23 January 2015 submission, as well as the various land release processes that
are used to ensure Hamilton has an adequate supply of land for housing development.

10. A further meeting to discuss Draft 1 was held 29 July 2105. Feedback from Elected Members
was then incorporated to form Draft 2.

11. Draft 2 responds to the points raised by the NZ Productivity Commission that have a Hamilton
focus.

12. The NZ Productivity Commission’s final report will be delivered to Government by 30
September 2015.

13. Recommendations from Management
a) That the report be received.

b) That HCC's Draft 2 submission to the NZ Productivity Commission’s 17 June 2015 draft
report ‘Using Land for Housing’ be considered and approved.

c) That any approved changes made at the 3 August 2015 Extraordinary Strategy and Policy
Committee meeting be incorporated into HCC's final submission.

d) That HCC's final approved submission be signed by the Chief Executive and sent to the NZ
Productivity Commission to meet the 4 August 2015 submission closing date.

e) That HCC's final approved submission then be uploaded to Council’s website.

f) That local Members of Parliament be advised of HCC's submission to the NZ Productivity
Commission adopted at the 3 August 2015 Council meeting.

14. Attachments

15. Attachment 1 - HCCs Draft 2 Submission to the NZ Productivity Commissions June 2015 Draft
Report Using Land for Housing (3 August 2015)(PDF)

Signatory

Authoriser Blair Bowcott, Executive Director Special Projects
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housing (e.g. land supply, infrastructure provision, transport services); relate closely to the use

of land or space and the management of negative externalities; and are most efficiently dealt

with at a local level and through local authorities.

HCC SUPPORTS IN PART.

e HCC supports a new legislative avenue being developed for spatial plans. The combination of
infrastructure, transport, growth and land-use planning as suggested in finding F3.15 is
supported.

¢ However, the proposed narrowed focus of spatial planning in R3.5 is not supported. Spatial
planning is not solely about residential land demand. For example, Section 79 (4) (d) of the
Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009 sets out the scope of a spatial plan within
Auckland as including residential, business, rural production, and industrial activities. The
Future Proof Growth Strategy integrates environmental, economic, social and cultural
outcomes at a sub-regional level.

e R3.5 appears to contradict R3.7 in terms of central/local government involvement in spatial
planning. Central Government has had very little involvement at the regional level in the
recent past and therefore councils have increasingly been developing regional or sub-regional
spatial plans as a mechanism to enable strategic decision-making. Good spatial planning
should not necessarily be limited to local level activities. Spatial planning at a regional or sub-
regional scale can be beneficial, for example in reducing duplication of infrastructure
provision.

R3.6 The new planning avenue should be voluntary to allow local authorities to choose the
statutory planning mechanisms that best suit their circumstances.
HCC SUPPQORTS.

R3.7 Future plans prepared under the new legislative avenue should be developed in
partnership with the full set of central government actors whose services matter for the
functioning of cities. Given the fiscal implications of greater central government involvement in
spatial planning, both Cabinet and the relevant local authority should approve such plans.

HCC OPPOSES. HCC supports the involvement of central government agencies in the
development of spatial plans, however we do not support Cabinet approving such plans. Whilst
central government does provide funding in some key areas, much of the funding for growth is
provided by local government. Spatial planning should be a collaborative effort between the
community, local government, infrastructure providers and other key stakeholders. Central
government should not have the ability to veto a plan that the community has agreed upon.

Q3.2 How could the longer-term development and infrastructure needs of cities better align
with central government's fiscal cycle?

Central government has failed to develop a long-term strategy for its infrastructure investment,
with the exception of NZTA. Key central government agencies that provide local services should
be required to undertake long-term service and infrastructure planning in growth areas with the
same timeframes and based on the same set of data and assumptions. Whilst local government
is required to plan long term (30 year Infrastructure Strategies), there is no such requirement for
central government who tend to be more reactive. The National Infrastructure Unit is beginning
to work to combat this through the development of their 10 year Capital Intentions Plan, but
even they have recognised the difficultly of working across central government silos and the lack
of long-term information that is available. Central government should also consider joining up
some of its ministries to allow for integrated planning to occur.
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HCC OPPQOSES. Councils control the supply of strategic ‘bulk’ infrastructure within the fiscal
constraints within which councils operate. This is a prudent approach and ensures councils meet
their requirements in terms of Long Term Plan planning. Other types of infrastructure, including
local and collector roads, stormwater and wastewater connections, are supplied by the
developers. It is important to distinguish this, as it is can be the case that the strategic
infrastructure is available, but developers may choose not to open up a growth cell for a number
of reasons (land banking, control of market share, etc). Additionally, in Hamilton, HCC is
completely open to developers forward funding infrastructure through development agreements.

Q6.1 What are the main advantages and disadvantages of development agreements? What, if

any, barriers exist that unnecessarily limit the uptake of development agreements?

HCC introduced a Growth Funding Policy in 2013 which provides a framework for the

development community to privately fund developments in advance of, or not anticipated in, the

10-Year Plan.

Advantages:

e The Policy provides greater certainty for developers about how the development community
can accelerate investment in growth infrastructure.

¢ Developers have responded well to these agreements.

¢ The developer is able to accelerate investment in growth infrastructure to a timetable that
may better suit them, in a way that is cost neutral to the community.

e Generally, these agreements work well for smaller infrastructure projects,

Disadvantages:

s  For larger projects costs can be prohibitively expensive and there are few developers with
sufficient access to capital to fund very large infrastructure projects.

e Significant time and cost involved for both parties in preparing and signing the agreements.

R6.2 Councils should identify areas where there is existing infrastructure capacity and ensure
that planning rules do not prevent intensification from occurring in these areas.

HCC OPPOSES: HCC takes a targeted approach to identifying intensification areas in the District
Plan, and has undertaken infrastructure capacity analysis to support this approach. However, the
availability of infrastructure capacity should not be the only determining factor for whether
intensification is appropriate in particular areas. HCC undertakes careful planning for
intensification areas to ensure that these areas also respond to local circumstances.
Intensification has to be balanced with the wishes of the community.

R6.3 Councils should prioritise the development of up-to-date asset management information
systems. This should be supported by recruiting and developing staff with the skills and
expertise needed to make effective use of these systems, and ensuring that the information
from asset management systems is integrated into decision-making processes.

HCC SUPPORTS.

F6.5 Development agreements enable developers to take responsibility for building major
infrastructure. This shift has the potential to generate a swifter supply of infrastructure at a
lower cost.

HCC SUPPORTS.

Q6.3 How effective are existing initiatives to facilitate standardisation of approaches to asset
management, resource sharing, and dissemination of good practices?

The Waikato Mayoral Forum, an initiative involving collaborative working amongst the region’s
councils, has set up RATA (Road Asset Technical Accord) which aims to save money and work
smarter by promoting greater co-operation in planning and delivery of road maintenance on local
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council roads. RATA’s initial work involves reviewing road construction and resealing
programmes, and future projects will look at LED street lighting and developing a consistent
approach to the maintenance and improvements to unsealed roads and asset management
database support. The work is in the early stages but is already proving quite effective in
facilitating standardisation of approaches. Another initiative is the National Road Efficiency
Group, which is a collaborative initiative by the road controlling authorities of New Zealand which
is looking at more effective ways of working with the aim to reduce costs and encourage
innovation in the management of local roads and state highways.

R6.4 Councils should pursue opportunities to make more efficient use of existing infrastructure
assets including through greater use of user charges where this can reduce demands on
infrastructure.

POINT OF CLARIFICATION. National-level guidance would assist in standardising the response in
terms of user-charges. In the absence of this type of guidance, councils will continue to consider
the options for user charges taking into consideration the costs of administration and
implementation and the community’s aspirations.

R6.5 Government should adopt the Local Government Infrastructure Advisory Group’s
recommendation to amend the Land Transport Management Act to allow pricing on existing
roads where there is a business case that enables effective network optimisation.

HCC SUPPORTS IN PART. Whilst this recommendation is supported in principle, and would
provide another tool for councils to consider, the reality of implementing road tolls involves a
very costly and time consuming process. In order to be effective, the process would need to be
simple and certain.

R6.6 Councils’ asset management systems should feed into decision making about optimal
infrastructure standards. The data used to inform standard-setting should be shared openly
with the development community.

HCC SUPPORTS. HCC's asset management system has been developed to assist in developing
optimal infrastructure standards. Councils take a whole-of-life, full community view of
infrastructure standards, whereas developers can, understandably, be more focussed on their
individual developments. In reality, it is often problematic to convince developers that these
optimal standards should be adopted in their developments. For example, an optimal street
lighting standard is for a single type of lamp post; however developers often wish to put in their
own solutions, with bespoke lighting designs. This can add cost and time when replacing street
lamp posts.

F6.6 Innovative approaches to infrastructure construction that lower upfront costs and allow
services to be scaled up as demand increases can help to overcome the difficulties of investing
in infrastructure to support future growth. The staged construction approached used by Selwyn
District Council is a good example of this leading practice.

HCC SUPPORTS.

Q6.4 Is the designation process sufficiently responsive to allow major infrastructure projects

that unlock new land for housing? Should the default duration of designations be changed?

The designation process is not sufficiently responsive and results in significant time, costs and

uncertainty for councils and developers alike. HCC fully supports increasing the default duration

of designations for the following reasons:

* Given the significant costs involved in securing a designation, a short lapse period can result
in these costs being duplicated if the designation is not given effect to in the timeframe.
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e  Astreamlined or separate legislative avenue which would allow the implementation of
neighbourhood plans, including integrated land-use and infrastructure planning, could allow
for the types of outcomes allowed via the Brisbane model to be incorporated.

Q9.3 Would there be merit in a National Policy Statement relating to the provision of adequate
land for housing? What would be the costs and benefits of such a statement?

HCC does not support an NPS relating to the provision of adequate land for housing. An NPS
outlining the relative priority of housing (see R5.6) is supported but it should be up to the local
authority to make its own decisions about what is adequate housing land given its local context.

Q9.4 Would there be merit in expanding existing powers in the RMA to enable Ministers to
direct changes to District Plans and Regional Policy Statements that provide insufficient
development capacity to meet population growth? What would be the costs, benefits and
implications of such a move?

HCC is not supportive of this type of intervention. Such powers should be limited to where there
is a nationally-important issue in need of resolution. Plan making at a local level is important as it
takes into account issues of relevance to the local community and can look holistically at issues,
including the links to Long Term Plans. The Government’s role should not target specific districts
or regions where there are particular resource management issues. Fundamentally, it should be
the role of the local council to address issues in consultation with their local community.
Directing changes to District Plan and Regional Policy Statements without also ensuring the
necessary infrastructure and funding is available could result in land being zoned but unable to be
developed.

Q9.6 What are the costs and barriers for a council in transferring from a rating system based on
capital value to one based on land value?

As the Productivity Commission is aware, HCC has just begun moving from capital value to land
value, following recommendation of the Shand report (Funding Local Government: Report of the
Local Government Rates Inquiry, 2007). HCC was only able to make this transition by retaining its
current differential yields, so that the number of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ from the proposal
balances out public opposition to change.

POINT OF CLARIFICATION, Page 260. The second paragraph describes an example of the impact
of a change in rating system on the carrying costs for vacant sections which contradicts F.9.15. If
the intention is to describe the implications of a change from a land value system to a capital
value system a decrease in rates should occur rather than the ‘increase’ described.

F9.16 Rating based on land valuation appears to be a better proxy for ability to pay than rating
based on capital valuation.

HCC DISAGREES. HCC investigated this for its rating review in 2014, and it is demonstrably untrue,
at least in the case of Hamilton City. Capital valuation showed a significantly higher correlation
with income than land value. See Appendix 1 for further discussion.

F9.20 A good case appears to exist for setting general rates on the basis of land value rather
than capital value, to encourage the development and efficient use of land. Arguments used to
prefer capital value rating are not strong.

HCC DISAGREES. When determining which rating system to adopt councils have multiple issues to
consider. See Appendix 1 for further discussion.
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