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Purpose 

The Council is responsible for: 

1. Providing leadership to, and advocacy on behalf of, the people of Hamilton. 

2. Ensuring that all functions and powers required of a local authority under legislation, and all decisions 
required by legislation to be made by local authority resolution, are carried out effectively and 
efficiently, either by the Council or through delegation. 

 

Terms of Reference 

1. To exercise those powers and responsibilities which cannot legally be delegated by Council: 

a) The power to make a rate. 

b) The power to make a bylaw. 

c) The power to borrow money, or purchase or dispose of assets, other than in accordance with the 
Long Term Plan. 

d) The power to adopt a Long Term Plan or Annual Plan, or Annual Report. 

e) The power to appoint a Chief Executive. 

f) The power to adopt policies required to be adopted and consulted on under the Local Government 
Act 2002 in association with the Long Term Plan, or developed for the purpose of the Council’s 
governance statement, including the 30-Year Infrastructure Strategy. 

g) The power to adopt a remuneration and employment policy. 

h) The power to approve or change the District Plan, or any part of that Plan, in accordance with the 
Resource Management Act 1991. 

i) The power to approve or amend the Council’s Standing Orders. 

j) The power to approve or amend the Code of Conduct for Elected Members. 

k) The power to appoint and discharge members of committees. 

l) The power to establish a joint committee with another local authority or other public body.  

m) The power to make the final decision on a recommendation from the Parliamentary Ombudsman, 
where it is proposed that Council not accept the recommendation.  

n) The power to amend or replace the delegations in Council’s Delegations to Positions Policy. 

 

2. To exercise the following powers and responsibilities of Council, which the Council chooses to retain: 

a) Resolutions required to be made by a local authority under the Local Electoral Act 2001, including 
the appointment of an electoral officer and reviewing representation arrangements. 

b) Approval of any changes to Council’s vision, and oversight of that vision by providing direction on 
strategic priorities and receiving regular reports on its overall achievement. 

c) Approval of any changes to city boundaries under the Resource Management Act. 

d) Adoption of governance level strategies plans and policies which advance Council’s vision and 
strategic goals. 
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e) Approval of the Triennial Agreement. 

f) Approval of the local governance statement required under the Local Government Act 2002. 

g) Approval of a proposal to the Remuneration Authority for the remuneration of Elected Members. 

h) Approval of any changes to the nature and delegations of the Committees. 

i) Approval of all Council and Committee Advisory Groups and their terms of reference. 

j) Appointments to, and removals from, CCO CCTO and CO boards;  

k) Approval of proposed major transactions or constitutional adjustments of CCOs, CCTOs and COs. 

l) Approval or otherwise of any proposal to establish, wind-up or dispose of any holding in, a CCO, 
CCTO or CO. 

m) Approval of city boundary changes, including in respect of Strategic Boundary Land Use 
Agreements. 

n) Approval Activity Management Plans. 

 

Oversight of Policies and Bylaws: 

• Corporate Hospitality and Entertainment Policy 
• Delegations to Positions Policy 
• Elected Members Support Policy 
• Significance and Engagement Policy 
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1 Apologies – Tono aroha  
 

2 Confirmation of Agenda – Whakatau raarangi take 
The Council to confirm the agenda. 
 

3 Declaration of Interest – Tauaakii whaipaanga 
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 – Aatea koorero 
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 five 
minutes or longer at the discretion of the Mayor. 
 
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 Governance 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 Governance by telephoning         
07 838 6727.  
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Item
 5 

 
 
Committee: Council Date: 04 May 2021 

Author: Amy Viggers Authoriser: Becca Brooke  

Position: Governance Team Leader  Position: Governance Manager  

Report Name: Confirmation of the Council (Long Term Plan Hearing) Open Minutes 13-
21 April 2021 

 
Report Status Open  
 

Staff Recommendation - Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi 
That the Council confirm the open Minutes of the Council (Long Term Plan Hearings) Meeting held on 
13-21 April 2021 as a true and correct record. 

Attachments - Ngaa taapirihanga 
Attachment 1 - Council (Long Term Plan Hearing) Unconfirmed Open Minutes - 13-21 April 2021 
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Council 

Kaunihera 
OPEN MINUTES 

(Long Term Plan Hearings) 
 
 
Minutes of a meeting of the Council held in Council Chamber, Municipal Building, Garden Place, Hamilton 
and Audio Visual Link on Tuesday 13 April 2021, Wednesday 14 April 2021, Thursday 15 April 2021, 
Tuesday 20 April 2021, Wednesday 21 April 2021. 
 
PRESENT 

Chairperson 
Heamana 
Deputy Chairperson 
Heamana Tuarua 
Elected Members 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Attendance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Governance Team 

Mayor P Southgate 
 
Deputy Mayor G Taylor (via Audio Visual link) 
 
Cr M Bunting 
Cr M Gallagher (via Audio Visual link) 
Cr R Hamilton 
Cr D Macpherson 
Cr K Naidoo-Rauf (via Audio Visual link) 
Cr A O’Leary (via Audio Visual link) 
Cr R Pascoe 
Cr S Thomson (via Audio Visual link) 
Cr M van Oosten (via Audio Visual link) 
Cr E Wilson 
 
Richard Briggs – Chief Executive 
Lance Vervoort – General Manager Community  
Sean Hickey -  General Manager Strategy and Communications 
Sean Murray – General Manager Venues, Tourism and Major Events 
Eeva-Liisa Wright – General Manager Infrastructure Operations 
Jen Baird – General Manager City Growth 
Rebecca Whitehead – Unit Director Business and Planning 
Maria Barrie - Unit Director Parks and Recreation 
Julie Clausen - Unit Manager Strategy and Corporate Planning 
Tracey Musty - Financial Controller 
Greg Carstens - Growth, Funding and Analytics Unit Manager 
Stafford Hodgson - Programme Manager - Economics and Policy 
Liz Tuck - Corporate Planning Manager 
Raewyn Napier – Business Support Coordinator 
James Clarke – Director of the Mayor’s Office 
 
Becca Brooke – Governance Manager 
Amy Viggers – Governance Team Leader 
Carmen Fortin, Narelle Waite and Tyler Gaukrodger – Governance Advisors 
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Tame Pokaia opened the meeting with karakia. 
 
 1. Apologies – Tono aroha  
 Resolved:  (Mayor Southgate/Cr Wilson) 

That the apologies for absence from Cr Forsyth, and for lateness from Cr Naidoo-Rauf are accepted. 
 
2. Confirmation of Agenda – Whakatau raarangi take 
 Resolved:  (Mayor Southgate/Deputy Mayor Taylor) 

That the agenda is confirmed noting that: 
a) verbal submissions for Item 7 (Long Term Plan, Revenue and Financing Policy, 

Development Contribution Policy and Growth Funding Policy Verbal Submission Report), 
Item 8 (Development Contributions Policy Review 2021 – Submissions Summary Report) 
and Item 9 (Growth Funding Policy Review – Submission Summary Report) are to be taken 
simultaneously with the reports on these items to be considered/discussed at the 
conclusion of ALL verbal submissions; 

 

b) item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion – Maaori Wards) will be taken on Thursday, 15 
April at 3pm as previously advised. Item 4 (Public Forum) will be taken at the start of this 
item to accommodate Elected Members of the public wishing to speak, noting that as the 
subject matter of this item has been discussed and considered by the Council at a recent 
meeting, speaking time for further public forum speakers on this matter will be limited to 
2 minutes per person and may be (at the discretion of the Chairperson) 
restricted/prioritised to hearing from those presenting views/information not already 
provided by previous public forum speakers on this matter; and   

 

c) additional supporting information in relation to Item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion 
– Maaori Wards) was circulated/tabled as part of this item (if required) and will be 
attached to the minutes of the meeting as Appendix 1. 

 
3. Declarations of Interest – Tauaakii whaipaanga 

No Elected Members of the Council declared a Conflict of Interest.   
 

 
5. Chair's Report 

The Chair took the report as read. 

 Resolved:  (Mayor Southgate/Deputy Mayor Taylor) 
That the Council receives the report.  

 
The following members of the public spoke to their submissions on the Item 7 (Long Term Plan, Revenue and 
Financing Policy, Development Contribution Policy and Growth Funding Policy Verbal Submission Report), 
Item 8 (Development Contributions Policy Review 2021 – Submissions Summary Report) and Item 9 (Growth 
Funding Policy Review – Submission Summary Report. For further information concerning content and 
discussion, please refer to the following recording of the meeting: 
www.youtube.com/user/HamiltonCityCouncil/videos?view  

 
 
 

4. Confirmation of the Council 2021-31 Long Term Plan Open Minutes of 25 February 2021 

 Resolved:  (Mayor Southgate/Cr Bunting) 
That the Council confirm the Open Minutes of the Council Long Term Plan Meeting held on 25th 
February 2021 as a true and correct record.   

http://www.youtube.com/user/HamiltonCityCouncil/videos?view
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Greg Foster (The Salvation Army) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Foster spoke of the Salvation Army supply of public housing and development 
opportunities. He spoke of Development Contribution reductions helping to encourage builds. 
He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning collaboration with other 
organisations. 
 
Geoff Kreegher (Grey Power) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Kreegher spoke to each of his submissions and his concerns regarding the consultation process. 
He spoke of the increase in infrastructure funding and rates as a result. He noted that he did not 
agree with the proposed increase in rates and debt to revenue ratio, and stated that Development 
Contribution remissions are funded by the ratepayer. He responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning targeted rates. 
 
Betty Clough (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Clough spoke to her submission, the proposed charge of parking in the Hamilton Gardens and 
Hillcrest traffic congestion. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning themed 
garden charges. 
 
Gerri Pomeroy (Disabled Person’s Assembly) and Catherine Bang (Enabling Good Lives Waikato) 
– Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Pomeroy and Ms Bang spoke to their submissions, outlining that 98% of New Zealand 
housing is not accessible to the disabled community. They supported Council describing 
housing for disabled people as a human right. They explained that disabled people struggled to 
visit other friends’ homes due to the home design which lead to them being the most lonely 
members of society. They requested signage take into account sight disabilities when being 
designed. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning disability bathroom 
access in public places and the removal of barriers to entering public spaces. 

 
Cr Naidoo Rauf joined the meeting (10:15am) during the above submission. 
 

Warren Stace (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Stace outlined his support for a pedestrian link from the Hamilton Gardens to Hammond Park to 
provide additional benefit to the local community. He responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning commuter parking the central city. 
 
James Findlay (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Findlay spoke to his submission, and outlined long term estimates of Hamilton growth over the 
next 30 years. He spoke to his concerns that there was a lack of choice in the Long Term Plan, and 
unnecessary infrastructure changes. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
retrofitting of infrastructure, population growth effecting roading congestion and mode shift 
opportunities. 

 
Cr O’Leary left the meeting (10:25am) during the above submission. 
 

Askel Bech (Tamahere Community Centre) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Bech spoke to his submission and to collaboration and mutual benefit that Tamahere and 
Hamilton could have with one another. He responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning public service usage and travel over district boundaries and gully restoration. 
 
John Gallagher and Christina Troy (Gallagher Charitable Trust) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Gallagher and Ms Troy spoke to their submission, noting the increasing cost of storm water 
requirements. They also spoke of commuter parking challenges and future proofing public 
areas. They responded to question from Elected Members concerning Development 
Contributions, helping first time home buyers and central city development. 

https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-WEB-jqpygg
https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-WEB-3nq76f
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Troy (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
The presenter spoke to his submission, outlining the restoration of the gully in the Waitawhiriwhiri 
Character area and the loss of walkable pathways in the Stokes Cresent reserve due to a lack of 
maintenance in the reserve. He also raised support for an underpass to allow safe crossing of Ulster 
street, which currently does not have any crossing for 1.5 kilometers. He also recommended an 
increase in spending on invasive species eradication in gully spaces. He responded to questions 
from Elected Members concerning eradication of invasive species and ulster street access. 

 
The meeting was adjourned from 11.08am to 11.32am. 

 
Colin Jones (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Joins spoke to his submission and noting that in his opinion there were factual inaccuracies in 
the Long Term Plan. He explained his concerns that the Draft Long Term Plan has taken low 
population growth modelling into account, while the future proof plan is using a high population 
growth model. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning Development 
Contribution costs effecting rates and the additional steps Council would need to take in order to 
have enough information to adopt the current Long Term Plan. 
 
Madelien Scholten and Erin Griffins (Waikato Screen) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Scholten and Ms Griffins spoke to their submission, noting that Waikato does not have a 
regional film office, and Waikato has not penetrated this billion dollar industry. They outlined 
the various economic opportunities that are provided as a result of the film industry. They 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning setup costs, other funding partners 
and the film industry. 

 
Cr O’Leary re-joined the meeting (11:49am) during the above submission. 
 

Jessica Weaver (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Weaver spoke to her submission, requesting that a compostable nappy company be invested in 
by the Council. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning other compostable 
sanitary products and the expansion of the rubbish collection service. 
 
Jessica Adams (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Adams spoke to her submission and to how the proposed commuter parking project would 
impact local residents in high density housing. She also noted that there was a lack of accessibility 
parking in the central city. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
accessibility parking opportunities, solutions that Council could provide and additional disability 
services.  
 
Mark Servian (The Riff Raff Public Art Trust) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Servian introduced his submission, which was in support of the upgrade to Embassy Park 
and noted his  concerns that the current funding is solely for earthworks to get the park 
functional. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the redevelopment 
of Embassy Park and incorporating the current theme of the park. 
 
Peter Southwick (Waikato Community Lands Trust) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Southwick spoke to his submission and noted his thanks on behalf of the Trust for the continued 
support from the Council. He explained that the Trust would like to continue working with the 
Council and was seeking further funding for administration purposes. He responded to questions 
from Elected Members concerning the additional funding requested, partnership with other 
organizations, socialized housing, submissions to other local councils, Waikato wellbeing projects 
and policies that the Council could use to enable development. 

 

https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/ltp-search/view/HCC-WEB-s46kyh
https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-WEB-5rwsk6
https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/ltp-search/view/HCC-WEB-s8kyc5
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The meeting was adjourned from 12.55pm to 1.55pm. 
 
Cr Macpherson left the meeting during the above adjournment.  
 

Judy Macdonald (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Macdonald spoke to her submission and her concerns that transport infrastructure was not 
going to be undertaken soon enough to ensure the safety of the public. She noted that further 
funding from Central Government was required to meet the requirement for walking and biking 
infrastructure. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning Brooklyn Road 
access, Central Government funding, and access signage for the underpass to the Hamilton 
Gardens.  
 
Phil Evans (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Evans spoke to his submission noting that he felt that there was a demand for more cycling 
infrastructure and infrastructure that was connected to other cycling paths. He requested that the 
Council undertake implementation of cycle wands on all cycle lanes in the city to ensure cyclists can 
use the roads safely. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the incidents he 
had been in while cycling on the roads since the beginning of the year. 
 
Chris Rollitt (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Rollitt spoke to his submission noting that he was seeking safe pathways for cyclist on school 
routes. He requested the Council undertaken repairs of the Steele Park Pavilion and not fund the 
proposal for a seasonal dome over the outdoor pool at Waterworld.  He responded to questions 
from Elected Members concerning the Municipal Pools and Steele Park Pavilion.  
 
Vanessa Williams and Mike Neale (Hamilton Central Business Association) -  Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Williams outlined their submission noting their support of increasing the quality of the central 
city and their request for funding to renew the street furniture in Garden Place. They responded to 
questions from Elected Members concerning charging for commuter parking in the CBD rather than 
the fringe areas, renewal the street furniture in Garden Place and accessibility for the public to the 
CBD.  
 
Tania Simpson and Frank Te Wani (Gourmet in the Gardens) -  Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Simpson spoke to their submission noting that based on feedback that they received that there 
would be negative impact on Gourmet in the Gardens should the proposal to charge for parking 
at the gardenswas undertaken. They suggested that if there was to be power at the 
rhododendron lawn there would be increase event opportunity at the Gardens which could be 
a revenue stream for Council. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
the cost to install power at the rhododendron lawn and alternative charging options at the 
Hamilton Gardens.  
 
Dan Tairaki (River Riders) -  Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Tairaki outlined their submission and the opportunities that would occur if there were more 
connections of the current cycleways in the city. He noted their support of the development of the 
jetty at the Hamilton Gardens.  He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the 
potential economic impact of cycle tourism.  
 
Tracey Lee (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Lee spoke to her submission concerning the delay in connecting Borman road and how it would 
increase congestion in the area due to parents safety concerns. She asked that the Borman Drive 
extension be undertaken as soon as possible. She responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning the deferral of the Borman road Connection project, her safety concerns and how to 
fund the project.  
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Jacobus Eielen (NZ Suicide Prevention Trust and Families for Justice United) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Eielen spoke to his submissions highlighting the need to balance safety, expansion of libraries in 
particular archival history and other projects. He responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning his support of the proposed creative sector funding trial.  

 
Katy Cockerton (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Cockerton spoke to her submission in opposition of paid parking around the fringe of the 
central city and outlined how it would effect herself, her colleagues and potentially businesses in 
the area.  
 
Vicky  Haden-Jones and Liz Yorston (Citizens Advice Bureau) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Yorston spoke to their submission which was seeking an annual $45,000 non-contestable grant 
for the purpose of building stronger connections with the community and introduction of the 
mobile unit.  They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning a potential unit in 
Rototuna.  

 
The meeting was adjourned 3.40pm to 4.00pm. 

 
Mary Jensen  (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Jensen spoke to her submission in opposition of inducing paid commuter parking around the 
fringe of the central city. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the 
potential effect that paid parking on her street would have on residents and visitors in the area and 
potential alternative options such as resident permits.  
 
Carla Shailer (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Shailer spoke to her submission in opposition of paid parking around the fringe of the central 
city and how it would effect herself and her team. She responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning alternative parking or commuting options. 

 
Cr O’Leary left the meeting (4.14pm) during the above submission.  
 

Kimo DeCaires (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr DeCaires spoke to his submission that was seeking funding for a pump track and skate park in 
Temple View. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning partnering with the 
community to fund the project.  
 
Ash Hewitt (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Hewitt spoke to his submission concerning paid parking around the fringe of the central city and 
the potential negative financial impact it would have on families, those that live in the area and the 
businesses in the area. He also noted his opposition of paying for parking at the Hamilton Gardens. 
He responded to question from Elected Members concerning alternative parking opportunities and 
potential financial impact.  
 
Following the above verbal submissions, Elected Members requested the following information and 
matters be included in the Deliberations report: 
- Borman Road Extension Project including impact, or alternative projects that achieve the best 

outcome for residents; 
- cycle bridge connection costs and if they are included in the current project; 
- confirmation of the Growth Modelling (NIDEA Low or NIDEA Medium);  
- data concerning usage of assets based on geography; 
- feasibility of Residential parking technology;  
- cost to administer paid parking around the fringe of the central city  
- cost to supply power at the Rhododendron Lawn;  
- creative sector funding feedback; 
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- ability to change bus timetable to assist commuters, and timetable for buses to the Gardens; 
- timeline to upgrade temple View playground and other amenities; 
- timing for upgrade to Steele Park; 
- clarity of the scope of underground central city train in the HCBA submission; 
- cost of the renewal of the street furniture; 
- opportunity to charge for access to the Themed Gardens; 
- pedestrian access the Hamilton Gardens; 
- additional information concerning walkway and cycleway links, including a potential Ulster 

street connection; 
- consideration towards a investigating introduction of Compostable nappies; 
- changing places bathroom charging; 
- cost to introduce cycle wards throughout the city;  
- feasibility of an annual $45,000 non-contestable grant to Citizens Advice Bureau or alternative 

ways to support to Citizens Advice Bureau ; 
- Frankton Train Station; 
- swap loses in the consultation documents; 
- Mobility Parking near accessible homes; and 
- confirmation of other Councils funding of the Community Lands trust administration. 

Cr Naidoo-Rauf left the meeting (4.43pm) during the above discussion.  
 

The meeting was adjourned from 5.07pm on Tuesday 13 April 2021 until Wednesday 14 April 
2021 10.00am. 
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Cr Hamilton left the meeting during the above adjournment. 
Crs O’Leary, Macpherson and Naidoo-Rauf re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment. 
 

The meeting resumed Wednesday 14 April 2021 10.04am. 
 
Brian White (Edwards White Architects) – Development Contribution Policy 
Mr White spoke to his submission, and encouraged the Council to provide Development 
Contribution remissions for developers that maximize parking spaces. He responded to questions 
from Elected Members concerning ideas for additional parking and ownership of amenities.  
 
Lucy de Latour (The Adare Company Limited) – Development Contribution Policy 
Ms de Latour spoke to their submission, noting that they did not agree with the increase in 
Development Contribution costs, believing that developers were paying more than their share of 
the growth costs in the city. She also noted that the lack of certainty in the current Development 
Contribution is concerning and that the proposed policy may make future development and growth 
cells unviable. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the cost to 
ratepayers, Council schedule of assets, consulting with developers in creation of the process, 
regional infrastructure funding and Peacocke subdivision costs.  
 
Peter H Bos (Individual) – Development Contribution Policy and Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Bos spoke to his submission in support of refurbishing and renewing of the Founders Theatre 
and Municipal pools and of Development Contribution remissions to social housing, and against 
high rise buildings. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning other examples 
of heritage building destruction, restoration of the Municipal Pools and Founder Theatre, and 
additional costs associated with high rise buildings. 
 

The meeting was adjourned from 10.41am to 11.00am 
 
Carolyn McKenzie (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms McKenzie spoke to her submission, the population age in Hamilton and the strain put on young 
parents by needing to take public transport. She felt that it would create additional struggle for 
working mothers if cars were completely taken off the road. She responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning commuter parking. 
 
Sejal and Shalen (Individuals) – Draft Long Term Plan 
The presenters spoke to the submission, the potential impact of changing to angled parking to 
parallel parking in front of their stores and expressed concern that the reduction in carparks would 
hurt their business. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning parking in the 
area, pedestrian crossings, other business owners and parking changes effecting business. 
 
Simon Banks (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Banks spoke to his submission, noting current traffic congestion in the city and how it could be 
better managed with additional public transport and bike racks on buses. He also spoke in support 
of creating a plastic recycling facility in Hamilton. He responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning regional public transport and alternative transport options. 
 

Cr O’Leary left the meeting (11.28am) during the above submission. 
 
Martin Toop (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Toop spoke to his submission to the priority five of the Draft Long Term Plan. He outlined his 
solution to global warming which was to increase the planting of trees and noted that he felt more 
needs to be done to slow global warming. He recommended that the Council employ additional 
staff to plant trees throughout the city and the nurseries in the city be expanded to support this 
project. 
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Tony Dixon (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Dixon spoke to his submission in opposition in the rates increase and the increase in debt. He 
noted that he felt the previous Long Term Plan should be more closely followed to stick to that 
plan, and that the $401 million spend in infrastructure should not be spent on bike lanes. He 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning Claudelands bridge bike usage, the 
Gordonton road intersection upgrade and unfunded micro mobility objectives. 
 
Sanjay Joshi (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Joshi spoke to his submission, noting that in his opinion that the lack of quality homes was 
causing housing unaffordability. He requested an action group be formed with the Mayor, 
Councillors and Developers to find solutions to housing issues. He also suggested that the Te Huia 
train services be increased and a faster train introduced.  
 
Gerald Bailey (St Aiden’s Anglican Church) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Bailey spoke to his submission, in particular the western area of the proposed commuter 
parking around the Claudelands event centre, church and mosque in the area. He felt that charging 
for parking for people attending the event centre or buildings of faith would not be appropriate and 
suggested the current commuter parking zone and policy be kept, while extending the area of the 
two hour free parking area. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
alternative parking options. 

 
Marleina Ruka and Anna Casey-Cox (Te Ohu Whakaita) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Ruka and Ms Casey-Cox spoke to their submission, noting that they felt the principles of the 
draft He Pou Manawa Ora strategy were not reflected in the Draft Long Term Plan. They requested 
the Council consider funding more community cultural events. They  responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning the cost of Matariki and other cultural events, commuter parking 
charges and alternative event funding. 
 
Charlotte Isaac (Hamilton Gardens Development Project Governance Group) – Draft Long Term 
Plan 
Ms Isaac spoke to their submissions and recommended that the Council increase funding to the 
Hamilton Gardens in line with the Hamilton Garden Management Plan that has previously been 
accepted. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning entrance charge 
investigations, previous consideration of paid parking, charging for themed garden creating 
sponsorship risk, development timeline changes effecting Hamilton Garden budgets and 
reputational risk. 
 
Marleina Ruka, Mareline Yoman and Virginia Graham (The Friends of Hamilton Gardens) – Draft 
Long Term Plan 
Ms Ruka, Ms Yoman and Ms Graham spoke to their submission in opposition of charging for 
parking at the Hamilton Gardens. The noted that the Friends of Hamilton Gardens believed that it 
would harm the number of people using the gardens for recreation and exercise purposes. They 
advised that volunteers and workers at the gardens were concerned that they would be penalised 
for their place of work. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the history 
of the Friends of the Hamilton Gardens, cost of parking enforcement, removal of targeted rates and 
the timeline of implementing charges for themed gardens. 
 

The meeting was adjourned from 12.39pm to 2.01pm. 
 

Crs Hamilton and O’Leary re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment. 
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Hamish Anderson (The Adare Company Limited) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Anderson spoke to his submission, noting the collaborative relationship the Adare Company had 
with Council in the Peacocke growth cell. He responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning Development Contribution effect on development prices, Peacocke infrastructure, 
Council revenue, developer costs, District Plan changes, housing density and the amenities. 

 
Karen Koti, Era Peihopa and Renee Poihakena Jackson (Te Papanui Enderly Community Trust) – 
Draft Long Term Plan 
The presenter spoke to their submission, noting their support for cultural values being included in 
the Long Term Plan and requested additional financial support for the community. They responded 
to questions from Elected Members concerning Te Papanui Enderly demographics, the Community 
Trusts operating location refresh, Council’s collaboration with iwi, road safety and community self-
management. 
 

Cr Bunting left the meeting (2:41pm) at the conclusion of the above submission. 
 
Jane Wood and Scott Tipeny (Pukete Neighbourhood Association Incorporated) 
Ms Wood and Mr Tipeny spoke to their submission, noting their current limited available space. 
They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning collaboration with schools and the 
requirement for additional or new facilities. 
 
Ross Macleod (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Macleod spoke to his submission in support of additional cycleway connection investment in 
the Long Term Plan to increase safety on roads. He responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning quick solutions that could be implemented. 
 
Wayne Bates and Sam Wilkinson (Melville United AFC) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Bates and Mr Wilkinson spoke to their submission, noting their request for additional lighting 
on football fields to enable more community use of the space. They responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning additional lighting.  

 
Darren Mills (Waikato River Explorer) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Mills spoke to his submission and suggested mooring poles be placed at Memorial park instead 
of the $1.2 million currently budgeted to build a commercial jetty at the Hamilton Gardens. He 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning alternative jetty and mooring options,  
and the proposal of charging fees for mooring use. 
 
David Waine (Chartwell Scout Association) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Waine spoke to his submission concerning additional infrastructure investment in the Chartwell 
area, restoration collaboration and roading network. He responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning the development of a gully restoration plan. 
 
Alison Hitchens (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Hitchens spoke to his submission to the increase in traffic congestion on Gordonton road in 
recent years. She recommended additional safety measures for right hand turns along Gordonton 
road be implemented within the first three years of the Long Term Plan. She responded to 
questions form Elected Members concerning working with Council staff to implement additional 
safety measures. 
 

The meeting was adjourned from 3.27pm to 3.55pm. 
 
Cr Pascoe left the meeting during the above adjournment. 
Cr Bunting re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment. 
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Ron Pengelly (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Pengelly spoke to his submission and his concern the increase in rates was larger than the 
increase in the average income of ratepayers. He responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning essential Council services and infrastructure investment. 
 
Thomas Gibbons and Natalia Tropotova (Waikato Branch of Property Council New Zealand) – Draft 
Long Term Plan and Development Contribution Policy 
Mr Gibbons and Ms Tropotova spoke to their submission, noting the need for additional growth 
funding, their support of charging for water. They noted that in their opinion those that are driving 
growth should be pay their fair share of growth costs. They expressed concern that the consenting 
and costs of building six story buildings may not justify building that high despite the Development 
Contribution remissions and that businesses had been driven to build warehouses outside of 
Hamilton due to Development Contribution prices. They responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning the Infrastructure Funding and Financing Act, adjustment of rates over years, 
Development Contribution increases in comparison to increased land value, increased 
infrastructure usage as a result of residential growth, and privatized infrastructure risks and 
opportunities. 
 
Marie Gordon, Mary Ellen and Lale Ieremia (Hamilton Girls’ High School) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Gordon, Ms Ellen and Mr Ieremia spoke to their submission, noting that their current facilities 
were inadequate to provide proper physical education. They outlines the redevelopment of the 
school’s grounds that may occur to allow for the school to grow with the city and integrate with the 
West town belt. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning collaboration with 
Hamilton Boys High School, public access to recreation space on school grounds, collaboration with 
the Ministry of Education, timelines for development and funding by the Ministry of Education. 
 

Cr van Oosten left the meeting (4.46pm) during the above submission. 
Cr Naidoo-Rauf left the meeting (4.51pm) during the above submission. 
Cr O’Leary left the meeting (4.59pm) at the conclusion of the above submission. 

 
Jeremy Mayall (Creative Waikato) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Mayall spoke to his submission, in support of the Councils commitment to funding the arts and 
explained how the arts increased community wellbeing and made Hamilton a place people want to 
move to and which boosted the economy. He spoke of the Hamilton Arts navigator framework, 
which could be used as a tool to create a thriving cultural and artistic centre. He responded to 
questions from Elected Members concerning collaboration with local arts agencies. 
 

Cr Macpherson left the meeting (5.03pm) during the above submission. 
 
Ross Kennedy and Grant Taylor (Waikato Guild of Woodworkers) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Kennedy and Mr Taylor spoke to their submission in support of Council funding Art projects. 
They expressed gratitude to Hamilton’s arts and accessibility objectives, noting these help improve 
mental health. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning cost of upgrading 
arts centres.  

 
Catherine Smith (Friends of the Waikato Museum of Art and History Inc.) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Smith spoke to their submission, noting support for the proposed upgrades to the Museum and 
the positive outcomes that they would create such as increased visibility. She responded to 
questions from Elected Members concerning the addition of an entrance to museum from the river 
side. 
 

Cr Naidoo-Rauf re-joined the meeting (5.15pm) during the above submission. 
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Linda Clay (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Clay spoke to her submission, expressing concern for the increase in traffic in Moonlight Drive. 
She noted that she felt the road was not fit for purpose and that an upgrade was required. She 
responded to question from Elected Members concerning the road quality, material and additional 
roundabout changes. 
 
Kelli Pike (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Pike spoke to her submission in support of cycleway funding and historical site funding. She 
noted of the opportunity for Beale Cottage to be converted into community meeting space or 
museum. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning working on setting up 
events with Council, signage of gullies, using the Frankton restoration plan and cycleway locations. 
 

The meeting was adjourned 5.30pm on Wednesday 14 April 2021 until Thursday 15 April 2021 
9.30am. 
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Cr Bunting left the meeting during the above adjournment.  
Crs van Oosten, Pascoe, O’Leary and Macpherson re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment. 

 
The meeting resumed Thursday 15 April 2021 at 9.34pm. 

 
Peter Finlay (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan, Development Contribution Policy, Growth and 
Funding Policy, and Revenue and Financing Policy.  
Mr Findlay spoke to his submissions on the Draft Long Term Plan, Development Contribution Policy, 
Growth and Funding Policy, and Revenue and Financing Policy. He responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning debt to revenue ratio, the NIDEA growth model, the proposed 
Government Compliance Targeted rate and a transport master plan.  

 
Robert Dol (Northern United Sports Club) – Draft Long Term Plan  
Mr Dol spoke to their submission  noting the success of Kirokiro Park. He requested the completion 
of the Kirokiro Park development as per the master plan in particular the clubhouse. He responded 
to questions from Elected Members concerning Council partnering with the Northern United Sports 
Club to fund the development of a clubhouse and its potential design.  
 
Jennifer Palmer, Simon Perry and Sarah Ulmer (Perry Charitable Trust) – Draft Long Term Plan  
Mr Perry spoke to their submission and the various projects that they supported in the Draft Long 
Term Plan. They outlined the Te Awa Lakes Leisure and Recreation Park Development, how they 
would like to partner with Council and requested a $10 million contribution to the development. 
They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the potential council contribution, 
bus access, the development timeline and how the development would enable it to be a year round 
attraction.  
 
Tony McLauchlan and Bill Mitchelmore (Chedworth Properties, Brymer Heights, Empire 
Corporation Limited, Tristar Group Waimana Holdings, Porter Properties and Bill Mitchelmore) – 
Draft Long Term Plan and Development Contribution Policy 
Mr McLauchlan and Mr Mitchelmore spoke to the various submissions to the Draft Long Term Plan 
and Development Contribution Policy. They responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning points raised in their verbal and written submissions.  
 

The meeting was adjourned 11.22am to 11.37am. 
 
Cr Bunting re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment.  

 
Leonard Gardner (Foster Constructions Group and Hamilton Gardens Development Trust) – Draft 
Long Term Plan, Development Contributions Policy, Growth and Funding Policy  
Mr Gardener spoke to his submissions and congratulated the Council on proposed five long Term 
Plan Priorities. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning charging for access to 
the Themed Gardens once the Visitor Centre was complete and points raised in the submission to 
the proposed Development Contributions Policy. 
 
Jeane Derome (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Derome spoke to her proposal to make Hamilton the city of sustainable innovation and 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the scope of the project.  
 
Margaret Southgate (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Southgate spoke to her submission and requested that the Council partner with the Hamilton 
East Community to install a half basketball court at Steele Park. She responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning the proposed location of a half court. 
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Nickie-Leigh Heta (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Heta spoke to her submission in particular her support for community houses and their related 
projects. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning funding community 
houses and paid commuter parking. 
 
Marilyn Yeoman and Gail Pittaway (Garden History Research) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Yeoman spoke to their submission noting that in their opinion charging for the parking at the 
Gardens would deter visitors to the Hamilton Gardens and overall have a negative impact.  
 
Vicki Ravlich-Horan (Waikato Food Inc) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Ravlich-Horan spoke to their submission, thanked the Council for the funding they had 
previously received and asked that the support continued. She responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning funding from other Councils and alternative funding options. 
 
Niall Baker (Individual) - Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Baker spoke to his submission, the consultation process and noted his support of many of the 
projects. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning walkway signage and the 
proposed pedestrian bridge.  

 
Cr O’Leary left the meeting (12.44pm) during the above submission.  

 
Jason Wade (Clarence Street Theatre Trust) - Draft Long Term Plan  
Mr Wade spoke to their submission, requesting capital funding form community facilities and 
equipment. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning options for funding 
equipment, and a proposed land levy. 
 
Following the above verbal submissions, Elected Members requested the following information and 
matters be included in the Deliberations report: 
- the proposed Government Compliance Targeted rate;  
- ‘quick wins’ concerning feedback on the Development Contributions Policy; 
- Steele Park Pavilion development including the proposed half basketball court; 
- clarity of landscaping and ongoing maintenance of berms expectations; 
- Community Theatre Land Levy;  
- charging for Hamilton Gardens Themed Gardens once the Visitor Centre is completed, the 

timeline and impact;  
- analysis of where local roading improvements have been undertaken;  
- consultation with ‘David’s corner’ shops in relation to school links; 
- cost to ‘hit sticks’ along Pukatehea road and Gordonton Road;  
- Development Contribution remission for Parklets;  
- the theatre sound equipment funding proposal; 
- clarity of the assumed verses actual demand Development Contribution credits;  
- DC Cost allocation issue and DIA guidelines raised by Mitchmore; 
- funding for proposals raised by the community during consultation;  
- consideration towards overnight moorings an rephased jetty spend; 
- Hamilton East Plan, what has been achieved verses what is still to be completed; 
- previous agreement with Clarence Street Theatre and other community Theatres;  
- Community Housing Funding opportunities in the areas of high deprivation and revitalisation of 

the houses;  
- schedule of assets issues raised in relation to Development Contributions; 
- funding of a Matariki event; 
- lighting of soccer pitches, timeline and funding;  
- Kingitanga exhibition timeline; and  
- impediments to rebranding the Museum. 
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Cr Wilson left the meeting (1.04pm) during the above discussion. 
Cr Naidoo-Rauf left the meeting (1.07pm) during the above discussion.  

 
The meeting was adjourned 1.29pm to 3.01pm. 

 
Crs Wilson, O’Leary and Naidoo-Rauf re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment. 
 

Following the above adjournment the meeting resumed with Item 4 (Public Forum) and Item 10 (Notice of 
Revocation and Motion – Maaori Wards) prior to proceeding with the remaining Long Term Plan hearings 
to accommodate members of the public in attendance for these two items.   
 

The meeting resumed with a Karakia from Tame Pokaia and a mihi/welcome from Mayor 
Southgate. A response was given by Sonny Karena. 

4. Public Forum – Aatea korero 
 
Benjamin Doyle spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of 
Maaori Wards and partnership. He felt that the introduction of Maaori Wards would enable the 
voices of Hamilton’s to be heard and could only have a positive outcome.  
 
Joe Trinder spoke to item (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) support of Maaori 
Wards and to the history of Hamilton.  
 
Dr Jacquelyn Elkington spoke in support of item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori 
Wards) noting the history of Maaori land ownership and representation.  
 
Brett Erceg spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) requesting full 
consultation with the Community on Maaori wards.  
 
Malaina Huaki spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of 
Maaori Wards.  
 
Wiremu Puke and Hekeiterangi Broadhurst spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - 
Maaori Wards) in support of Maaori Wards. They suggested ward boundaries based on ancestral 
landmarks of importance, and requested Elected Members consider the next generation when 
making their decision today. 
 
Dr Rawiri Waretini-Karena spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in 
support of Maaori Wards noting the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the requirement to 
partner with Maaori.   
 
Alvina Edwards spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of 
Maaori Wards noting requirements of partnership outlined in the Treaty of Waitangi. 
 
Sandra Puru spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of 
Maaori Wards. 
 
Daphne Bell spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of 
Maaori Wards and outlined her experience when learning about the history of New Zealand.  
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Rittie Kee spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of Maaori 
Wards noting benefits it would have on future generations. 
 
Donna Pokere-Phillips spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) and 
outlined Te Tiriti o Waitangi, case law, and the need for partnership.  
 
Sakaio Te Whaiti-Smith spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in 
support of Maaori Wards and presented a petition to the Council concerning street signs in 
Kirikiriroa that did not reflect integrity. He requested Council consider equal partnership at the 
Council table.  
 
Horiana Henderson spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support 
of Maaori Wards and outlined how it would meet the provision in the Local Government Act.  
 
Hana Maipi Rawhiti-Clarke spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in 
support of Maaori Wards and to her disappointment of the decision made on 1 April 2021.  
 
Sandra Stoud spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of 
Maaori Wards.  
 
Linda Te Aho (Tainui and Ngaati Korokii Kahukura Representative) spoke to item 10 (Notice of 
Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards)  noting that Maangai Maaori were a compromise in the 
past but that now it was the time to introduce Maaori wards.  
 
Andrea Elliott-Hohepa (Te Runanga Representative) spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and 
Motion - Maaori Wards) outlining the support of Maaori Wards and the success of Maangai Maaori. 
She suggested that the previously debated option 3 of Maaori Wards and Maangai Maaori should 
be adopted.  
 
Warren Williams (Ngaati Maahanga Representative) spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and 
Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of Maaori Wards. He noted the feedback from Ngaati 
Maahanga was that Maaori wards should be approved and that Maangi Maaori continue to be 
Elected Members of Councils Committees. 
 
Sheryle and Sonny Matenga (Ngaati Tamainupo Representative) spoke to item 10 (Notice of 
Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of Maaori Wards. They noted the importance of 
maaori sit at the decision making table and their support of points raised by previous speakers.  
 
Eric Pene (Ngaati Wairere Representative) spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and Motion - 
Maaori Wards) in support of Maaori Wards being established under today’s Council, their 
disappointment of the previous decision and the requirement for partnership.  
 
Hone Thompson and Mokoro Gillett (Ngaati Hauaa) spoke to item 10 (Notice of Revocation and 
Motion - Maaori Wards) in support of Maaori Wards and the historic moment for change. 
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Written submission from Dave Colquhoun (Chairperson Commission for Justice, Peace, and Aroha), 
Brett Erceg, and Stevie Sansfield were circulated to Elected Members prior to the meeting and 
attached to the minutes as Appendix 2.  

 
The meeting was adjourned 4.45pm to 5.00pm. 

 
10. Notice of Revocation and Motion - Maaori Wards 

Mayor Southgate spoke to the notice of Motion and outlined a proposed  change to the wording 
of the notice of motion. Staff responded to questions Elected Members concerning the proposed 
consultation process and timeline.  
 

 Resolved:      (Mayor Southgate/Cr Hamilton)      
That the Council revokes the following resolution pertaining to consideration of Maaori Wards 
and Maaori Representation that was previously approved at the 1 April 2021 Extraordinary Council 
meeting: 
 

That the Council: 
a) approves to continue its commitment to strengthen meaningful representation and 

participation of Maaori across all levels of Council activity (including consideration of 
Maaori wards, strengthening the role of Maangai Maaori and/or other means) following 
the adoption of He Pou Manawa Ora and consistent with the direction of the strategy; and 

b) commits to maintain collaboration and engagement with iwi and the community 
throughout the process. 

 
Deputy Mayor Taylor and Cr Pascoe Dissenting. 

 
Resolved:      (Mayor Southgate/Cr Hamilton)  
That the Council: 

a) considers the establishment of Maaori Wards for the 2022-25 triennium, with wider 
community engagement to take place from 16 April 2021 until 10 May 2021;  

b) approves that an Extraordinary Council meeting will be convened for the purpose of 
consideration of the consultation in a) above, and deciding on the final outcome of the 
proposal in a) above on 19 May 2021; and 

c) notes that a final decision on establishing Maaori wards for the 2022-25 triennium must be 
made prior to 21 May 2021. 

 
Deputy Mayor Taylor and Cr Pascoe Dissenting. 

 
The meeting was adjourned with a Karakia Whakamutunga.  
 

The meeting was adjourned 6.01pm Thursday 15 April 2021 until Tuesday 20 April 2021 9.30am. 
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Cr O’Leary left the meeting during the above adjournment.  
 

The meeting resumed Tuesday 20 April 2021 at 9.34am with Long Term Plan hearings. 
 

Adrienne Grant (Waikato Enviroschools, Waikato Regional Council) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Grant spoke to her submission, noting her request for Council to take rubbish from Hamilton 
schools to decrease their carbon footprint. She spoke in support of alternative transport options, 
gully restoration and school work on environmental restoration initiatives. She responded to 
questions from Elected Members concerning schools recycling and the amount generated by schools. 
 
Chris McLay and Russ Rimmington (Waikato Regional Council) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr McLay and Mr Rimmington spoke to their submission noting their support for commuter parking 
charges, an additional transport hub to be created at Rototuna village, increased infrastructure 
initiatives and additional funding for housing. They responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning bus stop locations, cat de-sexing funding, additional public transport funding, working 
with Waka Kotahi to fund alternative transport, public transport usage, the timeline of infrastructure 
development and biodiversity initiatives. 
 
Simon Leadley (TWoTA Trust) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Leadley spoke to their submission and to the Fairfield hall development that was scheduled to 
take place. He outlined of the support that the hall could provide to help alleviate social economic 
struggles of the neighbouring communities, including providing music, arts, sports, and health 
services. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the timeline for  
redevelopment and confirmed that TWoTA Trust moving into the new building. 
 
Maurine Pierce, Alison Young and Tina Boyd (Kiwi Property and Stride Investment Management Ltd) 
– Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Arthur-Young outlined their submission, noting their opposition to the introduction of a 
Government Compliance targeted rate and the feedback from tenants that they may need to reduce 
staff or leave the region in response to the increase in rates. They responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning targeted rates, Three Waters compliance rates, previous decreases in 
rates, Local Government Act requirements and changes to targeted rate charges per year. 
 

Cr Leary re-joined the meeting (10:29am) during the above submission. 
 
Geoff Booth, Emma, Cooper, Tyla and Flynn  (Puketaha School) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Booth and students from Puketaha School spoke to their submission, noting that the current 
Gordonton and Puketaha intersection was unsafe and suggested a roundabout would decrease 
congestion and make the road safer. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
users of this intersection and confirmed that they would make submissions the other Councils Long 
Term Plans. 
 
Jay Komene and Darran Walker (Waikato Bomb Club) 
Mr Walker and Mr Komene spoke to their submission, noting the current danger of walking down to 
the Wellington beach and requested installation of a stairway and safety measures at the site such as 
floatation devices. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning additional 
swimming facilities, Wellington beach upgrades, water safety measures and bombing facilities. 
 
Patricia O’Neill (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms O’Neill spoke to her submission in opposition to the proposal to charge for parking at the 
Hamilton Gardens. She expressed concern that lower earning ratepayers would not be able to justify 
attending the gardens and other would avoid it if the proposed parking charge was introduced. She 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning charging non-residents for access to the 
themed gardens and alternative transport to the gardens. 
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The meeting was adjourned from 11:16am to 11:33am 
 
Richard Wymer (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Wymer spoke to his submission in support of private businesses being able to use the river for 
commercial purposes, charging for entry to the gardens and the introduction of bus only lanes. He 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning bus priority lights. 
 
Annabel Walsh (Rototuna Senior High School) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Walsh spoke to their submission noting that infrastructure in Rototuna could not keep up with 
demand and needed to be upgraded sooner. She suggested that the proposed parking charge be 
replaced by a charge to enter the themed gardens. She responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning alternative transport to schools and road safety. 
 
Troy Radovancich (Rad Surveying Ltd) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Radovancich outlined his submission and noted that in his opinion that the Council needed to 
bring additional land into the city by shifting boundaries and rezoning land for residential housing. He 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning affordability of housing, infrastructure 
cost and development. 
 
Peter Dornauf (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Dornauf spoke to his submission and concern that there was a person living on cemetery 
grounds. He responded to questions from Elected Members regarding his concerns. 
 
Russelle Knaap (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Knaap spoke to her submission, noting that her opinion the proposed increase of rates was 
affordable and would require people to decrease their quality of living to afford the increases. She 
also noted her opposition to the Peacocke east-west arterial route due to the land quality making it 
unsuitable to build on. She spoke of the lack of engineering reports looking into this issue. She 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning geotechnical reports on the location of 
the Peacocke east-west arterial route.  
 
Mark (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
The presenter spoke to his submission, noting his disapproval of the increase in rates and debt 
proposed in the Draft Long Term Plan and suggested that the Council have decreased both debt and 
rates had it taken advantage of decreasing interest rates. He responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning fixed interest rates. 
 
Roger Stratford (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Stratford spoke to his submission in opposition to the increase in rates and noted that gully 
restoration should instead be reduced to gully management. 
 
Holly Snape (Community Waikato) 
Ms Snape spoke to her submission, noting the degeneration of community facilities reducing public 
morale. She spoke in favour of alternate transport initiatives and Maaori wards.  
 
Robin Hood (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Hood spoke to his submission noting that he was in to proposal to cover the outdoor pool with a 
dome. He suggested instead that the Municipal Pools be regenerated instead. 
 

Cr Hamilton left the meeting (12:40pm) during the above submission. 
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Susan Woodhouse (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Woodhouse spoke to her submission , the lido pool dome and instead suggested that the money 
to be used to renew the Municipal pools which would create a world first ‘water quarter’ with 
linkage to the river. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning cost of 
regeneration of the Municipal pools and pool heating. 
 
Ursula Carlson (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Carlson spoke against the proposed commuter parking charges. She responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning exemptions for residents and commuter charging locations.  
 
Paul Bradley (Hamilton Arts Trust) 
Mr Bradley spoke to their submission in support of an increase in funding to the arts community, and 
requested the proposed fund be increased to $1 million. He outlined the positive reputation that the 
arts provides, and explained that the fund would support the four wellbeings and Hamilton’s 
economy. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning national and private arts 
funding.  
 
Nancy Caiger (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Caiger spoke to her submission, noting her support in the increase in arts funding. She outlined a 
proposal for a Arts endowment fund to be created to support the Arts in the future. She responded 
to questions from Elected Members concerning the depreciating value of funding the Hamilton 
Gardens.  
 

Cr Naidoo-Rauf left the meeting (1:07pm) during the above submission. 
 

The meeting was adjourned from 1.11pm to 2.03pm. 
 

Deputy Mayor Taylor, Crs Macpherson and Bunting left the meeting during the above adjournment.   
 
Dame Peggy Koopman-Boyden (Hamilton Age Friendly Steering Group) 
Dame Koopman-Boyden spoke to their submission noting Hamilton’s Age-Friendly City honour, older-
person representation in the Long Term Plan, the older-person population, population diversity, the 
cycling and walking bridge, Hamilton City Gardens, parking, and city parks. She responded to 
questions from Elected Members concerning micro-mobility pathways and age-friendly cities.       
 

Cr Bunting re-joined the meeting (2.11pm) during the above submission.   
Deputy Mayor Taylor and Cr Hamilton re-joined the meeting (2.14pm) during the above submission.   
Cr Naidoo-Rauf re-joined the meeting (2.16pm) during the above submission.  
Cr Macpherson re-joined the meeting (2.18pm) during the above submission. 

 
Jason Dawson (Hamilton & Waikato Tourism) 
Mr Dawson spoke to their submission in support of the walking and cycling bridge, the Boat Jetty at 
Hamilton Gardens, and entry charges for the themed Hamilton Gardens. He responded to questions 
from Elected Members concerning Hamilton Gardens parking and entry charges.       
 
April Johnson and Catherine Trezona (Life Unlimited)  
Ms Johnson and Ms Trezona spoke their submission noting the need for a greater focus on disability 
support, training opportunities, and libraries. They responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning workplace accessibility and mode-shift.    
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Rawiri Bidois and Sonny Karena (THaWK) 
Mr Bidois spoke to their submission noting their support for historical storytelling across the city 
including the Hamilton Gardens and Horsham Downs, the walking and cycling bridge, and their 
opposition to commuter parking charges. They responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning historical storytelling.     
 
Anna Casey-Cox and Te Kopa King (Kirikiriroa Restoration Forum) 
Ms Casey-Cox and Mr King spoke to their submission in particular environmental and gully 
restoration, mana whenua representation and historical storytelling. They responded to questions 
from Elected Members concerning predator free Waiwhakareke, storytelling at Paa and Urupaa sites.     
 
Anna Casey Cox and Wiremu Puke (RESTORE) 
Ms Casey-Cox and Mr Puke spoke to the their submission noting Hamilton’s historical ecology and 
wetlands, and reintroduction of native wildlife. They responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning constructing wetlands,  and wildlife reintroduction.    
 

The meeting adjourned from 3.24pm to 3.38pm. 
 

Deputy Mayor Taylor and Crs Bunting and Hamilton left the meeting during the above adjournment. 
 
Jo Wrigley (Go Eco) 
Ms Wrigley spoke to their submission in particular carbon emissions, climate change, environmental 
impact of roading and stormwater, and their support for multi-modal transport, micro-mobility 
pathways, and gully restoration. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
climate change.   
 
Brian Main (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Main spoke to his submissions noting the estimated Long Term Plan budget and Hamilton 
Gardens parking charges. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning alternative 
Hamilton Garden’s revenue opportunities.    
 

Cr Hamilton re-joined the meeting (3.51pm) during the above submission.  
Deputy Mayor Taylor re-joined the meeting (3.54pm) during the above submission.  

 
Bruce Clarkson (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Clarkson spoke to his submission in favour of the restoration of gullies noting the bio-diversity 
decline in the city. He suggested adaptive management processes, prioritisation of gully projects, and 
partnership with gully groups. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
measuring bio-diversity improvements.     
 

Cr Bunting re-joined the meeting (3.57pm) during the above submission. 
 
Tim Macindoe (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Macindoe spoke to his submission noting his support for safer roads and improvement of 
intersections. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning roundabouts, public 
feedback, and costing.    
 
Roderick Aldridge (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Aldridge spoke to his submission, in particular his support for infrastructure.   
 

Cr O’Leary left the meeting (4.19pm) during the above submission.  
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Timi Barabas (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Barabas spoke to her submission noting her support for climate change action, the prioritisation 
of cycle and walkways development, gully restoration and public transport. She responded to 
questions from Elected Members concerning public transport.  
 
Tim Young and Peter van Hooven (Individuals) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Young and Mr van Hooven spoke to their submission noting the need for inclusive playgrounds 
and accessibility, accessibility data to indicate areas of need, and development contributions. They 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the Magical Bridge Playground.   
 
Maurice Flynn (CCS Disability Action) 
Mr Flynn spoke to his submission in support of multi-mode transport initiatives including micro-
mobility pathways, and public transport upgrades including accessibility improvements of bus stops. 
He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning accessible housing.     
 
Blair McAlister (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr McAlister spoke to his submission in opposition to the cost of Long Term Plan budget, Council 
debt, and the innovating streets project. He responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning inter-generational borrowing.  
 
Jamie Strange (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Strange spoke to his submission in support of infrastructure to support population growth 
including development of northern corridors, Eastern Pathways School Link, lighting sport fields and 
the pedestrian bridge proposal. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning rating 
increases, Ministry of Education facilities and transport funding, Central Government funding for 
Hamilton City Council’s multi-modal projects, the housing acceleration fund and roading budgets.      

 
Cr Bunting left the meeting (5.06pm) during the above submission. 
Cr Naidoo-Rauf left the meeting (5.07pm) during the above submission. 

 
Cliff Thomas (Waikato Historical Society) 
Mr Thomas spoke to their submission and requested the Council fund the development of a new 
book detailing Hamilton’s history. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the 
wider history of Kirikiriroa, costings and digital copies.  
 
The meeting adjourned from 5.19pm Tuesday 20 April 2021 to 9.30am Wednesday 21 April 2021. 
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Crs Pascoe and Macpherson left the meeting during the above adjournment. 
Crs Bunting and Naidoo-Rauf re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment. 

 
The meeting resumed 9.30am Wednesday 21 April 2021. 

 
 Christina Campbell and Isabell Campbell  (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 

Ms Campbell and Ms Campbell spoke to their submission in opposition to the demolition of the 
Municipal Pool, noting swimming’s health benefits.     

 
 Neil McInnes (Water Safety New Zealand) – Draft Long Term Plan 
 Mr McInnes spoke to their submission noting the importance of water safety awareness, previous 

partnerships between the organisation and Council, and the potential opportunities for future 
partnerships. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning partnership pools, 
school pools, fresh water safety, surf life-saving and te awa kaitiaki.       

 
Cr Pascoe re-joined the meeting (9.43am) during the above submission. 
Cr Macpherson re-joined the meeting (9.45am) during the above submission.  
 
 Margaret Evans, Jacquie Keelan, Raymond Mudford, Andrew Bydder, Bob Short, Rudi dePlooy 
 and Russelle Knaap (TOTI) – Draft Long Term Plan 

 The presenters spoke to their submission in support of gaining Central Government funding for 
 school buses, environmental restoration projects, greater public access to swimming pools, a river 
 swimming action plan, the walk-cycle bridge, a multi-modal transport plan, a governance review, 
and in opposition of the targeted Three Waters rate, and District Plan review. They spoke in 
support of providing affordable housing, and asked for additional time for TOTI to develop a plan to 
refurbish the Founders Theatre. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
river safety, Three Water reform planning, Founders Theatre retention, and representation.  

 
Cr O’Leary re-joined the meeting (10.15am) during the above submission. 
  

 Gemma Major (Seed Waikato) – Draft Long Term Plan  
 Ms Major spoke to their submission and advocated for greater youth engagement, increased youth 
worker support projects, partnership, collaboration and advisory opportunities with Council. She 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning Council actions to support Hamilton 
youth.   

 
 Kelvyn Eglinton and Ross Hargood (Momentum Waikato) – Draft Long Term Plan 
 Mr Eglinton and Mr Hargood spoke to their submission noting the need for a regional endowment 
fund to fund community and iwi objectives. They noted support of the arts fund proposal , the 
walking and cycling bridge and funding the regional theatre. They responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning the community land trust, collaborative creative sector funding and 
social housing solutions timeline. 
 

The meeting adjourned from 10.56am to 11.15am 
 
Cr Thomson left the meeting during the above adjournment. 
  

Kat Waswo (GRRRL Fest Kirikiriroa) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Waswo spoke to her submission in support of increased creative arts funding, a dedicated arts 
strategy, noting Hamilton’s Most Beautiful Large City award and an exodus of local talent. She 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the creative sector funding, northern 
suburb’s transport infrastructure, re-allocation of funding, creative venues, and existing Council 
creative funding.     
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Cr Thomson re-joined the meeting (11.19am) during the above submission.  
 

Blair Currie (Aranui User Group) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Currie spoke to his submission requesting funding for a consolidated sports hub in Ferrybank, 
and noted the proposals alignment with the Long Term Plan’s five priorities. He responded to 
questions from Elected Members concerning funding alternatives, community support, relationship 
to Council’s previous river plan proposal, community consultation and Waikato-Tainui funding 
opportunities.         
 
Don Good (Waikato Chamber of Commerce) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Good spoke to their submission in support of prioritising infrastructure projects, and requested  
a focus on asset management. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning user-
pays visitor attraction models, territorial authority amalgamation, the difference between key 
infrastructure and “nice-to-haves” and congestion charging.          

 
Cr Macpherson left the meeting (11.50am) during the above submission. 

 
Amy Marfell and Matthew Cooper (Sport Waikato) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Marfell and Mr Cooper spoke to their submission in support of the cycleway and aquatic 
projects in the Long Term Plan. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
aquatic projects and community need, community-school facility partnerships, the unfunded parks-
connection programme and previous Ferrybank proposals.        
 
Richard Coventry and Lale Ieremia (Te Awa Lakes) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Coventry and Ieremia spoke to their submission in support of strategic town planning in 
Hamilton’s Northern suburbs. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning 
existing development plans.       
 
Lynne Garnham and Betty Collins (Tui 2000 Inc) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Garnham and Ms Collins spoke to their submission in support of greater funding to 
Waiwhakareke, their proposal to bring forward the education centre project, the Nature in the City 
strategy, and the Gully Restoration programme. They responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning paid entry to Waiwhakareke.  
  

Cr Hamilton left the meeting (12.27pm) during the above submission.    
Cr Wilson left the meeting (12.33pm) at the conclusion of the above submission.  

 
Mischele Rhodes (Individual) 
Ms Rhodes spoke to her submission concerning property ownership and individual wealth and 
rates increases.    
 
Tom (Individual) 
The Presenter spoke to his submission in support of a management restructure at Council, and 
community consultation. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning community 
consultation.      
 
Tony Armstrong (HRRA Hamilton Residents Ratepayers Association) 
Mr Armstrong spoke to their submission in opposition of the cycleway projects and innovating 
streets, noting Hamilton resident’s lifestyles and needs. He responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning cycling, congestion reduction and infrastructure requirements.  

 
Cr Wilson re-joined the meeting (12.46pm) during the above submission.  
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Charm Skinner (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 

 Ms Skinner spoke to her submission noting the importance of storytelling and the history of 
 Kirikiriroa and mana whenua engagement throughout the Long Term Plan programmes.   
 

The meeting adjourned at 1.04pm to 2.00pm 
 
Cr Macpherson re-joined the meeting during the above adjournment.  
 
 Kevin Hodges (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 

Mr Hodges spoke to his submission in opposition of the walk and cycle bridge, and outlined his 
proposal that use the existing rail infrastructure. He responded to questions from Elected Members 
concerning his proposal including weight restrictions, design and KiwiRail engagement.   

  
 Kim Skilton (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 

Ms Skilton spoke to her submission and requested an increase disability access to aquatic facilities. 
She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the aquatic facilities.  
 
Lloyd (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
The presenter spoke to his submission in support of the Gully Restoration programme be extended 
and include improvement of Waikato River Walk. He responded to questions from Elected 
Members concerning treescapes.   
 
David Menkes (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Menkes spoke to his submission in opposition of the demolition of the Municipal Pools and 
outlined the benefits of outdoor aquatic facilities in comparison to indoor facilities.      
 
Katherine Luketina (Swim in the City) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Luketina spoke to their submission in opposition to the demolition of the Municipal Pools 
noting Historic Heritage, the Waikato River plan and partnership pools. She responded to questions 
from Elected Members concerning partnership pools. 
 

Cr Hamilton re-joined the meeting (2:24pm) during the above submission. 
 
Gail Jonson (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Jonson spoke to her submission in opposition to the demolition of the Municipal Pools. She 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning cycleways and partnership pools.  
 
Amanda Liddington (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Liddington spoke to her submission in support of improving the intersection at Grey Street-
Wellington Street and requested an increase to the number of bus shelters across Hamilton City.  
She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning bus shelters and solutions for the 
Grey Street-Wellington Street intersection.  
 
Charlotte Muggeridge (YWCA) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Muggeridge spoke to their submission concerning affordable accommodation and inclusionary 
zoning. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning Council support, central city 
resident parking and affordable accommodation.  
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Richard Porter (Bike Waikato) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Porter spoke to their submission in support of more safer micro-mobility routes noting previous 
successful projects, safe cycle routes, cycling as a mode of transport, and changing attitudes. He 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning Bike Waikato’s mode-share targets, 
separate cycle paths, connectivity of cycleways, previous cycle projects and user uptake, cycleway 
safety standards, mode-share, fundraising initiatives including Waka Kotahi, temporary measures 
and cycling road-user data.    
 

Crs Pascoe and Bunting left the meeting (3.11pm) during the above submission.  
 
Jason Cargo (BTW Company Ltd) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Cargo spoke to his submission in support sporting centres and play infrastructure for all ages, 
the walk-cycle pedestrian bridge, and additional cycle infrastructure including parking. He 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning bike locks and related infrastructure 
and Council support for sports centres.       
 
Alison Hamilton (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Dr Hamilton spoke to her submission in opposition to the demolition of the Municipal Pools noting 
the positives of outdoor pools, water safety, the Te Rapa pools projects and opportunities to re-
develop the Municipal Pools.   
 
Anuradha Fitzwalter (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Fitzwalter spoke to her submission in support of the Long Term Plan’s five priorities, noting the 
20 minute city strategy, climate change action, micro-mobility, and promoting mode-shift. She 
responded to questions from Elected Members concerning community education, timeline for 
mode-shift projects, electric vehicles and school travel plans.   

 
Crs Pascoe and Bunting re-joined the meeting (3.48pm) during the above submission.      
 

George Lusty (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Lusty spoke to his submission in support of the Gully Restoration noting environmental impacts 
of residential infill. He responded to questions from Elected Members concerning Significant 
Natural Areas (SNAs).    
 
Hayley Hamilton (Individual) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Hamilton spoke to her submission concerning safety improvements to Discovery Drive 
pedestrian crossing. She responded to questions from Elected Members concerning planned traffic 
projects in the area.    
 
Darren Anderson and Don Law (Hamilton Central Rotary Club) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Mr Anderson and Mr Law spoke to their submission in support of the walk-cycle pedestrian bridge 
project noting Hamilton as a tourist destination, connections to the cycleways, architectural 
landmarks, road safety, the University link, and mode-shift. They responded to questions from 
Elected Members concerning budget and community fundraising.  
 
Jane Landman (Waimarie: Hamilton East Community House) – Draft Long Term Plan 
Ms Landman spoke to her submission in particular noting support of climate change action, 
cycleways, public transport, paid access to the Hamilton Gardens and gully restoration, and in 
opposition to Embassy Park, Stadium upgrades, and the targeted Hamilton Gardens rate. She noted 
the importance of well-designed and green infill housing developments. 
 
Written submission from Roderick Aldridge, PJ Findlay, Bruce Clarkson and KJ Hodges were 
circulated to Elected Members prior to the meeting and will be attached to the minutes as 
Appendix 3. 
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The meeting adjourned from 4.28pm to 4.41pm 

 
Deputy Mayor Taylor and Crs Naidoo-Rauf and O’Leary left the meeting during the above adjournment. 
 

 

 
Cr Naidoo-Rauf re-joined the meeting (4:42pm) during the above item. She was present when the matter 
was voted on. 
Cr O’Leary re-joined the meeting (4:44pm) during the above item. She was present when the matter was 
voted on. 
 

       
 
 

7. Long-Term Plan, Revenue and Financing Policy, Development Contribution Policy and Growth 
Funding Policy Verbal Submission Report 

The report was taken as read.  

 Resolved:   (Cr Wilson/Cr Macpherson) 

That the Council: 

a) receives the report; 

b) notes that the verbal submissions will be heard on the 13-15 April 2021; and 

c) notes the submissions will be considered during the deliberations on the Long-Term Plan and 
the Draft Revenue and Financing Policy on the 4-6 May 2021 Council meeting. 

8. Development Contributions Policy Review 2021 - Submissions Summary Report 

The report was taken as read.  

 Resolved:   (Mayor Southgate/Cr Hamilton) 

That the Council: 

a) receives the report; 

b) notes that feedback will be considered during the deliberations on the Draft Development 
Contributions Policy 2021/22 at the 4 to 5 May 2021 Council meeting; and 

c) notes that the Development Contribution Policy 2021/22 is scheduled to be adopted at the 
24 to 25 June 2021 Council meeting, effective 1 July 2021.  

9. Growth Funding Policy Review - Submission Summary Report 

The report was taken as read. Staff responded to questions from Elected Members concerning the 
population growth figures.   

 Resolved:   (Cr Macpherson/Cr Bunting) 

That the Council: 

a) receives the report; 

b) notes that submissions will be considered during the deliberations on the Draft Growth 
Funding Policy at the 4-5 May 2021 Council meeting; and 

c) notes that a Growth Funding Policy is scheduled to be adopted at the 24-25 June 2021 
Council meeting. 
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Following the conclusion of the verbal submissions, Elected Members requested the following 
information and matters be included in the Deliberations report (noting that further questions 
were emailed directly to staff following the hearings): 
- confirmation that the Embassy Park upgrades will provide accessible access to the Waikato 

Theatre; 
- options to re-institute a youth advisory group; 
- engagement with the Ferrybank group to discuss alignment with the Riverbank plan; 
- funding for water safety initiatives around the river; 
- exploring partnership pool opportunities with ministry of education assets and other outdoor 

pools; 
- examine options for bus bollards; 
- investigate Significant Natural Areas as support for gully protection, and private/public land; 
- aquatic disability access to facilities; 
- river swimming safety features;  
- Priority bus lanes at Fairfield; 
- Clarity regarding Council interest rates;  
- Best practice guidelines for Gully restoration; 
- Heavy/Boundary road intersection, confirmation of priority; 
- Te Awa Lakes development contributions options; 
- Data concerning accessibility of bus stops and playgrounds for baseline targets; 
- user-pay opportunities; 
- school travel plan opportunities; 
- investigate river swim opportunities; and 
- inner-city treescapes.  

Cr Naidoo-Rauf retired from the meeting (4:53pm) during the above discussion. 
Cr O’Leary retired from the meeting (5:01pm) during the above discussion. 
Deputy Mayor Taylor re-joined the meeting (5:07pm) during the above discussion. 
Cr Wilson retired from the meeting (5:09pm) during the above discussion.   

 

The meeting was closed with Karakia from Cr Hamilton. 

The meeting was declared closed at 5.12pm on Wednesday 21 April 2021. 
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 Māori Wards  
  
NZ was an uninhabited county, no one lived here, Then the first migrants came by waka, these 
migrants then gave birth to children and those children became the first native people of this 
county, Māori. Later on, other migrants arrived by ship and plane. These people also gave birth 
and their NZ born children also have become natives of New Zealand.  Every person's ancestors 
in NZ have come from overseas.  
And this is the problem. The lack of recognition of the more recent NZ born native people. So, I 
accuse the Council, Iwi and The NZ Government of racism by exclusion and favouritism based on 
where a person's ancestors have come from when setting policy.   
Maori wards is an example of this. Imagine the calls of racism from Maori if we had the policy such 
as “by Europeans only, for Europeans only”, and only European wards.  
  But I do support Māori having a guiding hand, a strong culture and Language. I believe having a 
unique NZ Māori Language builds NZs identify, That what Māori are seeking is a right of birth, But 
not by excluding other NZ born people's right to self-determination. unfortunately, the 
government sold us all out in 1972 by giving non-Citizens the right to vote.  
So what's the answer. I Don't know, Maybe  
For the council to do real consultation evenly, not just with one group for months and lip service 
to others.  
For the government and council to recognise our identity and not to discriminate against its own 
citizens based on ancestry.  
And lastly for Citizens only to have the right to vote for council and government.  
Thank you  
Brett Erceg 
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Kia Ora Councillors, 
 
My name is Stevie Ransfield and I am a wahine maaori that currently resides within the 
HCC boundary and is registered to vote. I am 32 years old and am a young professional. 
 
The context of my submission is to support a decision to allow Maaori Wards within this 
rohe to be accepted and passed without further consultation. 
 
The evidence that supports this is that it does not detrimentally impact the system. It is 
merely an opportunity to allow a more robust vehicle for maaori to be represented and it 
will be up to Maaori to activate this space. 
 
Secondly, it is incredibly insulting that HCC honour Te Tiriti, but apply the principles when it 
suits the councils narrative. There is a sense of Tokenism in the air. Take a look around the 
HCC offices, social media platforms and website. There is a beautiful bi lingual 
collaborative approach however not consistent at the decision making table. 
 
Thirdly, from the consensus reports in 2018, 23% of the region identify as Maori, that is a 
large portion of this population that also should be represented accordingly. 
 
In this contemporary age there is no room for archaic views of the past and urge all 
councillors to be BOLD in the pursuit of equality in its truest form. Honouring the founding 
documents that is apart of this nations fabric and unwritten constitution is the first step in 
this space. 
 
Revolutionise and mobilise our wonderful communities and lead by example. 
 
Mauri Ora!! 
 
Stevie Ransfield 
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Hamilton CBD to Claudelands Rail Bridge Cycling and Pedestrian Pathway 
K J Hodges, Hamilton Resident and Professional Engineer, 21st April 2021 
 

What is the Prime Objective?… To remove cyclists and pedestrians entirely from the congested 'Claudelands Road Bridge', a new 
upper structure would be built above the 'Claudelands Rail Bridge', at road level, about 6m wide, providing a safe direct connection 
from central Victoria Street to River Road and Claudelands, accommodating commuting and special event people movement, forming 
the central backbone of a pedestrian and cycling pathway. 
 

 
 

   
What are the Positives? 
• Significantly cheaper than a new bridge, only for pedestrians / cyclists, so is lightweight cost effective construction 
• Established bridge connectivity on each side of the river, utilising existing rail bridge structure 
• Cultural values are maintained, as it’s not a new structure 
• Convenient central location linking Claudelands directly to Victoria Street 
• Can readily be expanded to utilise the rail corridor in future when rail line is undergrounded to the University 
• Removes pedestrian and cycle traffic from Claudelands Bridge, with Safe 6m wide pathway, with no traffic 
• Easier and safer access connection to River Road Carpark and Claudelands for commuters and events pedestrians 
• Ideal for addition of a mid span river viewing platform looking northward 
• Does not detract from views or other activities by using the existing rail bridge, plus covers over unsightly railway 
• Award winning potential for utilising existing infrastructure in a novel and practical way to enhance the inner city 

What are the Negatives? 

Access to 
River Road 

Immediate connection 
to central Victoria 
Street and the CBD 

Existing 6m 
wide path 
from Victoria 
St to the Rail 
Bridge 

Access to 
River Road 
Carpark 

Access to 
Claudelands 
Events Centre 

6m wide upper 
platform built 
over existing rail 
bridge 

WINTEC access to  
improved pedestrian and 
cycling river crossing 

Direct access to café’s, restaurants 
and entertainment facilities on 
Victoria Street 

Connection to 
businesses and 
shops 
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• Isn’t a shiny new bridge to attract an international award for style and elegance, because it’s just practical, at the lowest cost for 
a new Waikato River crossing, is suitable for purpose, representing great value for the community. 

 

The concept can be further extended, undergrounding the rail line from Claudelands to the University, where cleared ground level space becomes a 
cycling/pedestrian corridor (approx 25m wide, with 6m path) with plantings and lighting, reducing cyclists on roads, providing a direct 'university to city' 
route. This eliminates rail noise for 500+ homes on the rail corridor, allowing further cycling/pedestrian connections to this central corridor. Increased 
rail use between Tauranga and Hamilton will result in increased noise, and traffic/cycling/pedestrian congestion. Undergrounding entirely eliminates 
this, particularly at the challenging Claudelands events centre and Peachgrove Road crossings. 
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Committee: Council Date: 04 May 2021 

Author: Tyler Gaukrodger Authoriser: Becca Brooke  

Position: Governance Advisor  Position: Governance Manager  

Report Name: Chair's Report 
 
Report Status Open  
 

Staff Recommendation - Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi 
That the Council receives the report. 

Attachments - Ngaa taapirihanga 
Attachment 1 - Chair's Report  
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Chair’s Report 
 
I said at the outset that I wanted this to be the most engaging Long-Term Plan that this city 
has ever conducted. And I believe it has been. We had a greater number of citizens engaging 
in the consultation than ever before: 5,674 responses on the draft Long-Term Plan itself, as 
well as further responses on our proposed Development Contributions Policy; the proposed 
Growth Funding Policy; and the Revenue and Financing Policy. We also held numerous events 
around the city engaging with different sectors of our community, and engaged digitally, 
through social media and video conferencing. Since then we’ve had five days of hearings at 
which we’ve been able to hear in more detail about some of the community’s proposals, and 
probe their thinking. I’ve been extremely impressed with the level of engagement 
throughout. 
 
It now falls to us, as a Council, to make decisions on the future of our city based on that 
feedback. It is no small task. It will require compromise and collaboration. No one will be 
happy with every decision. And we must remember to engage on the issue, and not the 
person, as we always do. We faced exactly the same challenge in our deliberations for the 
draft Long-Term Plan in December. I was extremely proud of the way Council came together 
then to challenge each other but ultimately agree a draft plan, and a basis on which to go out 
to the people of Hamilton Kirikiriroa to hear their view. I know we will rise to the occasion 
again as we use that feedback to help us make final decisions. 
 
Chair’s Recommendation 
That the Council receives the report. 

 
Paula Southgate 
Mayor Hamilton City 
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Committee: Council Date: 04 May 2021 

Author: Stafford Hodgson Authoriser: Jen Baird  

Position: Programme Manager - 
Economics and Policy  

Position: General Manager City Growth  

Report Name: Development Contributions Policy - Deliberations Report 
 
Report Status Open  

Purpose - Take  
1. To seek approval from the Council on changes to the draft Development Contributions Policy 

(Attachment 1) following public consultation, noting that the final revised Development 
Contributions Policy will be considered for approval at the 24 June 2021 Council meeting 

 

Staff Recommendation - Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi 
2. That the Council: 

a) receives the report;  

b) approves the following changes to the draft Development Contributions Policy 
(Attachment 1 to the staff report): 

(i) inclusion of eligibility criteria for CBD and high-rise building that residential 
components of such developments must be LifeMark 4 Star-accredited to be eligible 
for remissions; 

(ii) removal of clause 12.8 (residential refunds and site credits) and introduce refund 
provisions (Attachment 2 to the staff report), noting that the refund provisions are 
subject to final legal review;  

(iii) updates the Peacocke yield to reflect the best and latest information; 
(iv) aligns interest rates, capital projects and other model inputs with those used in the 

Council’s 2021-31 Long-Term Plan;  
c) AND EITHER  

i) approves the introduction of a 100% remission for registered social housing providers 
and charitable trusts providing social housing within the draft Development 
Contributions Policy;  

or  
ii) removes the 100% remission for registered social housing providers and charitable 

trusts providing social housing within the draft Development Contributions Policy; and 
d) notes that final revised Draft Development Contributions Policy 2021/22 will be reported 

to the  24 June 2021 Council meeting for approval. 
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Executive Summary - Whakaraapopototanga matua 
3. Council consulted on six amendments to the Development Contributions Policy (Draft Policy) 

alongside the Growth Funding Policy and the 2021-31 Long-Term Plan, from 5 March to 7 April 
2021. 

4. Based on feedback, staff recommend the following changes to the Draft Policy (noting that 
recommendations already included in the Draft Policy are not re-recommended in this report). 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Paragraph 
reference 

Recommend Introduce eligibility criteria for CBD and high-
rise building remissions that residential 
elements must be Life Mark 4 Star-accredited 

Unmodelled Small 
increase in revenue  

Paragraphs 25-
26; 34 

No staff 
recommendation 

Either: 
a) introduce a 100% remission for registered 

social housing providers and charitable 
trusts providing social housing; or 

b) do not introduce a 100% remission for 
registered social housing providers and 
charitable trusts providing social housing. 

Either: 

a) $8M reduced 
revenue  

b) no financial 
impact 

Paragraphs 43-
52 

Recommend Remove clause 12.8 (residential refunds and 
site credits) and introduce refund provisions 
(Attachment 2, noting that these provisions are 
due to be legally reviewed) 

Less than $200K 
reduced revenue 

Paragraphs 77-
80 

Recommend Align interest rates, capital projects and other 
model inputs with those used in the Council’s  
2021-31 LTP 

N/A Paragraphs 82-
87 

Recommend Update Peacocke yield to reflect the best and 
latest information 

TBC but lower as this 
will reduce Peacocke 
DC charges 

Paragraphs 94-
100 

5. The changes below were resolved by Council at their 25 February 2021 meeting and were 
included in the Draft Policy for consultation:  

Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Paragraph 
reference 

Extend the 66% CBD remission until 30 June 2024 $10M reduced 
revenue 

Paragraphs 15-24 

Introduce a 100% remission for buildings six storeys or higher in the 
CBD until 30 June 2024 

$1M reduced 
revenue 

Paragraphs 27-34 

Recover residential DCs for community infrastructure projects Revenue of $1M Paragraphs 35-42 

Introduce a cap on charges of $20K, $30K and $40K for industrial, 
commercial and retail development respectively (exclusive of GST) per 
100m2 of gross floor area for the total of water, wastewater and 
transport activities, and correspondingly for stormwater on a site area 
basis. 

$2M reduced 
revenue 

Paragraphs 57-68 
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Introduce a phased transition by incremental increase in DCs for 
residential development in the Peacocke 1, Peacocke 2, Rotokauri, 
Rototuna and Ruakura catchments, such that: 

a) in year one of the LTP, the Development Contribution charges will 
be equal to the current 2019/20 DC Policy charges plus one third of 
difference between the 2019/20 DC Policy charges and the full 
2021/22 DC Policy charges; and 

b) in year two of the LTP, the Development Contribution charges will 
be equal to the current 2019/20 DC Policy charges plus two thirds 
difference between the 2019/20 DC Policy charges and the full 
2021/22 DC Policy charges; and 

c) in year three of the LTP, the DC charges will be the full 2021/22 
Development Contributions Policy charges. 

$9M reduced 
revenue 

Paragraphs 69-76 

6. Staff have included the Social Housing Remission as an option to proceed or not. This decision 
requires a trade-off between an impact on the ratepayer and the improved wellbeing of those 
in need of social housing which, in the opinion of staff, is outside the scope of their expertise 
and most appropriately left for an Elected Member determination. 

7. As Elected Members have been advised, the Council’s current DC Policy is the subject of a 
judicial review. The hearing was held from 19-23 April 2021 and it may have an impact on 
Council’s DC Policy; however, a decision is not expected until around July 2021. 

8. Staff have received legal guidance in preparing this deliberations report and are satisfied that 
its recommendations are lawful. Staff will seek a final legal review of the DC Policy, including 
the refund provisions, before the 24 June 2021 Council Meeting, when staff will be seeking 
Council adoption of the final Policy. 

Background - Koorero whaimaarama 
9. At the 25 February 2021 Council meeting, the Council adopted the Draft Policy for consultation 

alongside the Long-Term Plan. Consultation ran from 5 March to 7 April 2021. 

10. There were 64 submissions to the Draft Policy (Attachment 1). Long-Term Plan verbal 
submissions were held from the 13 April 2021, which included verbal submissions on the Draft 
Policy. 

11. The proposed amendments to the Development Contributions Policy were: 

i. extending the 66% CBD remission until 30 June 2024; 
ii. introducing a 100% remission for buildings six storeys or more in the CBD until  

30 June 2024; 
iii. including recovery of Community Infrastructure projects in residential DC charges; 
iv. introducing a 100% remission for registered social housing providers, and charitable 

trusts providing social housing; 
v. capping non-residential charges at $20,000 for industrial; $30,000 for commercial; 

and $40,000 for retail per 100sqm;  
vi. phasing the transition to higher charges in new and developing growth cells over 

three years; and 
vii. changes to the model inputs to align with the LTP. 

https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Long%20Term%20Plan%20Draft%20Open%20Unconfirmed%20Minutes%20-%2025%20February%202021.pdf
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Long-Term%20Plan%202021-31%20Hearings%20Open%20Agenda%20-%2013%20April%202021.pdf
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Discussion - Matapaki 
12. There were 64 submissions made on the draft Policy. Of these, 16 were provided as 

attachments and/or submitted through the LTP consultation and did not complete the online 
consultation form. Where possible, any responses to targeted questions have been added to 
the tallies provided. If no specific response was provided, or the submitter’s intention is 
unclear, they have been counted as “Not answered” for that question.  

13. 14 submissions included comments on aspects of the Draft Policy outside the targeted 
consultation questions. These submissions were all from the development community.  

14. The table below shows the breakdown of submissions for each of the proposed changes in the 
consultation.  

 Supported Opposed Not answered 

Change 1 Continue the CBD remission 31 16 17 

Change 1B Criteria for the CBD remission 24 17 23 

Change 2 High rise remission 27 22 15 

Change 3 Charge for community infrastructure 
projects 23 23 18 

Change 4 Social housing remission  26 21 17 

Change 4B Criteria for social housing remission 27 15 22 

Change 5 Non-residential caps 27 15 22 

Change 6 Phased transition for residential DCs 28 20 16 

CBD remission 

15. A CBD remission was first introduced under the 2013/2014 DC Policy. The original CBD 
remission effectively meant no DCs were paid in the area defined in the Policy as the Central 
Business District (CBD). 

16. Through the 10-Year Plan 2018-28, Council decided to phase this remission out over three 
years. This meant a 66% remission in the 2018/19 Policy, reducing to 33% in 2020/21, and 
removed altogether from 1 July 2021. 

17. In the 2019 DC Policy review, Council agreed to retain the remission, at 66% reduction, until 30 
June 2021. This extension of the remission was intended to increase development feasibility 
and help to transform Hamilton's central city into a more vibrant and prosperous centre for 
the Waikato. 

18. Submissions on the Draft Policy were broadly in favour of the Councils’ proposal to extend the 
CBD remission.  

 Yes No Total 
answered Not answered Total 

Continue CBD 
Remission?  31 16 47 17 

64 Additional 
criteria?  24 17 41 23 

19. Many submissions commented that the 66% reduction improved the vibrancy of the CBD and 
aligned with Council’s priority to create a vibrant city. 
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20. Those opposed thought that growth should pay for the costs of growth, and that it was unfair 
on taxpayers and other developers for some developers to receive remissions when others did 
not. There was also concern that the remissions were simply pocketed as profit by already 
wealthy landowners at the expense of the ratepayer. 

21. Through consultation, questions were raised about the transparency of the financial 
accounting of the remissions. Some believed that the cost of the remissions had been 
transferred to other developments. Staff confirm the CBD remission does not cause cost 
transfer between developers. Every CBD remission is ratepayer funded. These are reported 
quarterly to the Strategic Growth Committee.  

22. Unfortunately, forecasting CBD remissions year by year has a high margin of error due to the 
cyclical nature of development and the relatively small area of the CBD. One large 
development, such as a new hotel, could by itself cause significant deviations from the 
projections. The certainty of the level of CBD remissions is not comparable to the certainty of, 
for example, a rates remission. 

23. While it is difficult to determine the positive impact of CBD remissions in a complex 
environment such as the city’s business district, there has been substantial growth in 
residential, retail and commercial building consents in recent years. Interventions that improve 
the feasibility of development, such as remission of DCs, will have a positive effect on inner city 
development, which remains an important initiative and goal of the city. 

24. Staff recommendation 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend 

(already included 
in the Draft 
Policy) 

Extend the 66% CBD remission until 30 June 2024 $10M  

Based on average $3M 
per year plus $1M in 
year 3.  

CBD remission criteria  

25. A significant number of submissions believed that there should be additional criteria for those 
wishing to receive a remission. Suggested criteria were: 

a. Properties should be LifeMark 4 or 5 star accredited (residential); 
b. Properties should be fully accessible (non-residential); 
c. Buildings must be high quality and well designed and could, for example, need approval 

from the Urban Design Panel;  
d. Requirement to maintain a level of urban activity (e.g. a Parklet) between demolition and 

construction; 
e. Align with Climate Change Commission recommendations, for example, water catchment 

and solar panels; 
f. Minimum density requirements. 

26. Staff recommendation 

Staff have considered the criteria suggested and how these could be effectively implemented 
for the Development Contributions Policy. See recommendations below.  
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Position Criteria Comment 

Recommend LifeMark 4-star 
design accreditation 
for residential 
development 

 

The LifeMark star rating system is an independent 
assessment of universal design in New Zealand. A home 
that has a LifeMark star rating can be easily accessed and 
used by everyone (see Attachment 3). 

There are three possible ratings: 

- A 3-star rating is accessible and spatially designed to 
future proof to support changing needs 

- A 4-star rating is age friendly and delivers higher 
levels of performance and comfort. It can be 
considered “inclusive design” 

- A 5-star rating is the highest rating and is fully 
accessible to all.  

Staff recommend the use of LifeMark 4 as criteria for a 
remission on residential development. This can level little 
additional cost if incorporated in the early design stages, 
and the home is future proofed for any other accessibility 
changes needed later.  

Designs can be accredited prior to building consent, which 
enables LifeMark criteria to be more easily implemented. 

Risks 

Less certainty for developers. 

Certain types of development may need to change 
significantly to receive certification and the subsequent 
remission. 

Remission granted on design, but it could be changed 
when built. 

Not 
recommended 

Requiring a project 
have been assessed 
by the Urban Design 
Advisory Panel (the 
Panel) 

The Panel provides free, independent, professional urban 
design advice to the development community. It is a 
voluntary process and advice is non-statutory. Members 
are nominated by and represent a range of professional 
bodies and institutes such as the NZ Planning Institute, 
the NZ Institute of Architects, the NZ Institute of 
Landscape Architects, Engineering NZ, Heritage NZ and 
the Property Council NZ. 

Empowering the Panel is generally supported in principle 
by most people. The mechanism to achieve this is difficult 
and, it would export decisions on substantial DC decisions 
to non-experts in DCs, potentially putting the Council at 
risk of new disputes. 

The Panel already adds significant value to those 
applicants who participate. Part of its success stems from 
the voluntary nature of the process where those involved 
want to leverage the skills of the Panel to design a better 
development. Requiring developments to comply with the 
Panel’s recommendations to receive a CBD remission 
could compromise the nature of the Panel, potentially 
making the process more adversarial than collaborative. 

Good design is also subjective. Mandating alignment with 
the Panel’s recommendations could open this process up 
to challenge. 
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Position Criteria Comment 

Developers need certainty that a project will be eligible 
for a CBD or high-rise remission at the outset when they 
are preparing initial feasibility studies, often before any 
design work has been done. 

Feedback from the Panel included that if this process did 
not require changes to design following the Panel’s 
recommendations, it could lead to perfunctory Panel 
applications to tick the box and receive the remission. 

Council assesses DCs on all new development, but not all 
developments go through the design panel. This may give 
rise to complaint from developers who don’t enter the 
design panel process that they didn’t have the 
opportunity for a remission. 

There are also great examples of developments in the 
CBD that did not go through the Panel and making them 
do so would have delayed the developments. 

Not 
recommended 

Minimum density 
requirements 

Submissions suggested that the remission should be only 
for developments promoting density in the central city. 

Generally, the nature of the CBD and its land prices drives 
intensification without the need for further incentives.   

This type of criteria would also increase the complexity of 
this remission. 

However, it could be structured to encourage density if 
desired. For example, 33% for 2 storeys; 66% for 4 storeys 
and 100% for 6 or more storeys, bearing in mind that it 
would need to align with the CBD remission.  

Not 
recommended 

No criteria Introduce no criteria (status quo).  

This is the best alternative to the report recommendation.  

Remission for buildings 6 storeys or more in the CBD 

27. The introduction of a 100% remission for buildings 6 storeys or higher in the CBD is an 
extension of the 66% CBD remission.  

28. The remission aims to increase higher density development in the CBD and aligns with the 
priorities of Council and the Central City Transformation Plan.  

29. Submissions on the proposed remission were mixed. While some submitters thought it would 
help create a vibrant CBD with more people living, working and socialising, others felt that 
growth should pay for growth and this remission would simply transfer wealth to the wealthy.  

30. Some submissions identified criteria that could be required to qualify for the remission. This 
included the use of LifeMark design principles, using the Urban Design Panel, minimum green 
space requirements and having a mixed use (residential, office, retail etc). 

31. A number of developers raised concerns that there was not the capability and capacity within 
the local or regional construction sector to build many high-rise buildings. Some also thought 
that the additional 34% on top of the CBD remission did little to incentivise additional storeys.  
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 Yes No Total 
answered 

Not 
answered Total 

Remission for high 
rises in the CBD 27 22 49 15 64 

32. As with the CBD remission, forecasting remissions year by year has a high margin of error due 
to the cyclical nature of development and the relatively small area of the CBD. All remissions, 
including the high-rise remissions, would be reported to the Growth and Infrastructure 
Committee on a quarterly basis. 

33. For consistency, staff recommend that criteria adopted for the CBD remission also be adopted 
for the high-rise remission.  

34. Staff recommendation 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend 

(already included 
in the Draft 
Policy) 

Introduce a 100% remission for buildings six storeys or 
higher in the CBD until 30 June 2024 

$1M over 3 years 

Recommend Criteria adopted for the CBD remission also be 
adopted for the high-rise remission 

 

Charge residential DCs for community infrastructure projects 

35. The LGA 2002 was amended to enable councils to recover a portion of the capital costs of 
community infrastructure through DCs. The Council can now decide whether to collect for 
these assets through DCs. 

36. Due to the open access nature and regional use of most community facilities, the growth 
portion of these projects is lower than for other activities. 

37. The projects in the proposed Capital Programme that Council can include in the DC Schedule of 
Assets are libraries and cemeteries. The other community infrastructure projects are not 
growth projects; however, future decisions to fund community projects may result in more 
projects on which to recover DCs.  

38. Submissions on the proposal to include community infrastructure charge were evenly split.  

39. Those that supported the proposal believed it was a fair distribution of costs and saw it as a 
way of funding community facilities in a timelier manner.  

40. Those who were opposed believed that these facilities are most appropriately funded by the 
ratepayer. While those opposed were primarily developers, there were several individuals that 
also opposed this proposal.  

41. Introducing charging for community infrastructure –  

i. aligns with the Council priority “Shaping a fun city with lots to do” 
ii. helps to deliver communities to enable wellbeing outcomes 
iii. is consistent with the purpose of DCs and 
iv. transfers the burden of growth from the rate payer. 
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 Yes No Total 
answered 

Not 
answered Total 

Charge for 
Community 
Infrastructure 

23 23 46 18 64 

42. Staff recommendation 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend 

(already included 
in the Draft 
Policy) 

Recovering residential DCs for community 
infrastructure projects 

Revenue of 
approximately $600K 

Social housing remission 

43. This proposal would offer a 100% remission on residential DCs for registered housing providers 
and charitable trusts providing social housing.  

44. To be eligible for a remission, the applicant on the consent would need to be a registered 
Community Housing Provider (CHP) through the Community Housing Regulator Authority or a 
registered charitable trust that has as one of its objects the provision of social and/or 
affordable rental housing. The binary nature of this remission criteria means that the 
application of this remission would be able to be efficiently administered. Where possible, 
effective DC policy provisions cannot be subjective or qualitative in nature to avoid disputes 
and provide certainty to both the Council and developers. 

45. Kāinga Ora would not be eligible for this remission. 

46. Submissions supporting the proposal marginally outweighed those that opposed it.  

47. Those that supported it commented that more social housing was needed. Those that opposed 
believed that growth, regardless of its form, should pay for growth and others saw social 
housing as the responsibility of central government. 

 Yes No Total 
answered 

Not 
answered Total 

Remission for social 
housing   26 21 47 17 

64 

Additional criteria?  27 15 42 22 

48. The Salvation Army presented that the remission would make a material difference to the 
number of homes they provided and that they were now investigating options in Hamilton.  

49. Some providers of social housing are unlikely to be able to utilise the remission under their 
current business models as they purchased prebuilt properties from developers rather than 
developing a property themselves.  

50. A request to extend the remission to night shelters and short-term housing environments was 
also received. 

 

 

https://chra.hud.govt.nz/about-chra/register/
https://chra.hud.govt.nz/about-chra/
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51. Staff considered the purpose of a DC policy, the impact on ratepayers of the remission, and the 
broad need for social housing in Hamilton. Staff concluded that this decision requires a trade-
off between an impact to the ratepayer against improved wellbeing of those in need of social 
housing so is best left for an Elected Member decision rather than a staff recommendation. As 
such, a recommendation to proceed or not is provided in this report. 

52. Staff recommendation  

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

No 
recommendation 
made 

Either: 

a) introduce a 100% remission for registered social 
housing providers and charitable trusts providing 
social housing; or 

b) do not introduce a 100% remission for registered 
social housing providers and charitable trusts 
providing social housing. 

Either: 

a) $8M 

b) no financial 
impact 

Social housing remission criteria  

53. The community was also asked whether there should be any criteria for a social housing 
remission. Nearly two thirds of those that answered felt this was appropriate.  

54. A significant number of submissions believed there should be additional criteria for those 
wishing to receive a social housing remission. Suggested criteria were: 

a. Properties should be LifeMark 4 or 5 star accredited (residential). 
b. Align with Climate Change Commission recommendations, for example, water catchment 

and solar panels. 
c. Increased greenspace on development sites. 
d. Housing should remain social housing for a set number of years. 

55. Staff have considered the criteria submitted and whether, in their opinion, these could be 
effectively implemented for the DC Policy.  

56. If Elected Members choose to include a social housing remission in the DC Policy, staff 
recommend that being an eligible provider is enough, without adding additional criteria. 
Should Elected Members choose to require additional criteria, the following table provides 
analysis to guide the introduction of criteria. 

Criteria Comment 

LifeMark star 4 
accreditation 

Is likely to be a consideration for social housing providers regardless of 
the remission. Potentially could add further build and compliance costs.  

Climate change 
recommendations 

The extra costs for social housing providers would likely outweigh the 
gains of the remission.  

More green space The extra costs for social housing providers would likely outweigh the 
gains of the remission. 

Maintained as social 
housing for a period of 
time 

DCs are required on granting of consent so this would be difficult to 
monitor and implement.  
Staff understand that most social housing providers build in these sorts of 
criteria into their contracts.  
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Introduction of new capped charges 

57. The purpose of this change is to support the development of amenities such as town centres in 
new growth cells like Peacocke and Rotokauri. Town centres and community hubs are 
important for the social, cultural and economic wellbeing of a community.  

58. Capped charges can be used as a method of promoting economic development and 
maintaining a degree of competitiveness between Hamilton and other areas.  

59. There may be some circumstances where Council considers the modelled DCs place an 
unacceptable level of burden on the development community such that a reallocation of rates 
is required through a capping mechanism. Equally, Council may determine, as part of a policy 
decision, that such a capping mechanism is not appropriate in terms of its allocation of liability 
for revenue needs. Ultimately, as long as Council turns its mind to, and properly applies, the 
criteria set out in section 101(3) of the LGA, the setting of new capped charges is lawful.  

60. High non-residential charges may suppress development in the areas where they apply. 
Therefore, the Draft Policy proposes that a cap be introduced to the highest non-residential 
charges to mitigate the risk of development being compromised in growth cells that Council 
has invested in heavily.  

61. It should not be assumed that, with maximum charges set, all projected DC revenue will be 
collected. If charges are too high and growth is suppressed, DC revenue projections will be 
overstated.  

62. The Council’s approach to growth funding is that those who contribute to or benefit most from 
the Council’s growth investment make a proportional contribution to the costs of growth. 
However, external economic advice commissioned by Council is that very high charge levels 
will negatively affect development activity. Residential and non-residential activities generate 
different community benefits, the latter including employment, commodities and commerce. It 
is in the community’s interests to introduce a cap to charges which, in the Council’s opinion, 
erode these benefits unreasonably. 

63. Submissions on the proposed caps mostly supported the cap, although it should be noted that 
several large developers did not.  

 Yes No Total 
answered 

Not 
answered Total 

Cap non-residential 
charges?   27 15 42 22 64 

64. Several submitters stated that there should be caps for non-residential development and 
residential development, as they felt that these charges also risked supressing development in 
greenfield areas.  

65. Some submitters thought there should be LifeMark and accessibility criteria for developments 
wishing to make use of the cap, while others thought it should exclude office developments in 
predominantly trade-based commercial areas.  

66. Those opposed said it was not the responsibility of ratepayers to pay for growth, while others 
opposed because they deem the methodology used to generate the charges as unfair and 
inequitable.  

67. Like the CBD remission, the effect of the capped charges is to reallocate the burden of the 
difference between the capped charge and the actual modelled charge to the general 
ratepayer. Ultimately, this becomes a funding source decision which is required to be made 
pursuant to section 101(3) of the LGA.  
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68. Staff recommendation 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend 

(already 
included in the 
Draft Policy) 

Introduce a cap on charges of $20K, $30K and $40K for 
industrial, commercial and retail development 
respectively (exclusive of GST) per 100m2 of gross floor 
area for the total of water, wastewater and transport 
activities, and correspondingly for stormwater on a site 
area basis. 

$2M reduced 
revenue 

Phased transition to higher residential charges 

69. This is a phased transition in the increase in DCs for residential development in the Peacocke 1, 
Peacocke 2, Rotokauri, Rototuna and Ruakura catchments, where the difference between the 
current Policy charge and the modelled charge is incrementally increased each year over the  
3-year span of the 2021 DC policy by one third of the difference each year for three years. 

70. The purpose of this change is to increase developer certainty and to avoid abrupt and large 
increases in Council-imposed developer costs. Large and unanticipated increases in costs can 
disrupt and slow development. 

71. These reductions would be considered a cap under the Policy, as it is not legally possible to 
raise DC charges in a DC policy at a rate greater than construction inflation without 
consultation.  

72. The change would probably cause a rush of consents lodged each year to avoid higher charges. 
This would not necessarily advance development timeframes, as consents do not expire 
quickly. This could cause workload pressures for staff, particularly for the Building Control Unit, 
the Planning Guidance Unit and the DC assessment team. 

73. The modelled DC charges in the infill area are not increasing at rates similarly high to those in 
the Peacocke 1, Peacocke 2, Rotokauri, Rototuna and Ruakura catchments and as such were 
not considered for phasing. 

74. Submissions mostly supported the proposal to phase to higher residential charges. Those in 
support saw the proposal as allowing developers to budget and plan for changing DCs; 
however, some commented that by reserving the right to change the Policy at any time, 
Council undermined any certainty that a phased transition might create. Council will always 
reserve this right; circumstances change over time and may require the Council to review the 
Policy as outlined in the 17 September 2019 Council Report Strategic Considerations for 
Development Contribution Policy Reviews. 

75. Of those opposed to the proposal, some thought it was unfair for ratepayers to pay for the 
transition, while developers felt that the proposal distorted the fact that DC charges were 
unfair and inequitable, and did not reflect the true cost of providing necessary infrastructure.  

 Yes No Total 
answered 

Not 
answered Total 

Phased transition   28 20 48 16 64 

76. Staff recommendation 

https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Open%20Agenda%20-%2017%20September%202019.pdf
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Open%20Agenda%20-%2017%20September%202019.pdf
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Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend 

(already included 
in the Draft 
Policy) 

Introduce a phased transition by incremental increase in 
Development Contributions for residential development 
in the Peacocke 1, Peacocke 2, Rotokauri, Rototuna and 
Ruakura catchments, such that: 

a) in year one of the LTP the Development 
Contribution charges will be equal to the current 
2019/20 DC Policy charges plus one third of 
difference between the 2019/20 DC Policy charges 
and the full 2021/22 DC Policy charges; and 

b) in year two of the LTP the Development 
Contribution charges will be equal to the current 
2019/20 DC Policy charges plus two thirds 
difference between the 2019/20 DC Policy charges 
and the full 2021/22 DC Policy charges; and  

c) in year three of the LTP the DC charges will be the 
full 2021/22 Development Contributions Policy 
charges.  

$9M 

Refund Provisions 

77. The Council resolved on 25 February 2021 that the Draft Policy removed clause 12.12 (non-
residential refunds and site credits). This removed a provision for reasons of fairness, which 
says there no refunds will be provided where estimated DCs are paid at subdivision, but the 
DCs are less than that estimate. 

78. For consistency purposes staff recommend removing clause 12.8 (residential refunds and site 
credits). 

79. Additionally, staff recommend introducing provisions to manage refunds. Draft provisions are 
attached (Attachment 2). 

80. Staff will seek legal further review of these clauses as part of the final legal review of the Draft 
Policy prior to the 24 June 2021 Council Meeting, when staff will be seeking the Council’s 
approval of the Policy. 

81. Staff recommendation 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend Remove clause 12.8 (residential refunds and site 
credits) and introduce refund provisions (Attachment 2, 
noting that these provisions are due to be legally 
reviewed). 

Less than $200k 
reduced revenue 

Model Updates 

82. Questions were raised during consultation and the hearings on the interest rate used in the DC 
model, as it was higher than the rate used by some other councils.  

83. The interest rates used in the DC model are provided by PWC and are used consistently 
throughout Council. Interest rates are based on Council’s debt financing so rates for different 
councils will vary depending on historical and future borrowing. 
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84. Council’s projected interest rates have recently been updated and are now lower than those 
used when preparing the Draft Policy. The DC modelling has been amended to reflect this 
change. 

85. Through the finalisation of the Long-Term Plan, changes will be made to the projects within the 
capital programme and potentially other inputs that are also used in the DC model.    

86. To ensure alignment, staff recommend that all relevant inputs into the development 
contributions model are updated to include changes made to the Long-Term Plan.  

87. Staff recommendation 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend Align interest rates, capital projects and other model 
inputs with those used in the Council’s 2021-31 LTP 

Unknown. Modelling 
to be completed. 

Changes requested by submitters outside of specific consultation questions 

88. 16 submissions were received from the development community that addressed issues outside 
of the targeted consultation questions. Comments included concerns about transparency and 
unnecessary complexity, with one submitter suggesting that staff should use the Department 
of Internal Affairs (DIA) guide for creating a DC policy.  

89. Council staff worked closely with the DIA throughout the development of the DC Policy guide, 
with many aspects of the policy and methodology being adopted.  

90. A review of the DC policies of the four growth councils concluded that in most aspects 
Hamilton’s policy was sophisticated and used the same methodologies as both Auckland and 
Tauranga in many aspects. The review concluded that Hamilton City Council follows industry 
best practice in calculating charges.  

91. The issues outlined in paragraphs 92 to 131 below were raised by developers.   

Issues that will be addressed by the judicial review 

92. As Elected Members have been advised, Council’s current DC Policy is the subject of a judicial 
review. The hearing was held from 19-23 April 2021; however, a decision is not expected until 
around July 2021. 

93. Decisions by the court may impact the current policy review, including the requirements to 
amend the Policy. Updates, including any impact on this policy review, will be provided at the 
earliest opportunity. Until that time, the Council is advised it should continue this policy review 
process as it would otherwise but taking legal advice to ensure the Council’s legal position is 
not compromised. 

Peacocke yield update 

94. Some submitters raised concerns that the yield used for calculating DCs in the Peacocke 
structure plan area was expected to change when the new structure plan was completed and 
the District Plan amended. A change in the yield would change the DC charges for the growth 
cell.  

95. The Peacocke yield of about 6000 houses in the draft DC Policy reflects the existing structure 
plan and zoning provisions, current infrastructure designations and plans, and the latest 
consenting activity. Aside from planning provisions, the assumptions used to calculate the yield 
number also factor in examples of new residential development around Hamilton and current 
market conditions.  

https://www.productivity.govt.nz/assets/Documents/540f63e40b/Insight-Economics-Review-of-changes-to-council-development-contributions-policies-v2.pdf
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96. During consultation on the draft DC Policy, the City Planning Unit completed the density 
analysis for the proposed Peacocke structure plan (see Attachment 4), which provides much 
more certainty and detail around the proposed new zoning provisions. 

97. The proposed Peacocke structure plan includes changes to the residential subzones that allow 
for denser housing development. These proposed provisions provide for a range of housing 
typologies and densities while maintaining the unique topography and landscape of the area. 
The plan change process is ongoing. 

98. A new iteration of the Peacocke housing yield profile takes into account the proposed planning 
provisions, overlays the major developments with lodged or approved consents, and assigns 
their designated yield numbers. This new yield analysis for Peacocke provides a yield of about 
7100 houses. 

99. While the proposed Peacocke structure plan is not yet completed, staff consider that the 
updated yield projections are the best representation of the future yield available, noting that 
the update to the District Plan could take 2-4 years.  

100. Updating the Peacocke yield projections results in a reduction in DC charges of around 12% for 
the catchment. Detailed modelling is underway with the new yield assumptions. 

101. Staff recommendation 

Position Change Estimated 10-YP 
financial impact 

Recommend Update Peacocke yield to reflect the best and latest 
information 

TBC but lower as this 
will reduce Peacocke 
DC charges 

Review demand conversion factors 

102. For the draft policy, the transport demand conversion factors have been reviewed, as staff had 
noticed that transport was the highest remitted activity. 

103. Gray Matter Ltd undertook a review of the transport conversion factors for commercial and 
industrial activities and recommended updates for the Draft Policy. Following issues raised 
through community consultation, Gray Matter have reviewed their analysis and consider that 
the transport conversion factors are adequate and do not need to change from the rates used 
in the Draft Policy. 

104. Some submitters felt that the new demand conversion factors were still too high and did not 
represent the actual rates of demand for many developments, particularly warehouses. 

105. The Policy uses assumed demand; some submissions asked that actual demand be used where 
this is known for a development. By actual demand, submitters mean a transport impact 
assessment which models projected demand related to a specific proposed development 
opposed to an industry-wide average. Typically, they do not consider broader network 
impacts. 

106. DC policies nationwide rely on averaging. Due to the nature of averages, about half of all 
developments will generate less demand than the average. There will always be examples 
where developments pay less than the average. 

107. Developers can request a remission where the difference between the demand conversion 
factor and their assumed demand for a particular development is greater than the equivalent 
of 5 HUEs.  

108. Gray Matter’s recommendations are outlined in the table below.  

https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/assets/DC-Supporting-Documents/Transport-Demand-Conversion-Factor-Review.pdf
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Type of Development Draft Policy update 
vehicle trips 

Current policy 

vehicle trips 

Commercial (non-retail) 17.4 20 

Commercial (retail) less than 4000m2 floor area 25 20 to 35 

Commercial (retail) 4,001 to 10,000m2 floor area 11 to 25 12 to 20 

Commercial (retail) over 10,000m2 floor area 11 12 

Industrial per 100m2 floor area 6.2 9 

109. Submissions also requested that Council review all demand conversion factors rather than just 
the transport factors as they felt that they are excessively high.  

110. Staff consider that the other demand conversion factors are still fit for purpose and that 
making changes to these without good cause can introduce additional uncertainty and 
disruption. 

Cost allocation methodology is unfair 

111. Many submitters from the development community submitted that the cost allocation 
methodology used by Council is unfair and allocates too much of the costs to growth. 
Submitters also said that Council needs to consider the benefits of growth when allocating 
costs. Staff note that the methodology explicitly does this. 

112. Staff consider the cost allocation methodology to be fair to both ratepayers and developers. 
This Productivity Commission review of DC policies of growth councils commented that 
Hamilton’s policy had some unique features that avoid the risk of extreme allocations and is 
more robust as a result, including the use of customised technical and engineering reports to 
enable bespoke cost allocations for the most expensive projects.  

113. Staff therefore do not recommend changes to the cost allocation methodology.  

Growth and demand projections 

114. There were a few concerns raised about the growth and demand projections used in the DC 
Policy methodology, including:   

i. infill capacity 
ii. the lack of industrial growth projected in Te Rapa and Te Rapa North 
iii. yield assumptions for Peacocke (see paras 94 to 101) 
iv. use of conservative projections, and 
v. changes and adjustments made to both historical and future units of demand. 

115. Growth projections, timing of development and yield assumptions come from the Council’s 
growth model and represent the best information Council has in this space. These inputs align 
with the rest of Council’s Long-Term Planning.  

Schedule of assets 

116. Submitters raised concerns during the consultation and hearings that assets included in the 
Schedule of Assets were expected to be built and paid for by developers and vested in Council, 
therefore having no capital cost that should be included in DC charges. 

https://www.productivity.govt.nz/assets/Documents/540f63e40b/Insight-Economics-Review-of-changes-to-council-development-contributions-policies-v2.pdf
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117. Developers requested that Council fully review the Schedule of Assets to ensure that all assets 
will be provided by Council and that there is no ‘double dipping’. 

118. Staff have reviewed the Schedule and are satisfied this is not the case and no double dipping is 
occurring. Staff encourage anyone who believes this is happening to bring examples of specific 
projects to Council’s attention. Council’s draft Schedule of Assets can be found here or 
alternatively the 2019/20 Schedule of Assets here. 

Transfer of DC revenue and costs between infill and greenfield growth cells 

119. Several developers raised concerns that there has been a transfer of revenue between infill 
and greenfield, and between growth and ratepayers. There is concern that greenfield growth is 
being overcharged and historical revenue has not been correctly allocated. 

120. Council staff are confident this is not the case and no double dipping is occurring. BERL has 
peer reviewed Council’s funding and growth model HCC Growth and Funding Model: An 
evaluation and review and concludes that the: 

“Growth Model accurately and robustly calculates the HUE by Catchment growth 
projections” and that “Funding Model is that the Idiom Funding Model accurately and 
robustly calculates the Development Contributions by catchment”. 

121. The concerns appear to be underpinned by the lack of change for infill (brownfield) DC charges 
compared to the much larger increases seen in greenfield DC charges. Infill DC Charges are 
generally lower for three main reasons:  

a. The infill catchments are larger spatially than the individual greenfield catchments, 
meaning that there are more beneficiaries over which to spread the cost of infrastructure.  

b. The level of growth-related capital investment in the current 2021-31 LTP Capital 
Programme is not as large in the infill catchments. For example, the infill catchments have 
total allocated growth costs of $38M, compared to the current Peacocke growth costs of 
$255M.  

c. Of the growth-related projects that are flagged to be recovered from DCs, infill projects 
generally have a lower proportion of the project cost allocated to growth because of the 
existing population within the catchment.  

 

https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/links
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-services/planningguidanceandresourceconsents/development-contributions/Pages/Supporting-information.aspx
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-services/planningguidanceandresourceconsents/development-contributions/Documents/BERL%20-%20HCC%20Growth%20and%20Funding%20Model%20%20An%20evaluation%20and%20review%20-%20June%202018.pdf
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-services/planningguidanceandresourceconsents/development-contributions/Documents/BERL%20-%20HCC%20Growth%20and%20Funding%20Model%20%20An%20evaluation%20and%20review%20-%20June%202018.pdf
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Application of third-party funding 

122. Council removes any third-party funding prior to cost allocating growth projects. The DIA DC 
policies guidance document highlights that Councils approach to “spread that funding across 
all drivers, reducing the funding required from development contributions and other 
council funding sources on a pro-rata basis” is a “pragmatic approach”. 

123. However, the same guidance goes on to outline that there is an option to allocate the third-
party funding differently after the cost allocation process if the funding was for a specific 
purpose. 

124. Third-party funding generally refers to Government funding such as NZTA FAR, ‘Shovel Ready 
Funding’, etc. 

125. Submissions highlighted that Council should allocate Provincial Growth Unit funding wholly to 
the benefit of developers by allocating this funding to the DC Capex post cost allocation. The 
submissions did not articulate why this funding should benefit developers over ratepayers 
apart from saying it was growth funding. 

126. Council has a robust cost allocation methodology. Staff do not recommend amending this to 
reflect the submitters points. 

Charges are too high; growth will go elsewhere 

127. Submissions highlighted that Hamilton’s DC charges are significantly higher than other 
comparable cities such as Auckland and Tauranga. Some of these submissions were worried 
that this would drive growth out of Hamilton. One submission concluded that the NPS-UD 
would make this level of charges illegal as they render greenfield development commercially 
infeasible and preclude the construction of affordable homes.  

128. During the hearings, submitters highlighted that the feasibility for some areas will not stack up, 
pushing out development timeframes until land value increased enough to improve the 
equation.  

129. This is a concern that the Council has heard from developers through previous policy reviews 
and remains a risk to Council. Ultimately any increase in cost to development will affect 

https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Development-contributions-policies-guide/$file/Development-contributions-policies-guide-v2.pdf
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Development-contributions-policies-guide/$file/Development-contributions-policies-guide-v2.pdf
https://www.mbie.govt.nz/business-and-employment/economic-development/regional-economic-development/provincial-development-unit/
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-council/10-year-plan/Documents/DC%20Cost%20allocations%20methodology.pdf
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development at the margin. In other words, these increases might make development which 
was just feasible before the increase no longer viable. 

130. Conversely, if development contributions were lowered, the Council may not be able to 
provide the necessary infrastructure to meet the new demand in a community, or more 
revenue would need to come from general rates. 

131. The recommendations in this report, such as the phased transition to higher charges, attempt 
to mitigate these matters in a level-handed way. 

The consultation timeframe  

132. All the submissions received from developers expressed their dissatisfaction with the length of 
the consultation period, stating that it was legal but not fair when Easter fell within the 
consultation period. Similar feedback was heard last time this policy was consulted on in 
alignment with the Council’s Long-Term Plan. 

Financial Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro Puutea 

133. Budgeted revenue from DC payments enables Council to fund the growth portion of projects 
and associated interest costs. Policy changes affect this revenue. Refer to the tables above for 
individual estimations of financial impact of recommended changes to the proposed Policy. 

134. DC revenue is a significant revenue stream to fund the direct cost of the infrastructure needed 
for growth. The use of DCs for this purpose has been determined by the Council in its Revenue 
and Financing Policy. Without this revenue source, Council’s debt and rates would be 
significantly higher. 

Legal and Policy Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-ture 

135. As Elected Members have been advised, Council’s current DC Policy is the subject of a judicial 
review. The hearing was held from 19-23 April 2021; however, a decision is not expected until 
around July 2021. 

136. Decisions by the court may impact the current policy review, including the requirements to 
amend the policy. Updates, including any impact on this policy review, will be provided at the 
earliest opportunity. Until that time, the Council is advised it should continue the policy review 
process as it would otherwise but taking legal advice to ensure the Council’s legal position is 
not compromised. 

137. The LGA provides the legal framework for the preparing and adopting the DC Policy. All 
decision making must adhere to this framework and in particular, the purpose of DCs, which is 
defined in section 197AA of the LGA: 

The purpose of the development contributions provisions in this Act is to enable 
territorial authorities to recover from those persons undertaking development a 
fair, equitable and proportionate portion of the total cost of capital expenditure 
necessary to service growth over the long term. 

138. In addition to the legal requirements set out in the LGA, the Council is required to consider its 
DC Policy in the context of a series of wider funding and financial policies which it will adopt 
under section 102(2) of the LGA. 

139. Staff have received legal guidance in preparing this deliberations report and are satisfied that 
its recommendations are lawful. Staff will seek a final legal review of the policy, including the 
refund provisions, prior to the 24 June 2021 Council Meeting, when staff will seek the Council’s 
adoption of the Policy. 
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Wellbeing Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-oranga tonutanga 
140. The purpose of Local Government changed on 14 May 2019 to include promotion of the social, 

economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing of communities in the present and for the 
future (‘the 4 wellbeings’). 

141. The subject matter of this report has been evaluated in terms of the 4 wellbeings during the 
process of developing this report as outlined below. 

142. The recommendations set out in this report are consistent with that purpose. 

143. Both those undertaking developments and the general community benefit from growth in 
Hamilton. The cost of growth needs to be balanced fairly, given the limited sources of funding 
available to the Council. The overall impact of requiring DCs on the current and future social, 
economic, environment and cultural wellbeing of the community needs to be considered.  

144. If DCs are not required from developments, the Council may not be able to provide the 
necessary infrastructure to meet the new demand in a community, or more revenue will need 
to come from general rates. The latter scenario means that existing ratepayers meet the cost 
for new development. Both outcomes negatively impact on all aspects of wellbeing for the 
communities involved. 

Social 

145. DCs help to fund city infrastructure such as roads and reserves, which help to link whanau and 
communities and provide places for them to connect. 

Economic 

146. DCs support investment in critical infrastructure for both residential and non-residential 
development activity. Once a growth cell, or existing areas in the city, are enabled through 
infrastructure, economic benefits can be realised. New development creates jobs and wealth 
both now and in the future, supporting our communities’ economic wellbeing. 

Environmental 

147. DCs help to fund reserves as well as certain environmentally friendly infrastructure, particularly 
stormwater and waste water. These help to protect our waterways and ecosystems, while also 
providing spaces where people can enjoy their local environment. 

Risks - Tuuraru 

148. There are no known risks associated with the decisions required for this matter.  

Significance & Engagement Policy - Kaupapa here whakahira/anganui 
Significance

149.
 
Given the statutory requirement to consult, staff have not considered the key 
considerations under the Significance and Engagement Policy to assess the significance of 
the matter(s) in this report. 

Engagement 

150. Community views and preferences are known to the Council through the consultation and 
verbal submissions process.  
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Attachments - Ngaa taapirihanga 
Attachment 1 - Draft Development Contributions Policy 2021-22 

Attachment 2 - Draft Development Contributions refund provisions 

Attachment 3 - Overview of LifeMark design 

Attachment 4 - Draft Peacocke residential yield assessment - March 2021 

Attachment 5 - Draft Developmetn Contributions Policy 2021-22 Track Change Version 
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Committee: Council Date: 04 May 2021 

Author: Greg Carstens Authoriser: Jen Baird  

Position: Growth, Funding & Analytics 
Unit Manager  

Position: General Manager City Growth  

Report Name: Growth Funding Policy - Deliberations Report 
 
Report Status Open  

Purpose - Take  
1. To seek approval from the Council on changes to the draft Growth Funding Policy (Attachment 

1), following public consultation, noting that the final revised Growth Funding Policy will be 
considered for approval at the 24 June 2021 Council meeting. 

Staff Recommendation - Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi 
2. That the Council: 

a) receives the report; and  

b) approves the revised Growth Funding Policy (Attachment 1 to the staff report), which 
contains the following changes:  

(i) makes it clear that Council is open to discussing potential IFF proposals before they 
go to the Government;  

(ii) includes reference to the NPS-UD and related Unfunded Growth Projects;  
(iii) updates the purpose of local government to include the four wellbeings;  
(iv) changes references to the “proposed District Plan” to the “Operative District Plan”;  
(v) aligns with regional strategic planning including the Hamilton-Waikato Metro Spatial 

Plan; and 

c) notes that the final revised Growth Funding Policy will be reported to the 24 June 2021 
Council meeting for approval. 

Executive Summary - Whakaraapopototanga matua 
3. Council consulted on five amendments to the Growth Funding Policy (the Policy) alongside the 

Development Contributions Policy and the 2021-31 Long Term Plan from 5 March to 7 April 
2021. 

4. Staff consider the Policy to be largely fit for purpose; the five proposed amendments were 
minor in nature and were all supported by the majority of the 21 submissions on the Policy. 

5. Staff recommend that the Council approves the revised Growth Funding Policy (Attachment 1 
to the staff report), which contains the changes outlined in Paragraph 10 below. 

6. The revised Policy is to be reported to the 24 June 2021 Council meeting for approval.  
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7. Staff consider the matters and decisions in this report have low significance and that the 
recommendations comply with Council’s legal requirements.  

Background - Koorero whaimaarama 
8. At their 25 February 2021 meeting, the Council adopted the Draft Growth Funding Policy (draft 

Policy) for consultation alongside the 2021-31 Long-Term Plan and the Development 
Contributions Policy review. Consultation ran from 5 March to 7 April 2021.  

9. Long-Term Plan hearings were held from 13 April 2021. There were 21 submissions on draft 
Policy. Eight people requested to speak to their submissions on the draft Policy, most of whom 
also spoke to their submission on the proposed Development Contributions Policy. 

10. The proposed amendments to the existing Growth Funding Policy were:   

i. make it clear that Council is open to discussing potential IFF proposals before they go to 
the Government;  

ii. include reference to the NPS-UD and related Unfunded Growth Projects;  
iii. address changes to the purpose of local government (the four wellbeings);  
iv. refer to the Operative District Plan, Future Proof and the Hamilton Urban Growth 

Strategy;  
v. leverage strategic planning including the Hamilton-Waikato Metro Spatial Plan; and 
vi. align strategically to the draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan Growth Principles, the draft 

Financial Strategy and the draft Development Contributions Policy. 

Discussion - Matapaki 
11. The purpose of the Policy is to direct Council’s decision-making for growth projects and 

associated infrastructure where those projects are not aligned with Council’s Long-Term Plan.  

12. Staff consider the Policy to be largely fit-for-purpose, with five minor amendments proposed. 
The community was invited to submit on any part of the draft Policy as well as the proposed 
changes.  

13. The table below shows the breakdown of those that supported or opposed each of the minor 
amendments.  

 Supported Opposed 

Amendment A Include IFF 13 2 

Amendment B Include NPS-UD 14 1 

Amendment C Update purpose of local government 11 5 

Amendment D Update references to District Plan  15 0 

Amendment E Align with regional strategic planning 12 1 

Total online responses 16 

Other submissions received  5 

14. A data storage issue meant the responses for Amendment E (align with regional strategic 
planning) were not collected for nine of the respondents. These people have all been 
contacted and invited to provide a response if they wish. Six people have replied, and their 
responses have been included in this report. 

https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Long%20Term%20Plan%20Draft%20Open%20Unconfirmed%20Minutes%20-%2025%20February%202021.pdf
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Long-Term%20Plan%202021-31%20Hearings%20Open%20Agenda%20-%2013%20April%202021.pdf
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15. All proposed amendments were supported by the majority of those that made a submission. 
Staff recommend that all proposed amendments be made to the Policy. 

16. Five submissions (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) opposed the need for a growth funding policy at all. These five 
submitters made the following points to support their point of view: 

i. The Policy is an unnecessary impediment to development and should be discontinued; 
ii. The Policy discourages developers from partnering with Council to share the costs and 

risks of growth; and 
iii. The Policy relies on the assumption that Council knows when and where growth will 

occur and can invest ahead of time. 
17. Staff have considered the points raised through submissions and believe that the draft Policy 

fulfils the purpose of the policy and helps the Council to meet its purpose, which is to: 

a) direct Council decision-making in respect of growth projects and associated 
infrastructure where those projects are not aligned with Council’s Long-Term Plan (LTP), 
in a manner which has no adverse impact on its LTP and long term financial 
sustainability; and 

b) align Council decision-making with the purpose of local government as defined in section 
10(1)b of the Local Government Act 2002: to promote the social, economic, 
environmental, and cultural well-being of communities in the present and for the future. 

18. The draft Policy signals to developers how the Council will make decisions on proposals related 
to unfunded growth projects. This certainty helps the Council to engage with developers where 
the Council’s considerations are clear at the outset. 

19. Council is required to make assumptions around growth, such as household projections, to 
inform its long-term planning. The Policy does not rely on the assumption that Council know 
when and where growth will occur and can invest ahead of time, but provides the Council with 
decision-making guidance where opportunities arise that were unplanned. Additionally, the 
Council will amend its long-term planning as necessary through its Annual Plan. 

20. Council is required to plan for where growth will go and how it is funded within its fiscal 
envelope. The Policy helps to direct Council’s decision-making and to manage expectations 
with developers. Given our high growth environment, the Policy remains critical.  

Financial Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro Puutea 
21. While decisions on unfunded projects often involve significant sums of money, the 

recommendations of this report have no immediate financial considerations. 
22. The draft Growth Funding Policy directs that Private Developer Agreements will address 

financial neutrality and overall fairness/equity including that the Council’s capital expenditure 
programme, revenue and debt parameters and the overall long-term financial sustainability of 
the city are not compromised. 

Legal and Policy Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-ture 

23. Council staff have taken external advice and are satisfied that this report complies with 
Council’s legal and policy requirements of the Local Government Act 2002 and specifically s82 
Principles of consultation. 

Wellbeing Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-oranga tonutanga 
24. The purpose of Local Government changed on 14 May 2019 to include promotion of the social, 

economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing of communities in the present and for the 
future (‘the 4 wellbeings’). 

https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-MAN-x8dgg2
https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-MAN-jy1cyp
https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-MAN-2pzspw
https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-MAN-cpm3dl
https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/dc-search/view/HCC-MAN-21pttf
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25. The proposed Policy outlines that Council will consider the social, economic, environmental 
and cultural wellbeings of out-of-sequence and unfunded growth projects.  

26. During the development of the draft Policy, staff considered the impact on the social, 
economic, cultural and environment wellbeing of the community. 

Risks - Tuuraru 

27. There are no known risks associated with the decisions required for this matter.  

Significance & Engagement Policy - Kaupapa here whakahira/anganui 
Significance 

28.
 
Staff have considered the key considerations under the Significance and Engagement Policy 
and have assessed that the matter(s) in this report has/have a low level of significance. 

Engagement 

29. While the proposed amendments to the Policy were minor, the Council sought community 
views and preferences through full consultation. Submissions addressed the specific 
amendments with some also providing feedback on the policy as a whole. 

Attachments - Ngaa taapirihanga 
Attachment 1 - Draft Growth Funding Policy (clean version) 

Attachment 2 - Draft Growth Funding Policy (track changed version) 
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Committee: Council Date: 04 May 2021 

Author: Tracey Musty Authoriser: David Bryant 

Position: Financial Controller Position: General Manager People and 
Organisational Performance 

Report Name: Revenue and Financing Policy and other supporting financial policies 
deliberations 

Report Status Open 

Purpose - Take 
1. To seek direction and approval from the Council on changes required to finalise the Revenue

and Financing Policy and other supporting financial policies.

Staff Recommendation - Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi 
2. That the Council:

a) receives the report;

b) approves that no changes are are made to the draft 2021-31 Revenue and Financing 
Policy and its supporting financial policies following Community consultation; and

c) notes that the final Revenue and Financing Policy and other supporting financial 
policies will be reported to the 24 June 2021 Council meeting for approval.

Executive Summary - Whakaraapopototanga matua 
3. This report presents proposed changes to the Revenue and Financing Policy and other

supporting financial policies. It follows community feedback received on the Revenue and
Financing Consultation Document.

4. The Revenue and Financing Consultation Document focussed on two key changes to Council’s
rating structure, being:

i. Introduction of the government compliance targeted rate; and
ii. transfer of funding for development at Hamilton Gardens.

5. Council received 41 responses from the community. For both key changes consulted on, the
Council’s preferred option was selected by the majority of responders.

6. The Council now needs to determine the response to the key matters consulted on.

7. Staff consider the matters and decisions in this report have high significance and that the
recommendations comply with Council’s legal requirements.
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Background - Koorero whaimaarama 
8. The Revenue and Financing Policy and supporting financial policies form part of the underlying 

information used to develop the draft Long-Term Plan budget. 

9. For the purposes of preparing draft policies for public consultation, Council resolved the 
following changes to the rating system in December 2020: 

i. Introduction of a new government compliance targeted rate, to fund increasing costs 
associated with delivering water services, and to make changes to the District Plan; and  

ii. Transferring funding of Hamilton Gardens from a targeted rate and incorporating 
these costs into the general rate. 

10. The proposed changes to how Council funds its activities have been incorporated into the 
Revenue and Financing Policy and formed part of the Revenue and Financing Consultation 
Document.   

11. Formal consultation on the Revenue and Financing Consultation Document ran from 5 March 
to 7 April 2021 in conjunction with consultation on the draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan. 

Discussion - Matapaki 
12. The two key changes in the Revenue and Financing Consultation Document that were 

consulted on were: 

i. Introduction of the government compliance targeted rate; and 
ii. Transfer of funding for development at Hamilton Gardens. 

13. A total of 41 responses were received. Responses for each proposed change are summarised 
below. A summary of common themes has not been provided in this report due to the small 
number of responses. 

Introduction of the government compliance targeted rate 

14. Council consulted on its preferred option to introduce a new compliance targeted rate to 
recognise Council’s increasing costs due to central government initiatives. The proposed 
targeted rate would contribute approximately $9.6M in year one of the draft Long-Term Plan. 
This is equivalent to an average rates increase of 4.5% for existing ratepayers. 

15. The Council’s preferred option is to introduce the targeted rate, starting in year one of this 
Long-Term Plan. The alternative option is to fund compliance costs through general rates. 

16. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Total 
Option 1: Introduce the government compliance targeted rate 68% (28) 
Option 2: Fund compliance costs through general rates 22% (9) 
No response selected 10% (4) 

17. The community feedback supports the Council’s preferred option. If the Council proceeds with 
the preferred option, no resolution is required. 

Transfer of funding for development at Hamilton Gardens 

18. Council consulted on its preferred option to transfer funding which is currently being collected 
through the Hamilton Gardens targeted rate to the general rate. This largely coincides with the 
completion of the work the targeted rate was originally introduced to fund. 

19. The Council’s preferred option is to transfer the funding which is currently being collected 
through the Hamilton Gardens targeted rate to the general rate. The alternative option is to 
maintain the Hamilton Gardens targeted rate.  
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20. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Total 
Option 1: Transfer funding for development at Hamilton 
Gardens from the current targeted rate to the general rate 
from 1 July 2021. 

54% (22) 

Option 2: Maintain the Hamilton Gardens targeted rate 39% (16) 
No response selected 3% (7) 

21. The community feedback supports the Council’s preferred option. If the Council proceeds with 
the preferred option, no resolution is required. 

Financial Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro Puutea 

22. The proposed changes to Council’s rating structure are incorporated into the Draft 2021-31 
Long-Term Plan.  

Legal and Policy Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-ture 

23. Staff confirm that the recommendations in this report comply with the Council’s legal and 
policy requirements.  

Wellbeing Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-oranga tonutanga 
24. The purpose of Local Government changed on the 14 May 2019 to include promotion of the 

social, economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing of communities in the present and for 
the future (‘the 4 wellbeings’). 

25. The subject matter of this report has been evaluated in terms of the 4 wellbeings during the 
process of developing this report. 

26. The recommendations set out in this report are consistent with that purpose. 

27. There are no specific economic, social, environmental or cultural considerations for this policy 
review, other than those that arise due to the incorporation of the well-beings into the draft 
Policy. 

Risks - Tuuraru 

28. Council is required to adopt a Long-Term Plan by 30 June 2021. To meet this legislative 
deadline many interdependent process steps are required to be completed. Given the process 
steps remaining, Council is required to make final decisions on the budget as part of this 
meeting. If budget decisions are not completed by 6 May 2021, there is a risk that the Long-
Term Plan will be unable to be completed and formal adoption achieved (with an Audit 
opinion) by 30 June 2021. 

Significance & Engagement Policy - Kaupapa here whakahira/anganui 
Significance 

29.
 
Staff have considered the key considerations under the Significance and Engagement Policy 
and have assessed that the matter(s) in this report has/have a high level of significance. 

Engagement 

30. The engagement process on the Revenue and Financing Policy and other supporting financial 
policies has been extensive and based on the specific Consultation Document prepared for this 
purpose. 
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31. An overview of the consultation has been covered in the 2021-31 Long-Term Plan deliberations 
report. 

32. Through the deliberation process, the Council may seek to make a decision that has not 
previously been considered or consulted on. This new decision should be assessed against the 
Significance and Engagement Policy and if it is deemed to be ‘Significant’, consideration should 
be given to whether additional consultation is required on this specific matter. 

Attachments - Ngaa taapirihanga 
There are no attachments for this report. 
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Committee: Council Date: 04 May 2021 

Author: Julie Clausen Authoriser: Sean Hickey  

Position: Unit Manager Strategy and 
Corporate Planning  

Position: General Manager Strategy 
and Communications  

Report Name: 2021-31 Long-Term Plan Deliberations  
 
Report Status Open  
 

Purpose - Take  
1. To seek direction and approval from the Council on changes required to finalise the 2021-31 

Long-Term Plan for adoption on 24 June 2021. 

Staff Recommendation - Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi 
2. That the Council: 

a) receives the report; and  

b) notes the updated assumptions in paragraph 33 of this report will be used for the 
purposes of preparing the final 2021-31 Long-Term Plan; 

c) approves the following changes to be made to the draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan budget, 
for the purposes of preparing the final 2021-31 Long-Term Plan: 

i. the base operating budget changes described in paragraph 46 of this report; 
ii. the base capital budget changes described in paragraph 50 of this report; 
iii. the base renewal and compliance programme changes described in paragraph 60 

of this report 

d) notes the following proposals were consulted on in the Consultation Document: 
i. providing more and safer routes for walking, biking, scooting and skating; 
ii. upgrading two roads in the north of the city; 
iii. expanding Hillcrest Library; 
iv. increased funding for creative initiatives; 
v. charging for commuter parking around the city; 
vi. building a new walking and cycling bridge across the Waikato River linking the 

central city and eastern side of the river; 
vii. building a second jetty at Hamilton Gardens; 
viii. increasing swim space at Waterworld; 
ix. charging for car-parking at Hamilton Gardens; 
x. restoring our gully systems;  
xi. the finances; 

e) approves the changes to the performance targets for the transport activity outlined in 
paragraph 67 of this report; 
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f) approves the fees and charges schedule in Attachment 4 to the report; and 

g) requests the Chief Executive prepare the final 2021-31 Long-Term Plan for audit and 
adoption, based on the draft Long-Term Plan budget adjusted for changes agreed at this 
meeting. 

 

Executive Summary - Whakaraapopototanga matua 
3. This report presents proposed changes to the draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan budget. It reflects 

community feedback following consultation as well as updates to significant forecasting 
assumptions and new information that has become available since the Consultation Document 
was approved. 

4. The Consultation Document was ordered by the five priorities and discussed the key projects 
under each priority, and options for proposals that council wished to seek community views on. 
In addition to feedback on the proposals, the community was also encouraged to provide 
feedback to Council on other projects under each of the priorities. 

5. The key proposals we sought community feedback on were: 

i. providing more and safer routes for walking, biking, scooting and skating; 
ii. upgrading two roads in the north of the city; 
iii. expanding Hillcrest Library; 
iv. increased funding for creative initiatives; 
v. charging for commuter parking around the city; 
vi. building a new walking and cycling bridge across the Waikato River linking the 

central city and eastern side of the river; 
vii. building a second jetty at Hamilton Gardens; 
viii. increasing swim space at Waterworld; 
ix. charging for car-parking at Hamilton Gardens; and 
x. restoring our gully systems. 

6. This report provides a summary of the financial implications of the proposals consulted on by 
Council, for details refer to Attachment 1. 

7. The Consultation Document also provided information on our Financial Strategy, including rates 
implications and sought community feedback on these. 

8. The Consultation Document also provided the opportunity for the community to provide 
feedback on anything else. 

9. Council received an unprecedented level of response from the community: 

i. 5,692 submissions on the Consultation Document for the draft 2021-31 Long-Term 
Plan; 

ii. 63 submissions on the draft Development Contributions policy; 
iii. 16 submissions on the draft Growth Funding policy; 
iv. 41 submissions on the draft Revenue and Financing policy; 
v. 137 verbal submissions to the Council. 

10. Responses to questions from Elected Members arising from the submissions have been 
provided in Attachment 2. 

11. The deliberations meeting is the opportunity for Council to make its final decisions on the 2021-
31 Long-Term Plan budget. In doing so Elected members are required by the Local Government 
Act (s78) to give consideration to the views and preferences of persons likely to be affected by, 
or to have an interest in, the matter. 
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12. The Council now needs to determine the response to the key matters consulted on, and any 
other changes Elected Members want to make. Although the deliberations report does not 
respond to every item raised through submissions, Elected Members have the opportunity to 
raise motions on any Long-Term Plan item. 

13. Staff will be available to model the implications of any motions raised, however, financial 
implications may be estimates only due to the short timeframe to model during the meeting.  

14. Decisions on the 2021-31 Long-Term Plan budget need to be made by the end of this meeting 
to allow sufficient time for the processing of changes, preparation of financial statements, 
auditing and final adoption of the 2021-31 Long-Term Plan document by 30 June 2021. 

15. Staff consider the matters and decisions in this report have high significance and that the 
recommendations comply with the Council’s legal requirements.  

Background - Koorero whaimaarama 
Community outcomes 

16. On 8 December 2020, Council adopted the five priorities as its community outcomes, to use for 
decision-making in determining the plans, strategies, services and projects delivered to the city 
and its residents. 

17. The community outcomes are: 

i. A city that’s easy to live in 
ii. A city where our people thrive 
iii. A central city where people love to be 
iv. A fun city with lots to do 
v. A green city 

Draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan budget 

18. The Council approved a draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan budget as its meetings on 9-10 
December 2020. It then approved an update to that budget as part of the underlying 
information that was adopted as part of the Consultation Document adoption on 25 February 
2021. 

19. The draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan budget focuses on looking after our existing infrastructure 
and improving the wellbeing of our community. It is structured under the five priorities and 
includes a number of proposals that Elected Members identified as being important to the 
community’s wellbeing.  

Consultation 

20. Supported by an Elected Member reference group, staff produced the Consultation Document 
which formed the basis of the formal public consultation. The production of this document is a 
legal requirement and involved the audit and review of Audit New Zealand and the Office of the 
Auditor-General. 

21. The Consultation Document and underlying information was adopted by Council on 25 February 
2021. 

22. The formal consultation period ran from 5 March to 7 April 2021 and included consultation on 
four areas: 

i. The draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan 
ii. Development Contributions policy 
iii. Growth funding policy 
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iv. Revenue and financing policy 

23. The 2021-31 Long-Term Plan Consultation Document was ordered by the five priorities and 
discussed the key projects under each priority, and options for proposals that council wished to 
seek community views on. In addition to feedback on the options, the community was also 
encouraged to provide feedback to Council on other projects under each of the priorities. 

24. The key proposals we sought community feedback on were: 

i. providing more and safer routes for walking, biking, scooting and skating; 
ii. upgrading two roads in the north of the city; 
iii. expanding Hillcrest Library; 
iv. increased funding for creative initiatives; 
v. charging for commuter parking around the city; 
vi. building a new walking and cycling bridge across the Waikato River linking the 

central city and eastern side of the river; 
vii. building a second jetty at Hamilton Gardens; 
viii. increasing swim space at Waterworld; 
ix. charging for car-parking at Hamilton Gardens; and 
x. restoring our gully systems. 

25. The Consultation Document also provided information on our Financial Strategy, including rates 
implications and sought community feedback on these. 

26. Council received an unprecedented level of response from the community: 

i. 5,692 submissions on the Consultation Document for the draft 2021-31 Long-Term 
Plan; 

ii. 63 submissions on the draft Development Contributions policy; 
iii. 16 submissions on the draft Growth Funding policy; 
iv. 41 submissions on the draft Revenue and Financing policy; 
v. 137 verbal submissions to the Council on 13-15 April and 20-21 April 2021. 

27. Summaries of key themes and feedback of the submission analysis report are included 
throughout this report. 

28. In preparing this report, staff have considered all submissions received in electronic and 
hardcopy submission forms, social media comments, verbally during the verbal submissions 
process, and by freeform correspondence (i.e. those who did not complete a submission form 
but forwarded their feedback by letter or email). 

29. Responses to questions from Elected Members arising from the submissions have been 
provided in Attachment 2. 

Deliberations 

30. The purpose of the deliberations meeting is for Council, having heard from the community, to 
agree any changes to the draft Long-Term Plan budget, so that staff can prepare the final Long-
Term Plan to be presented to Council for adoption on 24 June 2021. 

31. Where no change is sought to items in the draft Long-Term Plan budget, no resolution is 
required. 

32. Although the deliberations report does not respond to every item raised through submissions, 
Elected Members have the opportunity to raise motions on any Long-Term Plan item through 
the deliberations process. 
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Discussion - Matapaki 

Assumptions and budget adjustments 

Updated assumptions 

33. The Council approved the significant forecasting assumptions as part of the underlying 
information to the Consultation Document on 25 February 2021.  

34. It is necessary to review and update the significant forecasting assumptions at every step in the 
Long-Term Plan process. The assumptions are generally updated for changes in the 
environment (political, economic, natural events etc), from additional information that 
becomes available (e.g. contract negotiations) or additions (to clarify matters of significance). 

35. Changes to forecasting assumptions will continue to be made as a consequence of decisions at 
this meeting. They will be reviewed and updated for events up to the time of the adoption of 
the Long-Term Plan. The formal write-up of the updated assumptions will therefore be 
undertaken in preparation of the final Long-Term Plan document. 

Population growth forecasts 

36. The 2021-31 draft Long-Term Plan uses the 2020 NIDEA Low growth projections. The 2020 
NIDEA Low projections are based on the 2013 Census, however were updated in 2020 to 
account for the COVID-19 related border closures, which would affect short term net migration 
going forward.  

37. The release of the NIDEA Projections that are based on the 2018 Census (referred to as NIDEA 
2021) was significantly delayed due to the delay in data releases for the 2018 Census. The 
NIDEA 2021 projections were finalised on 14 April 2021, with a peer review of these projections 
planned to be completed in the next few weeks. This information is planned to go to the 
Strategic Growth Committee on 20 May 2021.  

38. Any change to the population growth forecasts would potentially require a number of inputs to 
the Long-Term Plan to be reviewed and updated, particular in relation to the later years of the 
10-year period. This inputs including but not limited to: 

i. Capital forecasts 
ii. Growth models 
iii. Asset Management Plans 
iv. Development contributions  
v. Rates  
vi. Levels of service 
vii. Infrastructure strategy 
viii. Financial strategy 
ix. Financial forecasts 

39. It is anticipated that changing these inputs would require a significant amount of staff time and 
it is unlikely that this work could be completed to an appropriate standard prior to 30 June 
2021.  

40. Staff’s initial review of updated growth data suggests any financial implications are likely to be 
immaterial/negligible in the first year of the Long-Term Plan. Therefore staff recommend that if 
Council do want to consider an alternative growth projection to the current 2020 NIDEA Low 
growth projection, the growth assumption is considered as part of the 2022/23 Annual Plan 
setting process to allow sufficient time to incorporate the long term impact of a change in 
growth projection. 
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41. Significant forecasting assumptions 
42. The following changes are proposed to the significant forecasting assumptions: 

Original (February 2021) Revised Effect 

Interest rates 

Year 1        2.40% 

Year 2        2.93% 

Year 3        3.04% 

Year 4        2.90% 

Year 5        2.94% 

Year 6        2.92% 

Year 7        3.07% 

Year 8        3.07% 

Year 9        3.07% 

Year 10      3.07% 

Year 1        2.62% 

Year 2        2.93% 

Year 3        2.68% 

Year 4        2.82% 

Year 5        2.91% 

Year 6        2.77% 

Year 7        2.53% 

Year 8        2.56% 

Year 9        2.66% 

Year 10      2.51% 

Interest rates have been updated to 
reflect the current market implied Bank 
Bill Market Rate (BKBM). This has been 
reviewed by our PwC Treasury Advisors. 

This reduces 
interest costs by 
$11m over the 10 
year period. 

Development contributions revenue 

Total revenue forecast 
over the ten years 
totalled $392.3m 

A new revenue table will be inserted. 
This will match the final budgeted 
revenue for development contributions. 

Revenue forecasts have been updated 
to reflect changes in interest 
assumptions. 

Reforecast revenue over the ten years 
totals $365.2m 

Development contributions revenue 
forecasts will further change depending 
on decisions on the DC policy and as a 
result of any capital project changes 
were there is a portion of growth 
benefit. 

Decrease in 
forecast 
development 
contributions 
revenue of $27.1m 
over the 10 year 
period. 

Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) fair value benefit 

HIF loan drawdowns 
were discounted at a rate 
of 1.47%. 

 

All HIF loan drawdowns are discounted 
using the 10 year- long term borrowing 
fixed rate as supplied by the New 
Zealand Local Government Funding 
Agency. This fixed rate has been 
updated to reflect the most recently 

Increase in HIF fair 
value benefit of 
$8.6m over the 10 
years of the plan. 

Additionally, the 
change in discount 
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Original (February 2021) Revised Effect 

supplied rate. The increase in the fixed 
rate has a positive effect on the fair 
value benefit, however it does result in 
an increase in the interest that is 
unwound in the finance cost space. 

Updated loan drawdowns now 
discounted by updated rate of 2.26%. 

rate has resulted in 
an increase in 
interest unwind 
which forms part 
of finance costs. 
The effect of this is 
captured in the 
interest rate 
assumption above 
and contributes to 
an overall 
reduction of $11m 
in finance costs. 

Depreciation review 

Deprecation forecast 
over the 10 years of the 
plan totalled $1,044m. 

Forecast deprecation over the 10 years 
of the plan has been updated to 
$983.8m. 

A thorough review of all inputs that 
influence the depreciation expense has 
been completed, this included 
crosschecks of useful lives, work in 
progress, vested assets, revaluations 
and forecasting of the current year 
deprecation.  

This work has resulted in a decrease to 
the deprecation expense. 

Decrease in 
forecast 
depreciation 
expense of $60.2m 
over the 10 years 
of the plan. 

Operating budget adjustments 

43. Operating budgets for each year of the Long-Term Plan were adopted as part of the underlying 
information to the Consultation Document on 25 February 2021. 

44. Changes are required to these budgets as a consequence of new information since preparing 
the reports for the adoption of the Consultation Document and underlying information. 

45. There are three categories of changes to operational budgets: 

i. Changes to forecasting assumptions 
 The changes to significant forecasting assumptions which are outlined in paragraphs 33-

42 have been reflected in the draft financial statements.  
ii. New Council decisions 
 Council decisions which have been made since the draft budget was prepared have been 

incorporated into the draft financial statements. 
iii. Operational budget corrections and adjustments 
 Business units have continued to review their financial budgets to ensure they reflect 

the most up to date information.  

46. The changes described above have a favourable impact on the 10 years of the Long-Term Plan 
of $20m. Below is a summary of the impact on the Prospective statement of comprehensive 
revenue for the 10 years of the Long-Term Plan: 
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Operational budget adjustments  10 year total  
$m 

Total surplus previously reported 1,278.0 

Changes to forecasting assumptions 

Decrease in forecast depreciation expense 60.2 

Decrease in forecast DC revenue (27.1) 

Decrease in interest expense 11.0 

HIF fair value benefit 8.6 

Impact of new Council decisions  

Increase in Elected Member childcare costs (0.2) 

Operational budget corrections and adjustments 

Proposed increase to staff remuneration for 2021/22 from 2.5% to 3% (5.8) 

Proposed increase in staff: 
• safety roles to support Council wide health and safety 
• fixed term Governance Advisor role to support increased number of 

committees this triennium 
• additional H3 roles, partially offset by increased event revenue 
• additional Infrastructure Operations roles to support level of service  

(16.9) 

Proposed Graduate Programme to support difficult to fill roles  (5.1) 

Other adjustments (4.7) 

Total of changes 20.0 

Total surplus 1,298.0 

Detailed financial statements are included in Attachment 3. 

Capital budget adjustments 

47. Capital budgets for each year of the 2021-31 draft Long-Term Plan were adopted as part of the 
underlying information to the Consultation Document on 25 February 2021. 

48. Changes are required to these budgets as a consequence of new information since preparing 
the reports for the adoption of the Consultation Document and underlying information. 

49. These changes relate to: 

i. rephasing of Hamilton Gardens development capex, revenue and consequential opex to 
align with Visitor Arrival Centre timing;  

ii. consequential opex for Rototuna Village Project added for open space component; 
iii. design funding of $1m brought forward to year one (2021/22) for the Museum River 

Entrance project; 
iv. Municipal pool demolition costs moved out one year; and 
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v. removal of funding for upgrade/new wastewater WW/3201.1 Rotokauri stage 1 project 
as this work has been completed. 

50. The following table summarises the impact of the changes of the capital programme (excluding 
renewals and compliance which are discussed in paragraphs 51-67). 

Capital programme excluding 
renewals and compliance 
programme 

10 year total 
consultation 

document 
$m 

10 year total 
including 

adjustments 
$m 

10 year total 

Movement 
$m 

Capital expenditure 1,561 1,559 (2) 

Capital revenue 338 338 - 

Consequential opex 67 69 2 

Renewals and compliance reprioritisation 

51. The 2021-31 draft Long-Term Plan renewal and compliance budgets have been developed from 
Council’s Baseline Asset Management Plans (AMPs). The capital budget provisions for Renewals 
and Compliance programme have changed as the Long-Term Plan budget has moved through 
its development stages, from: 

i. initial budget forecasts in October 2020, - total of $100m (uninflated) in year 1 
ii. draft budget in December 2020, - total of $75m (uninflated) in year 1 
iii. updated draft Long-Term Plan in May 2021, - total of $75m (uninflated) in year 1 

52. Changes have been made to the renewal and compliance budgets for a range of reasons 
including: 

i. Responding to constraints on debt availability due to Council’s Financial Strategy – there 
are greater capital requirements and limits on available debt capacity over the first 5 
years of the Long-Term Plan. This is seen in the peaking of debt to revenue limit in year 
5. This results in the need for come capital expenditure to be delayed until after this 
point in the Long-Term Plan so there is sufficient debt capacity to undertake a balanced 
capital programme. 

ii. Deliverability of the programme each year – there is a limit to the volume of work on 
renewing assets that can be achieved at one time with the organisational resources 
available to manage the work. Smoothing the delivery of the programme allows for 
more effective management of the programme as a whole over the 10 years of the 
Long-Term Plan. 

iii. Dependency and relationship to other capital projects and improvements – renewal of 
existing assets is sometimes influenced by the timing of other new capital projects. For 
example, a project that is developing an existing facility to provide an increased level of 
service will impact the need and timing for renewal of other existing assets at that 
facility.   

iv. Updated information is now available causing the need for reprioritisation. Information 
about the condition and performance of Council assets is being received on an ongoing 
basis. Since the initial forecasts were developed (in many cases around 12 months ago) 
there will have been new information received on Council’s asset base that will influence 
the relative priority across the Renewal and compliance portfolio.  
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53. In October 2020, staff briefed Elected Members on the initial renewal and compliance forecasts 
that had been developed through the Baseline AMP process. The forecasts included a total 
renewal and compliance forecast of approximately $295m (uninflated) over the first 3 years of 
the Long-Term Plan period ($100m, $100m, $95m). These forecasts were based on various 
assumptions regarding remaining asset life, replacement costs and without a funding 
availability or contractor resourcing constraints.  

54. These initial forecasts are regarded as a starting point for developing a Long-Term Plan budget. 
This is the case for all councils and it is considered normal practice for there to be a ‘push and 
pull’ between these initial forecasts and the financial capacity of the organisation.  

55. In October 2020, the ability to smooth, manage and potentially squeeze the renewal and 
compliance programme was discussed with elected members to fit within the funding limits of 
the then emerging Financial Strategy for the Long-Term Plan. This approach was taken forward 
to develop the draft Long-Term Plan budget and reflected the advice from management that 
given the reasons above that there is flexibility in the setting of total budget, phasing and 
management of the renewal and compliance budget.  

56. A significant amount of the value of Council assets that make up the renewal programme have 
very long assumed lives (e.g. 80/100+ years) and a delay of one or a few years is often not of 
material consequence to either risk or impact on services. This suggests that while there is 
flexibility at a programme level over the short term (of say 1-5 years) there will be a longer term 
need to renew the asset and this cannot be forgotten or continually deferred.  

57. The initial forecasts for the 10 years were analysed and the annual average for renewals and 
compliance of the initial forecasts was $85m (uninflated). This on average is a $16.2m increase 
in renewal and compliance funding from the 2018-28 Long-Term Plan (including inflation). 

Renewal and Compliance Base Forecast 

 
58. The combined effect of the individual Baseline AMP forecasts had created a ‘peaky’ profile with 

large programmes in years 1-3 and year 8. This was both undeliverable from a programme 
resourcing and financial capacity perspective and required smoothing for these reasons alone.  

59. For the purposes of modelling and preparing the draft Long-Term Plan, all budget lines in the 
renewal and compliance programme were uniformly scaled (either reduced or increased) in 
each year to match a total funding envelope for the programme in that year. 
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60. While this approach allowed a draft budget to be prepared it did not reflect a prioritisation of 

work that would be required – rather just a reduction of budget in some years and increases in 
others.  

61. Over recent months and since the draft Long-Term Plan was prepared, staff have worked on 
refining this approach and taking a risk-based approach to amending the renewal budgets for 
coming years. Factors considered have included: 

i. Impact on staff and / or customer safety 
ii. The relative criticality of assets 
iii. Whether there are contractual obligations for the project 
iv. Impact on meeting any statutory requirements  
v. Impact on customers / end users 
vi. Interdependencies and dependencies of the project  
vii. Whether the project is co-funded 
viii. Impact on operational costs of delaying the project 
ix. Contribution to reducing carbon 
x. Benefits associated with progressing Council’s five priorities. 

62. Following the above assessment, the forecasted renewals have been reprioritised and the 
budget provisions for inclusion in the Long-Term Plan are recommended by staff.  

Activity 

Initial Base AMP $m 
(uninflated) Draft LTP budget $m 

(uninflated) 

Reprioritised LTP 
budget $m 
(uninflated) 

Year 1  10 Year 
Total Year 1  10 Year 

Total Year 1 10 Year 
Total 

3 Waters 22.1 254.5 16.7 244.0 17.8 238.0 
Community 21.7 179.9 16.4 168.1 16.8 173.8 
Facilities 9.0 51.5 6.8 46.0 4.7 50.6 
Information Services 12.6 60.5 9.6 54.6 9.5 53.6 
Transport 24.2 220.1 18.3 211.1 18.1 205.6 
VTME 9.2 80.9 7.0 76.1 8.1 78.8 
City Growth 0.3 5.5 0.2 5.0 0.3 5.4 
Total 99.2 852.9 75.0 805.0 75.3 805.8 
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63. Over the entire 10-year period the forecasted renewal and compliance budget is recommended 
at $806m (uninflated). As outlined above, this is less than the initial AMP forecast of $853m 
(uninflated). However, the funding gap is considered minor at between 5-6% and there are 
many factors that could easily influence these budgets either up or down by this amount over 
the next 10 years and intervening asset revaluations, condition assessments and LTPs.  

64. Staff have recommended a renewal and compliance programme to match the funding envelope 
of $225m (uninflated) over the next 3 years. There will be some impact from this ‘smoothed 
renewals and compliance approach over the coming years that should be noted. Many of the 
impacts cannot be quantified through a change in calculated probability. The impacts that could 
result from unforeseen asset failures fall into the following categories: 

i.  Reduction in service levels and performance targets not being met 
ii. Increased customer / stakeholder dissatisfaction 
iii. Non-compliance with standards  
iv. Additional future costs through damage to other assets or additional maintenance 

65. These impacts and the risks associated with them will be mitigated and managed through: 

i. Managing the renewal and compliance programme in a similar manner as been the 
case over the last three years. The renewal and compliance programme is made up 
of budget provisions that are for both planned renewals and reactive works. By 
managing the Renewal and compliance programme over all of Councils activities, 
unused reactive renewal budgets in one area are available for reprioritising to 
either generate programme savings or offset unbudgeted reactive costs in another 
area. This is proving to be an effective and efficient management approach. The 
continuation of this approach provides increased flexibility and helps to minimise 
increased risk that may be associated with smoothing of individual budgets within 
the first three years.  

ii. Changing service performance measures that staff have assessed that cannot be 
met for at least the next three years under this renewal and compliance funding 
scenario. 

iii. Ongoing and active management of the delivery and needs within the renewals and 
compliance programme. This will be through monthly steering groups of key staff 
and at least annual reprioritisation of renewal and compliance budgets to ensure 
that the programme remains prioritised based on risks. Annual reprioritisation to be 
reflected in changes through Council’s Annual Plan.  

66. Impact on performance measure targets 
67. As a result of these changes, the targets for transport have been adjusted to reflect the renewal 

and compliance funding following prioritisation. The following changes to transport targets are 
proposed: 

 2021/22  2022/23  2023/24  By 2030/31 
The average quality of ride on Hamilton’s sealed local road network, measured by 
smooth travel exposure 
Targets – February  At least 80% At least 80% At least 80% At least 80% 
Targets – updated  At least 80% At least 80% At least 79% At least 78% 
The percentage of the sealed road local network (by length) that is resurfaced each 
financial year 
Targets – February  At least 3.5% At least 3.5% At least 3.5% At least 

3.5% 
Targets – updated  At least 2% At least 2% At least 2% At least 2% 
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Fees and charges 

68. Each year fees and charges are reviewed. Attachment 4 lists Council’s full proposed 2021/22 
fees and charges. 

69. 51% of the proposed 2021/22 fees and charges remain unchanged from the approved 2020/21 
fees and charges. 

70. A further 25% of the proposed 2021/22 fees and charges have increased by inflation (and 
rounding). 

71. 5% of the proposed 2021/22 fees and charges have increased by more than 5% and these have 
been explained in the comments section of Attachment 4. 

72. 3% of the proposed 2021/22 fees and charges have decreased by more than 5% and these have 
been explained in the comments section of Attachment 4. 

73. We are proposing 64 new fees and charges and discontinuing 56 fees and charges as per 
Attachments 5 and 6. 

Financial strategy – impact of changes 

74. The changes outlined above in paragraphs 33 to 67 have resulted in an unchanged Balancing 
the Books position, with a balanced budget forecast in year three of the Long-Term Plan. 
Council is forecasting a surplus of $6m in year three of the Long-Term Plan, increasing to $89m 
in year ten. The Debt to Revenue position remains within the limits set by the LGFA. 

75. These graphs reflect the base budget position, which incorporates Council’s preferred options 
from the Consultation Document.  

76. These graphs do not reflect any change to the rate increase proposed during consultation.  
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Consultation 

77. This section of the report focuses on the matters that were formally consulted on, and 
summarises the community feedback received.  

78. The key proposals we sought community feedback on were: 

i. providing more and safer routes for walking, biking, scooting and skating; 
ii. upgrading two roads in the north of the city; 
iii. expanding Hillcrest Library; 
iv. increased funding for creative initiatives; 
v. charging for commuter parking around the city; 
vi. building a new walking and cycling bridge across the Waikato River linking the central 

city and eastern side of the river; 
vii. building a second jetty at Hamilton Gardens; 
viii. increasing swim space at Waterworld; 
ix. charging for car-parking at Hamilton Gardens; and 
x. restoring our gully systems. 

79. The impact of changing to the alternative option provided in the Consultation Document is 
summarised in Attachment 1. 

Providing more safe routes for walking, biking, scooting and skating 

80. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative option for investment in more 
safer routes for walking, biking, scooting and skating. 
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81. The Council’s preferred option was to spend $55 million over the next year 10 years – with 
$24.5m invested in the first five years of the plan, and $30.7m invested in the second five years 
of the plan. 

82. The alternative option was to still spend the same amount overall, but slow it down, and only 
spend $15m in the first five years, and $40m in the second five years of the plan. 

83. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Invest $55m over 
the next ten years 

53% (1889) 69% (311) 55% (2200) 

Option 2: Invest $55m, with 
less in the first five years and 
more in the last five years 

26% (933) 31% (141) 27% (1074) 

No response selected 21% (744) - 18% (744) 

84. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters want more separated routes for bikes/scooters from the roadway and the 
footpath to improve safety for those biking/scooting and walking. 

ii. Submitters think that alongside more cycleways, improving public transport is also 
important. 

iii. Submitters also think education of riders and road users is important. 
iv. Submitters commented that if more people use alternative transport or low emission 

transport this will be better for the environment and peoples' health. 
v. The majority of submitters who selected neither option, were not in support of 

investing in this project. 

Upgrading the Gordonton Road/Puketaha Road intersection 

85. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for the Gordonton Road/Puketaha 
Road intersection. 

86. The Council’s preferred option was to upgrade the intersection starting in 2021/22. The 
alternative option was to push the project out beyond the 10 years of this Long-Term Plan. 

87. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Invest $3m to upgrade 
intersection in 2021/22 

51% (1801) 60% (281) 51% (2082) 

Option 2: Do it later by pushing the 
project beyond the 10 years of this 
Long-Term Plan 

27% (972) 40% (187) 29% (1159) 

No response selected 22% (793) - 20% (793) 

Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters who did not support option 1 suggested waiting to see the impact of the 
expressway. 

ii. Submitters also asked that any change included cycleway lanes on the road and 
roundabout. 

iii. Submitters also commented they would prefer the investment was made in cycle 
infrastructure rather than roads. 

iv. Submitters who selected neither option suggested not to spend the money and 
reduce rates and debt instead. 
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Upgrading the Borman Road/Horsham Downs Road intersection 

88. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for the Borman Road/Horsham 
Downs Road intersection. 

89. The Council’s preferred option was to upgrade the intersection starting in 2024/25. The 
alternative option was to complete the work sooner (starting in 2021/22) to ensure the 
intersection is ready for the development happening in the area. 

90. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Invest $11m to 
upgrade intersection in 
2024/25 

52% (1868) 61% (267) 54% (2135) 

Option 2: Do it sooner and 
start the project in 2021/22 

21% (763) 39% (168) 23% (931) 

No response selected 26% (935) - 23% (935) 

91. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters commented that they would have expected the roading upgrade to be 
part of the developers’ responsibility. 

ii. About 20 submitters requested that Borman Road East/Kimbrae Drive connection 
be completed. 

iii. Submitters also suggested the investment would be better spend in alternative 
transport (public transport and alternative transport) to reduce the reliance on cars. 

iv. Submitters who selected neither option did not see the need for the investment. 

Expanding the Hillcrest Library 

92. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for the expansion of the Hillcrest 
Library. 

93. The Council’s preferred option was to expand the Hillcrest Library in 2027/28. The alternative 
option was to complete the work sooner (starting in 2024/25) to align with the opening of the 
new Peacocke bridge. 

94. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Invest $5m to expand 
in 2027/28 

52% (1859) 63% (268) 53% (2127) 

Option 2: Do it sooner and 
expand by 2024/25 

20% (731) 37% (160) 22% (891) 

No response selected 27% (976) - 25% (976) 

95. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters requested that the expansion provided space for digital opportunities, e-
books and technology spaces. 

ii. Submitters who picked neither option commented that libraries are 'old technology' or 
that they did not think it needed to be expanded. 

Creative sector funding 

96. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for Creative sector funding. 
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97. The Council’s preferred option was to set up a creative sector funding trial of $100,000 per 
annum for three years. The alternative option was to keep the funding as is (and not create a 
new fund). 

98. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Set up a funding trial of 
$100,000 per annum for three 
years 

40% (1409) 48% (288) 41% (1697) 

Option 2: Keep as is and fund 
through Council’s contribution to 
the arts sector through existing 
grant programmes 

37% (1330) 52% (307) 39% (1637) 

No response selected 23% (827) - 20% (827) 

99. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters who supported option 1, the funding trial, indicated the amount should be 
greater. 

ii. Submitters who selected option 2, use existing grants, did not see the arts as a priority 
over other services. 

iii. Submitters who selected neither option commented that Council should not invest in 
Creative Arts and focus on core infrastructure or reduce rates. 

Introduction of paid commuter parking around the fringe of the central city 

100. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for commuter parking around the 
fringe of the central city. 

101. The Council’s preferred option was to introduce paid commuter parking at an average of $5-$8 
a day and was expected to generate approximately $1.6m in revenue per annum to be spent on 
public transport and mode-shift initiatives. The alternative option was to keep as is (and not 
introduce parking charges around the fringe of the central city or fund any additional public 
transport or mode-shift initiatives). 

102. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Introduce paid commuter 
parking to generate $1.6m to fund 
alternative transport initiatives 

28% (1002) 23% (230) 27% (1232) 

Option 2: Keep as is 59% (2112) 788 (77%) 63% (2900) 
No response selected 13% (452) - 10% (452) 

103. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters not in support of paid commuter parking said they were concerned 
about the impact of cost on low income city workers, and the potential deterrent to 
people visiting the central city or businesses within the paid parking areas.  They 
also commented that public transport is difficult for shift workers and parents or 
those working in the city that come from rural locations. 

ii. Submitters in support of paid commuter parking said they would support this 
alongside the introduction of improved buses and train services and with the 
introduction of residents within the area being exempt. 
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iii. Submitters who selected neither option were most concerned about residents and 
businesses within the zone paying for parking. 

New walking and cycling bridge across the Waikato River 

104. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for a new walking and cycling 
bridge across the Waikato River. 

105. The Council’s preferred option was to contribute $11m to the new walking and cycling bridge 
(with the remaining $17m provided by other partners). The alternative option was to spend 
$2m more (total contribution of $13m) to provide greater assurance that the project would go 
ahead. 

106. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1:  Contribute $11m 62% (2202) 85% (390) 64% (2592) 
Option 2: Contribute $13m 13% (451) 15% (69) 13% (520) 
No response selected 26% (913) - 23% (913) 

107. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters who supported a walking and cycling bridge supported this project as it 
will provide extend the walking and cycling links. 

ii. Submitters who selected neither option commented that they do not consider a 
walking/cycling bridge as a core requirement and instead would prefer a vehicle 
bridge. 

Second boat jetty at Hamilton Gardens 

108. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for a second boat jetty at Hamilton 
Gardens. 

109. The Council’s preferred option was to build a new jetty at Hamilton Gardens in 2026-28. The 
alternative option was to complete this work sooner (from 2021-23).  

110. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Invest $3m to build a 
new jetty in 2026-28 

52% (1866) 56% (462) 53% (2328) 

Option 2: Do it sooner in 2021-23 19% (681) 44% (361) 24% (1042) 
No response selected 29% (1019) - 23% (1019) 

111. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Some submitters who selected option 1, indicated they were not fully in support and 
choose this option to reflect that. 

ii. Submitters who selected option 2, to build the jetty sooner, felt this would support 
better use of the river as recreational space and prompt more use of the river as a 
transport link. 

iii. The majority of submitters who selected the neither option were not in support of 
investing in this project. 

Increasing recreational swim space at Waterworld 

112. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative to increase recreational swim 
space at Waterworld. 
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113. The Council’s preferred option was to put a seasonal dome over the outdoor pool at 
Waterworld. The alternate option was to build a new leisure pool at Waterworld.  

114. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Invest $6m to build a 
seasonal dome over the outdoor 
pool at Waterworld in 2023 

58% (2066) 84% (708) 63% (2774) 

Option 2: Invest $26m to build a 
new indoor leisure pool at 
Waterworld from 2026/27 

14% (499) 16% (134) 14% (633) 

No response selected 28% (1001) - 23% (1001) 

115. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters who picked neither option would prefer a new swimming pool at another 
location such as Uni, Rototuna, Hamilton East or did not support any more pool 
investment. 

Charging for car parking at Hamilton Gardens 

116. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for car parking at Hamilton 
Gardens. 

117. The Council’s preferred option was to introduce paid parking at Hamilton Gardens. The 
alternative option was to keep as is (and not introduce paid car-parking).  

118. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 

 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Introduce paid parking 24% (857) 22% (300) 24% (1157) 
Option 2: Keep as is 59% (2116) 78% (1055) 64% (3171) 
No response selected 17% (593) - 12% (593) 

119. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters who do not support charging parking at the Gardens and those that 
selected neither option commented that they thought charging would discourage 
visitation to the Gardens and that visiting should be free for Hamiltonians. 

ii. Submitters who did select to charge parking, thought the charging should be 
constrained to tourist buses and visitors from outside Hamilton. They also thought 
Hamiltonians should be free. 

Gully restoration 

120. Council consulted on its preferred option and an alternative for gully restoration. 
121. The Council’s preferred option was to invest $29m to restore and improve our gullies, with the 

majority of this spend planned for the last five years of our plan. The alternative option was 
speed up the investment, by bringing forward some of the funding from the last five years of 
the plan to the first five years.  

122. Submission responses for this item were as follows: 
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 Identified 
submitters  

Anonymous 
submitters 

Total 

Option 1: Invest $29m, less in the 
first five years and more in the last 
five years of the plan 

47% (1665) 61% (333) 49% (1998) 

Option 2: Invest $29m, more in the 
first five years and less in the last 
five years than under option 1 

27% (953) 39% (213) 28% (1166) 

No response selected 27% (948) - 23% (948) 

123. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. Submitters who selected both option 1 and 2 suggested more support for the 
voluntary groups and extending native tree planting across the city. 

ii. Submitters who selected neither option felt the investment was not warranted and 
would prefer lower rate increases. 

Financial strategy feedback 

124. The Consultation Document also provided information on our Financial Strategy, including rates 
implications and sought community feedback on these. 

125. Key themes from consultation were: 

i. About half of the comments related to suggestions for Council to reduce its 
spending, be more efficient in its spending and only spend on core services. 

ii. About half of the respondents thought the rates increase was too high, especially 
the initial 8.9% year one increase. 

iii. A number of submitters also commented in support of investing in both core 
infrastructure and community projects to make the city a great place to live. 

126. If Council want to consider alternative rates options staff can model these during the 
deliberations meeting. 

Financial Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro Puutea 
127. The costs to complete the development of the 2021-31 Long-Term Plan are funded from 

existing budgets. 
128. The external costs for the engagement is outlined below and include both the Vision and Five 

Priorities work and the Long-Term Plan and associated consultation costs: 

 Total $ 
Vision and Five Priorities  
Including design, launch, print and website 18,747 
Long-Term Plan and related consultations  
Including design, print, and web development of: 
LTP consultation document (includes translation) 
Growth Funding Policy consultation 
Revenue and Financing Policy consultation 
Development Contributions Policy consultation 

90,483 

Advertising and supporting collateral for LTP and 
related consultations 63.693 
Events and activations 8,061 
Total  180,985 
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Legal and Policy Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-ture 
129. Staff confirm that the recommendations in this report comply with the Council’s legal and 

policy requirements.  

Wellbeing Considerations - Whaiwhakaaro-aa-oranga tonutanga 
130. The purpose of Local Government changed on the 14 May 2019 to include promotion of the 

social, economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing of communities in the present and for 
the future (‘the 4 wellbeings’). 

131. The Long-Term Plan is Councils plan to deliver on improving the social, economic, 
environmental and cultural wellbeing for Hamiltonians. 

132. The recommendations set out in this report are consistent with that purpose. 

Risks - Tuuraru 
133. There are a number of risks inherent in the draft budget that were explained at the time of 

initial consideration as part of the 9-19 December 2020 Council meetings. Risks in relation to 
specific projects were explained in the associated proposal papers for that project where they 
exist. 

134. Risks associated with the development of the budget were outlined as part of the Draft budget 
meeting on 9-10 December 2020. This included a line by line analysis of capital projects that 
have not been fundfed in the draft budget. 

135. Risks that should be considered by Council in its decision making on the final Long-Term Plan 
budget have been included throughout this report as part of the discussion on the options 
being considered. 

Timing 

136. Council is required to adopt a Long-Term Plan by 30 June 2021. To meet this legislative deadline 
many interdependent process steps are required to be completed. Given the process steps 
remaining, Council is required to make final decisions on the budget as part of this meeting. If 
budget decisions are not completed by 6 May 2021, there is a risk that the Long-Term Plan will 
be unable to be completed and formal adoption achieved (with an Audit opinion) by 30 June 
2021. 

137. The work required to finalise the Long-Term Plan includes finalising the projects to be funded 
where these have been altered, uploading data and running financial and development 
contributions models, writing final content for the plan, legal review, quality assurance review, 
design work and finally audit (including an Office of the Auditor General ‘hot review’) and 
incorporating any changes required by audit. 

138. The rates cannot be set and the development contributions policy cannot be implemented until 
the Long-Term Plan is adopted. 

139. The implications of not adopting the Long-Term Plan by 30 June 2021 is that the Council will not 
immediately be able to set rates and introduce changes to the development contributions 
policy. If the Council was to adopt the Long-Term Plan an in July 2021, the rates invoices would 
be at the new adopted rates. Should this deadline not be meet the first instalment would be 
based on 2020/21 rates and future instalments would catch up any shortfall. 

140. For Development Contributions, the policy links to the 10-year capital programme and the new 
charges can only be implemented the day after the Long-Term Plan is adopted. 
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141. The plan through to finalisation of the 2021-31 Long-Term Plan with key audit steps is as 
follows: 

 Date 

Staff produce a final draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan 10-14 May 2021 

Design of final draft 2021-31 Long-Term Plan, proofing and 
quality assurance 

17-21 May 2021 

Audit of 2021-31 Long-Term Plan and incorporation of any 
changes 

24 May – 11 June 
2021 

Elected Member briefing on designed 2021-31 Long-Term Plan 4 June 2021 

Audit clearance received 18 June 2021 

Council meeting to adopt 2021-31 Long-Term Plan, rating 
policies and development contributions policy (audit opinion and 
changes to be circulated to Elected Members when available) 

24 June 2021 

Hold date 25 June 2021 

Significance & Engagement Policy - Kaupapa here whakahira/anganui 
Significance 
142. Staff have considered the key considerations under the Significance and Engagement Policy and 

have assessed that the recommendation(s) in this report has/have a high level of significance. 
143. If through the deliberation process, Council may seek to make a decision that has not previously 

been considered or consulted on. This new decision should be assessed against the Significance 
and Engagement Policy and if it is deemed to be ‘Significant’, consideration should be given to 
whether additional consultation is required on this specific matter. 

Engagement 

144. Community views and preferences are already known to the Council through the draft 2021-31 
Long-Term Plan consultation process that ran from 5 March – 7 April 2021.  

Attachments - Ngaa taapirihanga 
Attachment 1 - Financial implications of alternative options in Consultation Document 

Attachment 2 - Information requests from Elected Members 

Attachment 3 - 2021-31 draft Long-Term Plan detailed financial statements post consultation 

Attachment 4 - 2021/22 Fees and charges - Full schedule 

Attachment 5 - 2021/22 Fees and charges - Fees added 

Attachment 6 - 2021/22 Fees and charges - Fees discountinued  
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Growth  
Development 
Contributions – 
population 
forecast 

What population forecast 
will be used for the final 
modelling for the LTP? 

Did we get an 
independent opinion of 
the population forecast? 

Will there be any impact 
of changing the growth 
and population 
assumption? 

 

The 2020 NIDEA Low Growth Projections for the 2021-31 LTP were adopted on 12th November Strategic 
Growth Committee, with a further resolution to bring a report to council the updated NIDEA Projections 
(based on the 2018 Census) once they become available, for further consideration. This report is planned to 
be brought to the 20th May Strategic Growth Committee. 
 
12th November Strategic Growth Committee Report  
12th November Strategic Growth Committee Minutes: 
Resolved: (Cr Macpherson/Cr Hamilton) 
That the Strategic Growth Committee: 

a) approves the use of the University of Waikato National Institute of Demographic and Economic 
Analysis (NIDEA) 2020 Low growth projections for the 2021-31 Long Term Plan: and 

b) requests staff report back to the Strategic Growth Committee within the LTP 2021-31 deliberation 
period, once the updated NIDEA growth projections that are based on the 2018 Census are 
available, which is expected to be March 2021, to inform any changes needed. 

 
The independent opinion is underway and the report on the growth/population forecasts is scheduled to go 
to the 20th May Strategic Growth Committee. 
 

Development 
Contributions 

Is there a risk that 
developers will not 
proceed with 
development due to their 
perception the DC 
charges making the 
development not viable? 

It is possible, but unlikely that developers may not progress their development. The work currently being 
undertaken in the structure plan to increase density will assist with this. Additionally, the HIF to IFF work 
may support the developer to get away as it takes away the need for the developer to pay DC’s up front.  
 

Relationships 
with Developers 

Are council easy to deal 
with? 

What can be done to 
improve the relationship 
with developers yet 

The plan change team are collaboratively engaging with developers but also being thorough with collecting 
evidence and research to support the provisions of the plan change (which ultimately gets signed off by 
Council). 
 
Once the Judicial Review is complete staff will commit to sitting down with a representative group of 
developers to charter a new relationship moving forward that seeks to hunt down precisely their areas of 

https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Strategic%20Growth%20Committee%20Open%20Agenda%20-%2012%20November%202020.pdf
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maintain the tension? concern. 

 
Development 
Contribution 
applied to sites 

Is there a difference 
between what is the 
required and assumed for 
DC at the start of a 
process and end of 
process?  

Are there ever stranded 
or valueless DC site 
credits? 

Can staff provide 
clarification about on cost 
allocation of DC’s to areas 
or sites? 

There is no difference between what is required and assumed for the DC at the start of the process and the 
end of the process unless the applicant applies for a remission, or changes their development, or changes 
the scale of their development. 
 
 
It is not correct to say they are valueless or stranded, because they carry future value. Council does not 
currently refund DC credits.  
The Council decided to remove clause 12.12 (refunds and site credits) from the Draft Policy at the 25 
February 2021 Council Meeting and it is recommended in the staff report (including refund provisions) in 
the 4 May 2021 Development Contributions Policy – Deliberations Report. 
 
For information on cost allocations please refer to the Development Contributions Policy – Deliberations 
Report paragraph 111-113. 
 

IFF/DC double 
dipping 

How does Council ensure 
that infrastructure 
funded through IFF is not 
also funded through 
DC’s? 

The legislation specifies how these two funding sources interact. There is no option of ‘double-dipping’. 
 

DC greenfields 
vs brownfields 

Why have brownfields 
DC’s not increased at the 
same rate as greenfield 
DC’s? 

The DC rates in infill vs greenfield are largely a reflection of the total capex in those areas, and this is usually 
significantly higher in the greenfields. For more information on the difference between infill and greenfield 
growth cell DC’s, see Development Contributions Policy – Deliberations Report paragraph 119-121. 
 

DC Policy 
Templated from 
DIA 

How does DIA’s policy 
template differ from 
HCC’s policy? 
 
Why don’t HCC adopt the 
DIA template? 

The template is structurally similar to HCC’s policy. The DIA provided it as an option, and it is not mandated. 
For information on DIA guide to DC’s, see Development Contributions Policy – Deliberations Report 
paragraph 88-90. 
 



 

Council Agenda 4 May 2021- OPEN Page 269 of 372 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t 2

 
Ite

m
 1

0 

Topic Information Request Information Provided 
CDB remissions What are the criteria for 

the CBD development 
contributions remissions? 
 
Could the remission 
policy include criteria 
requiring universal 
design, such as the 
Lifemark 4 standard? Or 
quality design? 
 
Could the criteria be set 
to encourage density in 
the CBD (for example, 
only allowing the 66% 
remission for buildings 3 
or 4 levels and over)? 

These questions have been covered in detail in the DC Deliberations report. For more information on CBD 
remissions see Development Contributions Policy – Deliberations Report paragraph 15-26. 
 

Schedule of 
assets 

Could not find the 
schedule of assets 

The schedule of assets is still available on Future Hamilton https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/links 
 

District Planning/Place Plans 
Peacocke 
geotechnical 
report 
(east/west 
arterial) 

Have any significant 
challenges been 
identified by the 
geotechnical report for 
the east/west arterial? 
 

The Peacock team has received the stage 1 geotechnical factual report and do not believe that it has 
identified any significant unexpected challenges.  The stage 2 geotechnical interpretative report is still be 
received. 
 

Te Awa Lakes 
Lagoon proposal 

Perry’s Charitable Trust 
proposed Council 
contribute $10m of 
funding to the lagoon 
project and suggested the 
funding could be in the 

There is an option to include the funding, however, this will not be an all-year round facility and there is no 
detail or data to support the actual hours it would provide and at what cost to the community.  
The Lagoon may provide some benefit in terms of providing additional programmable space and offering a 
space more suitable for water safety training. 
 

https://www.futurehamilton.co.nz/links
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form of grants, or DC 
offsets. 
What benefit would this 
provide the community? 

Underground 
train 

Is there any further 
information on the 
underground/central city 
rail station and train 
track?  

There are ongoing discussions in regard to a central city train station with one option being to re-open the 
existing underground station. 
Given current safety standards, particularly in regard to ventilation it will be very difficult to reuse this 
station, particularly while diesel locomotives are used. 
Nevertheless, the option remains open and the landowner of a substantial amount of property above the 
rail station wishes to explore this further over the next 12 months and HCC will work with them, so the 
option is fully understood. 
 

High rise 
buildings 

Does allowing 6 storey 
apartments create issues 
such as energy efficiency 
and social impacts? 

The NPS-UD programme will be assessing where 6-storey enablement in plan provisions is appropriate 
based on MfE statutory guidance. This works will look at accessibility to centres, walkable catchment 
analysis, key heritage/ environment constraints (qualifying matters) and amenity and design considerations. 
 

Frankton 
Neighbourhood 
Plan 

What has been included 
in relation to the 
Frankton Plan? 

The majority of the proposed plan projects remain unfunded. 
The NPS-UD work will be informed by the original plan outcomes sought in the Frankton Plan. 
 

Hamilton East 
Neighbourhood 
Plan 

What has been included 
in relation to the 
Hamilton East 
Neighbourhood Plan? 

Who is on the Hamilton 
East Trust now? 

The majority of the proposed plan projects remain unfunded. 
The NPS-UD work will be informed by the original plan outcomes sought in the Hamilton East Plan. 
 
 
 
http://www.hect.org.nz/ lists the trust as: 
Chair: Chris Rollitt 
Treasurer: Helen Le Heron 
Secretary: Ralph Evans 
Trustees: Cheryl Noble, Margaret Southgate, Jane Landman. 
 

District plan What are the cost 
components of the 

The Council Report dated 8 December 2020 presented high level annual costs estimated for 10-year life of 
project.   

http://www.hect.org.nz/
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$15.2m for the District 
Plan review? 

The breakdown is: 
 For the 10 Years 

$m 
Planning resources $6.3 
Plan writing $0.4 
Research and investigation $2.6 
Mapping  $0.9 
Engagement and communication $0.3 
Tangata Whenua Engagement $0.2 
Hearings, decisions and appeals $4.5 
Total $15.2  
 

Housing 
Acceleration 
Fund 

To what extend can the 
Housing Acceleration 
Fund be used to fund 
intensification and 
support future NPS-UD 
district plan changes and 
the 20min city concept? 

Central government has not yet confirmed the criteria for the allocation of the Housing Acceleration Fund. 
Government have been clear that, alongside the delivery of housing, projects awarded funding will need to 
have a clear environmental and social upside. Staff are working closely with government officials and our 
Futureproof partners to ensure Hamilton and the Waikato get their fair share of this new fund. 
 
 

ICMPs More understanding of 
ICMP referenced by CEO 
of regional council e.g., 
Kirikiriroa plan (Ruakura)? 

We propose to work with TGH and other landowners in the next 12-18 months looking at potential land use 
changes alongside business case work for the Eastern Transport Corridor. Through this process we will also 
be looking to understand all infrastructure matters and suggest that Waikato Regional Council are included 
in the collaboration. The Programme team from City Growth will make contact with WRC. 
 

Financial Strategy 
Interest rate 
swaps 

Can staff confirm how 
HCC treats interest rate 
swap losses in LTP? 

Swap movements (gains or losses) are disclosed in our Annual Report as actuals. Swap movements are an 
accounting entry calculated each month based on the difference between market interest rates and the 
rates that Council has fixed (hedged 
Swap movements are not included in the Long-Term Plan and Annual Plan budgets as they cannot be 
predicted as interest rates change during the year. This treatment is consistent with direction of our own 
approved policies, best practise, Audit New Zealand and supported by our credit rating agency. 

The movement on interest rate swaps relates to valuations completed at a point in time. These are based 
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on Council’s total external debt and the difference between current market interest rates and the fixed 
rates that Council has locked in. They are unrealised because on maturity of each interest rate swap 
contract no interest gain or loss eventuates.  

On 30 June 2020 there was a net decrease in the revaluation of interest rate swaps by $12.3M due to a 
decline in market interest rates. Again, they are unrealised because on maturity of each interest rate swap 
contract no interest gain or loss eventuates. As noted, before, our current year reflects an unrealised gain. 

The 31 March 2021 adjustment on non-cash revaluation of Council’s Financial borrowing instruments 
resulted in a gain. Council’s gross cost of funds are calculated over a 12-month rolling average. It is at 2.4% 
as of 31 March 2021. 

 

Compliance 
targeted rate 

What will this be spent 
on, who will we keep 
track of the spend (e.g., 
will it be jam jarred), 
what will happen once 
the rate is no longer 
needed, when will it 
cease?? 

The compliance targeted rate will be used to fund increasing costs associated with delivering 3 waters 
(wastewater, water supply, stormwater), as well as funding changes to the District Plan. 
The revenue associated with the government compliance targeted rate has been allocated to the City 
Planning and 3 waters (wastewater, water supply, stormwater) activities. Spending will be reported on an 
activity basis through the Monitoring Reports to the Finance Committee, as well as through the FIS 
statements in the Annual Report. 
The targeted rate is budgeted for the full 10 years of the LTP (noting that the District Plan portion is 
included in the first five years only). The rating structure can be reviewed through the Annual Plan/LTP 
process. 
The government compliance targeted rate will be shown as a separate line item on the rates invoice, in the 
same way as the Hamilton Gardens targeted rate has been shown in the past (noting that the government 
compliance targeted rate is based on CV rather than a fixed rate). 
 

Compliance 
targeted rate 

Is there an option for the 
compliance target rate 
being distributed over 
more years to lessen the 
impact in year 1 on 
ratepayers, and to give 
Council more time for 

Costs associated with District Plan review, and increasing costs associated with the provision of 3 waters 
(wastewater, water supply, stormwater) are budgeted from year one of the LTP.  
 
A different modelling scenario to show the impact of a 6.31% increase to total rates (including targeted 
rates) in years 1-3 (compared to 8.9% in year one, then 4.9% each year thereafter) has been completed. 
The overall impact on the financial strategy is: 

• balancing the books still occurs in year three, however the balancing the books results in 
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certainty of the actual 
costs? 

years one and two are unfavourable when compared to the base scenario. 
• debt-to-revenue would peak at 278% in year five (base scenario peaks at 277%) 
• overall debt remains the same. 
•  

Council 
properties 

Do we have any surplus 
properties that we should 
sell? 

Most of Councils land has infrastructure on it or is park space.  
The only vacant sites currently are Sonning and Art Post. 
Both of these sites are under discussion as to future use. 
 

Rating  What would be the 
impact if we stagger the 
rates increase over a 
number of years? 

Modelling has been undertaken to show the impact of a 6.31% increase to total rates in years 1-3 
(compared to 8.9% in year one, then 4.9% each year thereafter).  
The overall impact on the financial strategy is: 

• balancing the books still occurs in year three, however the balancing the books results in 
years one and two are unfavourable when compared to the base scenario. 

• debt-to-revenue would peak at 278% in year five (base scenario peaks at 277%) 
• overall debt remains the same. 

User pays Can staff clarity what 
opportunities there are 
for more user pays 
charges (if any)? 

All business units have reviewed their fees and charges for 2021/22 and these are being presented for 
approval alongside the LTP Deliberations Report. As part of this review the opportunity for more user pay 
options were considered. 
The mix of fees & charges, general rates, targeted rates and subsidies & grants is summarised by activity in 
the Revenue and Financing Policy. 
 

DIA information Can staff confirm if we 
are providing DIA 
information (as per Colin 
Jones presentation) 

Submitter referenced the Department of Internal Affairs – NZ benchmark of councils’ financials. Councils 
benchmark information (2108-28 Long Term Plan) is available on the DIA website. 
https://www.localcouncils.govt.nz/lgip.nsf/wpg_URL/Profiles-Councils-Hamilton-City-Council-F1 
The 2021-2031 will be uploaded by DIA once adopted by Council. 
 

Infrastructure Strategy 
Infrastructure 
Strategy 
‘bubble’ diagram 

What makes up the Biking 
and Micro Mobility 
Programme $401m? 

The $401m is inflated and includes both funded and unfunded projects. The list of projects that make up 
the $401m for biking and micro mobility is only partially funded at $97m over the 10 years. 
 

Biking and Micro Mobility - Infrastructure Strategy 

https://www.localcouncils.govt.nz/lgip.nsf/wpg_URL/Profiles-Councils-Hamilton-City-Council-F1
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Years 1-10 

    

  

Gross Capital 
Budget (Draft 
LTP) ($m) 

Budgeted NZTA 
Capital subsidy 
($m) 

Net Capital 
budget (Draft 
LTP) ($m) 

 
Funded 97.1 49.5 47.6 

 
Unfunded  304.0 155.1 149.0 

 
Total 401.2 204.6 196.6 

 
The list of projects that make amount is attached at the under appendix #1. 
 

Transport – Roading 
Borman Road 
East Extension 

What option is there to 
do this sooner?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Is there a wider travel 
plan in this area to 
improve the safety of 
children going to school? 

The timing of the Borman Road/Horsham Downs Road intersection project is a matter for consultation 
under priority 1. It is currently in draft LTP $16.4m for 2029-2031.  
If the Borman Road East project was brought forward it should be brought forward to align with the 
Borman Road/Horsham Downs Road intersection project. There are cost efficiencies to undertake these 2 
projects together as one project.  
If the 2 projects are a package and brought forward sooner than 2024/25, then the possibility of Waka 
Kotahi Subsidy funding is increased. 
 
Staff have worked with the schools in the area since early development occurred on precinct safety and 
developing good walking and cycling connections. Further work would be required to produce an up-to-
date travel plan for each school. 
 

Cambridge 
Road/Hillcrest 
Road 

What has been provided 
for in terms of safety for 
crossing these roads and 
this intersection? 
 
 

Major works in the area are currently underway and planned, including the Wairere Drive Extension to 
Cobham Drive (due to open by mid 2022) and subsequent upgrade being completed by Waka Kotahi NZTA 
to upgrade the Cambridge Road / Cobham Drive intersection.  
These works are anticipated to reduce traffic volumes on Cambridge Road and make the route and 
intersections along this corridor safer, however following implementation this will be further reviewed. 
This route has also been identified as a priority route as part of the Biking and Micro-Mobility programme.  
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In the interim the corridor is being monitored to identify opportunities for minor improvements to address 
safety issues. 
Staff can ensure that the Cambridge Road/Hillcrest Road intersection is added as a candidate project to the 
low-cost low risk programme for consideration. 
 

Onion Road What is the status of this 
road and when will it be 
addressed? 

The link for Onion Road is the funded Onion Road Realignment project scheduled for years 9 and 10 of the 
LTP.  
Council has submissions to bring this project forward to enable continued employment land development 
and to address transport safety issues with the proximity of Onion Road to the Ruffell road level rail 
crossing. 
A full report is coming to Infrastructure Operations Committee on 27 April 2021. 
 

Ulster Street 
underpass 

What is the plan for this 
underpass connection? 

There are no known plans to consider an Ulster Street Underpass. 
 

Stoneleigh Drive 
intersection 

Are they any plans to 
address this intersection? 

There are no current plans to Improve the Stoneleigh intersection. However, works are planned for 2021/22 
to undertake intersection improvements at intersection of Gordonton Road and Darjon and possibly 
Gordonton Road and Puketaha intersection. The improvements are in the form of mini roundabouts which 
will have a speed calming influence on the Gordonton Road corridor, with flow on safety benefits to 
Stoneleigh. 
 

Moonlight Drive Submitter requested if 
the pavers at the 
roundabout could be 
removed as they vibrate 
from traffic. 
 

Staff have received a recent complaint on this issue at the intersection of Alconbury Drive and Moonlight 
Drive and remedial works are being programmed. 
 

Gordonton 
Rd/Pukete Rd 

What is the cost of 
putting 50-100m of hit 
sticks at this intersection 
instead of a roundabout? 
 
 

Several options have been considered for this intersection and were reported to the 8 October 2020 
Infrastructure Operations Committee.  
This work will only highlight the intersection but will not address the current problems experienced by 
vehicles trying to exit out of Puketaha Road safely as they are unable to find a safe gap in the through traffic 
on Gordonton Road. 
Some localised pavement widening is required at the intersection to accommodate any definition of lanes 
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We should be asking for 
WDC to be contributing 
costs to the Puketaha 
intersection if this project 
goes ahead. Maybe in our 
submissions to their LTP? 
 
The Puketaha school kids 
talked of an accident at 
the Gordonton 
Rd/Puketaha intersection 
this weekend., Can the 
transport team please 
provide details? 
 

via hit sticks without creating a safety risk. Depending on the option the rough order cost for physical works 
would be between $30k-$50k. There would be maintenance costs, the value of this is unknown, and may 
require additional opex funding. This project is not expected to have co-investment from Waka Kotahi. 
The full report, including staff recommendation on this matter, is coming to Infrastructure Operations 
Committee on 27 April 2021. 
 
A request for funding will be included in our submission to Waikato District Council. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff have requested further information from NZ Police about this accident as it has just recently happened 
and will report any information on this at the Infrastructure Operations Committee meeting as part of the 
Gordonton Road Corridor update report. 
 

Victoria Street 
upgrade 

What is the process for 
the designing of this – can 
it be car free? 

The upgrade of Sapper Moore-Jones and Victoria Street associated with the Regional Theatre detail is yet to 
be determined. It is intended the extent and type of work will be developed in consultation with Elected 
Members via the Central City and River Plan working group. No plans have been developed to date. 
 

Heaphy Terrace/ 
Boundary Road 
intersection 

Where this intersection 
sits in terms of our 
planning programme? 

The Infrastructure Operations Committee considered this at the 26 May 2020 meeting – and resolved for 
staff to include funding for traffic signals to be brought forward in the 2021-31 LTP process.  It is currently 
included as a funded project in the draft LTP as set out below. 

 
An update on the progress of the short-term solution (raised safety platforms) is included in the 27 April 
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2021 Infrastructure Operations GM Report. 
 
 

Roundabouts – 
installing lights 
at major 
roundabouts 

What proposals have we 
put to Waka Kotahi about 
putting lights at major 
Hamilton roundabouts? 
 

We have worked with Waka Kotahi on an initial scoping report for opportunities to signalise some of the 
larger roundabouts throughout the city. 
Funding for any changes to these sites sits with Waka Kotahi to action as part of the Waka Kotahi 
Investment Plan (WKIP).  Council submitted on the draft WKIP and noted that due to the lack of detail on 
specific projects, it was hard to know if our key issues had been covered by the proposed projects. 
The 5 X-Roads round-about is one of the proposed projects included as part of the Eastern Pathways 
Programme of work.  The programme business case is being presented with a recommendation for 
approval to the next Infrastructure Operations Committee meeting on 27 April 2021.  If approved, further 
detailed design would follow. 
Other sites specifically noted in Tim Macindoe’s submission are noted as State Highways. 
 

Roading 
upgrades across 
the city 

Do we have a map that 
shows where the roading 
improvements have been 
made across the city? 

Staff have developed a live GIS map of the draft works programmes and can be made available to Elected 
Members should they wish to preview this. 
 

Transport – Public Transport 
Mass transit Can staff provide 

clarification on: 
- To what extent 
Hamilton ratepayers and 
Waka Kotahi are 
subsidising each 
passenger trip? 
- What is the bus usage in 
Hamilton in the year to 
the end of June 2020? 
What is the usage in and 
out of Hamilton since 1 
July 2020? 

Data has been presented to the Waikato Regional Council – Regional Connections Committee as bus 
services are managed by Regional Council. Agenda and minutes of previous meetings can be viewed here: 
https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/community/whats-happening/council-meetings/agendas-and-minutes-
for-council-and-standing-committees/regional-connections-committee-agendas-and-minutes/ 
 
There is a verbal report being presented at the Infrastructure Operations Committee meeting on 27 April 
2021 as requested by Elected Members. 
 

https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/community/whats-happening/council-meetings/agendas-and-minutes-for-council-and-standing-committees/regional-connections-committee-agendas-and-minutes/
https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/community/whats-happening/council-meetings/agendas-and-minutes-for-council-and-standing-committees/regional-connections-committee-agendas-and-minutes/
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- How many of those 
using buses in Hamilton 
are school kids? 
- How much Waikato 
Regional Council and 
Waka Kotahi are spending 
on bus services this year 
and how much they are 
proposing to spend on 
bus services in Hamilton 
next year? 

Bus routes and 
services 

What do we need to do 
to align with the 
improved/increased bus 
services that WRC are 
planning?  
 
 
 
 
What would need to 
happen to make bus 
routes more accessible? 
 

We are currently undertaking investigations on the Comet Route and the Meteor (East-West) Route to look 
at the opportunities to improve accessibility (bus stop provisions and road crossing facilities for pedestrians) 
and to improve bus travel times and reliability – which may include additional bus only lanes. 
 
Funding for the delivery of infrastructure to support improved or increased bus services is very limited in 
the first five years of the draft 2021-31 Long Term Plan. 
Should the proposal for paid commuter central city fringe parking be approved, the income from this 
activity from year 2 onwards will be used to fund mode shift/PT improvements. 
 
We currently have 1296 bus stops and 198 have the accessible ‘Kirsty Kerbs’.  Funding for future additional 
accessible kerbs is included in the Low-Cost Low Risk Public Transport programme which has $200,000 pa 
planned which will enable installation of approximately 12-15 new accessible kerbs each year. 
 

Rototuna mini 
transport hub 

Can staff clarify the status 
of the land for the 
Rototuna transport hub? 
 

HCC has an agreement to acquire the necessary land for the Rototuna Transport Hub. Should Council wish 
to acquire this land, reprioritisation of funding is required, either in the 2020/21 financial year or the draft 
2021-31 Long Term Plan. 
 

Bus lanes We have talked about Bus 
lanes before – where has 
this topic got to and are 
there opportunities for 

We are currently undertaking investigations on the Comet Route and the Meteor (East-West) Route to look 
at the opportunities to improve accessibility (bus stop provisions and road crossing facilities for pedestrians) 
and to improve bus travel times and reliability – which may include additional bus only lanes.   
Funding for the delivery of infrastructure to support improved or increased bus services is very limited in 
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implementation in some 
critical areas? 

the first five years of the draft 2021-31 Long Term Plan. 
 

Bus lanes What is the implication of 
priority paint/bus lanes 
around Fairfield bridge? 

This proposal has been investigated by staff previously:  
Four bus priority options for northbound buses in Victoria were considered: 
Option 1: Merge road markings 

- What: Bus drives up through lanes and merges across to right lane prior to the intersection 
- How: Road marking 
- Advantage: easy to implement 
- Concerns: if car drivers don’t respect the marking it may not be as effective and could cause 

blocking of the through lane.   
Option 2: Transponder 

- What: Bus drives up the through lane all the way to the intersection and stops at the limit line, 
waiting for a special ‘bus’ phase 

- How: transponder on the bus calls a dedicated ‘B’ phase for bus to turn right from the through lane 
- Advantage: bus gets to jump the entire queue 
- Concerns: doesn’t comply with Traffic Control Devices rule as Bus light does not override red Right 

turn arrow, bus would block northbound through traffic, could cause rear-end crashes 
Option 3: Upstream signals 

- What: Bus drives up the through lane and then moves across into a dedicated bus box in the right 
turn lane at the limit line 

- How: Advance traffic signals hold back right turn vehicles to make an area for buses to pull in front 
of them at the signals 

- Advantage: buses get to the front without having to merge 
- Concerns: when right turn traffic is moving the bus gets trapped in the through lane raising 

operational and potential safety concerns.  
Option 4: Departure bus lane 

- Bus drives up the through lane and turns right from this lane. 
- How: road marking a spot for bus to turn into from through lane 
- Advantage: removes merge issue prior to the intersection 
- Concerns: possible legal difficulty and marking and signage, requires split phasing meaning much 

less efficient for most of the day (off-peak), tracking curves may not work 
Conclusions: 
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1) No option is ideal. All have concerns that may prevent them from being implemented. Options 1 

and 3 are more likely to be implementable. 
2) Independent review and advice is that before any option is considered seriously, we should first 

focus on improving flow over the bridge by reviewing/improving effectiveness of the metering 
signals. 

 
On this basis, we have completed an optimisation exercise on this route – which involves fine tuning 
adjustments to the traffic signals on the route to maximise the key traffic movements. This work was 
completed mid-2020 and we are getting good results. 
We have also been trialling a ‘communications system’ between the bus and traffic signals. This trial is 
currently underway in a few buses using the Comet route and seem to be having great results. Basically, the 
bus is able to tell the signals that it is coming – and the traffic signals can hold a green a little longer to let 
them through rather than catching a yellow light. 
Our traffic monitoring system also tracks all of the buses in the city – and highlight the buses that are 
running behind schedule.  This alerts our Traffic Operations team and then they can proactively. 
 

Bus bollards Is this an opportunity that 
we can explore to give 
buses priority? 

We are in the process of looking at these as part of the operation of the Rotokauri Bus Hub to reduce the 
illegal through traffic that has been driving through the bus only section. 
This is something that can be considered moving forward if there are routes proposed for buses that we are 
also wanting to limit general traffic movement. 
 

Slice of 
transport 
funding 
reallocated to 
mode shift 

Could we take a slice of 
this funding and 
reallocate to mode shift? 

We already have a number of projects included in the draft 2021-31 Long Term Plan which are specifically 
orientated to mode shift including: 
- Low-Cost Low Risk – Walking and Cycling 
- Eastern Pathways – School Link and CBD to University Link 
- Central City Pedestrian and Cycling bridge (Ferrybank) 
 
Many of the roading projects include funding for mode shift – footpaths, biking cycling PT.  
 

Travel plans Travel plans and the 
potential that they have 
in terms of dealing with 

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency (Waka Kotahi) have guidelines for the development of Safe School Travel 
Plans for schools which can be viewed here. It is recognised that one key reason that parents do not allow 

https://education.nzta.govt.nz/teacher-resources/school-community-partnerships/school-travel-plans/
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congestion and school 
traffic – what kind of 
resourcing would it take 
to do Rototuna schools 
potentially or another 
cluster of schools? 

children to walk, cycle or scoot is safety of routes. 

The development of school travel plans varies across the country – some are managed by the school 
community and some are supported by staff members employed by regional or local councils. 

A safe school travel plan provides an opportunity for parents, caregivers, schools and the community to 
work together to improve safety. Considering safety at every stage is a fundamental priority of all successful 
safe school travel plans. 

There are currently four schools (Te Totara Primary School, Rototuna High Schools (Junior and Senior) and 
Hamilton Christian School) in the immediate area of the Rototuna Village and Korikori Green and a fifth 
future school is currently being planned for in the area. 

 
Transport – Cycling/biking 
City walking 
Cycle bridge 

Does the budget of $28m 
include the infrastructure 
to connect on and off 
links to existing 
cycleways/walking paths? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

High-level cost estimates include an estimate of costs for getting off and on the bridge but excludes any 
improvements to connecting paths leading to the bridge within the existing park/street environment. 
 
The cost estimate is based on the following from the report prepared for Momentum Waikato: 
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Does the cost in the LTP 
need to be increased to 
$34m? 

 
 
The LTP includes the expected estimate which is $28m in accordance with our normal programming 
approach. The Upper Bound estimate is what HCC would call a 95% estimate and is normally only provided 
for advice. As this estimate is provided by an external source, we would expect at an early-stage HCC would 
peer review the estimate noting that the LTP seeks to cap an HCC contribution.  
 
An increased cost will not impact Council’s contribution which is fixed at the proposed $11m (option 1) or 
$13m (option 2). 
 

River path 
connections 

Are there connections 
planned to connect to 
WDC pathways and 
cycleways e.g., at 
Riverlea? 

The Te Awa Cycleway project has been jointly designed and delivered as a cohesive regional route – 
including joint delivery between Hamilton City, Waikato District and Waipa District Councils. 
Te Awa Cycle link is under construction for the Riverlea link at the moment which is funded in the 2020/21 
financial year. 
In Ruakura, cycleway connectivity is extending to the city boundary at the Expressway Ruakura Interchange 
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to connect to paths and cycle routes in the Waikato District area. 
 

Park’s 
connection 
programme 

How will the Parks 
Connections Programme, 
contribute to mode shift? 

New path connections within select parks across the city aim to improve and/or link some HCC parks and 
open spaces with existing transportation networks across the city, helping to promote alternative 
transportation modes for local residents and the wider community.  
Currently there are noticeable gaps within the network which sever park network connections, create 
barriers and undermine the overall individual park asset. Aligning or creating new park connections would 
address some of these shortfalls, improving the overall performance of a number of councils' transport 
networks and leverage off other investments to create a high performing network of walking and cycleway 
path systems across Hamilton. 
The Parks connections are not guaranteed funding in the draft LTP, but they will be included for 
consideration within the wider business case and only those that meet the criteria will be developed. 
 

CycleWands? Can we have more 
information on these and 
how they may be used? 

Cycle wands and additional green cycle lane markings have recently been installed at the following 
locations: -  
• Pukete Road between Vickery Street and Te Rapa Road  
• Clyde Street approach to Wairere Drive intersection  
 
Feedback from the cycling community has been very positive. Staff are currently developing the 2021/22 
programme of similar treatments at other high-risk intersections for people on bikes. 
 

Hamilton East What will happen if we 
open uni link cycleways 
up re speed in Hamilton 
East? 

For the section of Hamilton East (Grey Street) between at least Anzac Parade to Cook Street, a 30km/h 
speed environment is being proposed. The extents will relate in part to the final route for the CBD to 
University biking route in accordance with the Hamilton Speed Management Plan guidelines. 

Biking scooting 
skating statistics 

Is there any statistics on 
biking, scooting and 
skating provide support 
for modal shift? 
 

An open-source data portal has recently been established which has data on all the various transport 
modes being used around the city including: 
- Pedestrians 
- Scooters  
- Cycling 
- Traffic signal sites 
The data can be viewed via the following link – https://data-

https://data-waikatolass.opendata.arcgis.com/search?source=hamilton%20city%20council&tags=Transport
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waikatolass.opendata.arcgis.com/search?source=hamilton%20city%20council&tags=Transport 
Specific dashboards which analyse the data and provide trends at various sites and across the city can also 
be viewed on this site. 
 
Specific data on Claudelands bridge is included below.  We are in the process of developing software to 
work with our traffic cameras to complete more comprehensive cycle surveys throughout the city. 

 
 

https://data-waikatolass.opendata.arcgis.com/search?source=hamilton%20city%20council&tags=Transport
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Commuter Parking/Parking 
Residents 
permits 

How would residents’ 
permits would work, and 
what is the technology 
needed for this? 

Current Hamilton Traffic Bylaw 2015 allows for residential parking schemes to be implemented. 
On-street residential parking permits have only been briefly discussed with Elected Members who have 
requested through EM Briefings, further research and options as to how they work and could be 
implemented. No formal investigation into how they would work in Hamilton has been entered into at this 
time.  
Area specific Parking Management Plans (e.g., Central City) currently under development could include 
information on how residential parking permits are implemented in areas to ensure a consistent approach 
city wide. 
Other New Zealand cities such as Wellington and Auckland have in place residential parking permits. In 
cities’ where parking permits are issued there is generally a cost/fee for them. No decision has yet to be 
made by Council regarding fees.   
Our existing Mobile App – PayMyPark has been capable of managing Parking Permits since its 
implementation. This is the platform we would use.  

Easter 
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At this stage it is anticipated that existing technology would be used to issue permits in areas identified as a 
residential parking zone.  
Cost recovery mechanisms for any additional administration would need to be considered if PayMyPark 
technology was not used for the management of resident parking. 
 

Enforcement What will be the cost for 
enforcement? 

No additional costs have been anticipated if existing and proposed new technology is used – e.g., Pay My 
Park App, Licence Plate Recognition (LPR) vehicles.   
The use of the LPR vehicle technology will allow for existing staff to be redirected to focus areas across the 
city to ensure safety and keep our city moving.  
 

Home business 
parking 

What provision do people 
running home businesses 
need to make for parking 
for clients? 

The road corridor is Council property completely separate from the adjacent privately owned properties, 
although convenient for residents, family, friends and visitors - there is no legislation giving preferential 
parking in the road corridor for activity directly related to the adjacent landowner. It is currently a first 
come first serve basis for the motoring public. 
 
At this time there are no special provisions, any posted restrictions must be adhered to. If the home 
business falls within a new paid parking area there will be a cost to park. 
 

Bus services Can information be 
provided on buses 
services – what time they 
start? 
Can information be 
provided on bus services 
in the commuter parking 
areas e.g., to hospital 
etc? 

The Orbiter and Comet bus service runs between 5:30am and 9.30pm Monday – Friday and 7:10am and 
7:45pm Saturday, Sunday, Public Holidays. The Orbiter timetable has been changed specifically to cater for 
some shift work. 
Workplace travel plans are being developed in conjunction with Waikato DHB, Waka Kotahi and Waikato 
Regional Council.  Some of the options will include proposals to change public transport. 
 

Access to 
mobility parking 

How can mobility parking 
be provided within 
commuter parking? 
What is provision for 
mobility/senior parking at 

Mobility parking is put in place as a need is identified. The process for new mobility parks is through the 
Hearings and Engagement Committee – Traffic Matters report. It can be included within commuter parking 
areas if a need exists. 
Mobility spaces are available at the Municipal building on Anglesea Street. HCC does not define spaces for 
senior citizens in this parking area. 
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Council building? 
 

 

Parking What other options are 
there to prioritise 
alternative transport? 

The Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency - Keeping Cities Moving  - is a plan for mode shift. 
Focuses on achieving mode shift within the Hamilton – Waikato Metro area are set out in the Hamilton -
Waikato Mode Shift Plan, a 0–6-year plan, which was endorsed by the HCC Infrastructure Operations 
Committee. 
The mode shift plan details the projects from Hamilton City, Waka Kotahi, Waikato Regional Council, Waipa 
DC and Waikato DC that as the first step in a longer-term plan to coordinate walking, cycling, micro-mobility 
and Public Transport to make it a real and attractive choice for people living and working in the area. 
Many of these projects are identified within the Draft 2021-31 LTP.  
 

2 hours free Is there the option to 
apply 2 hours free to the 
commuter parking areas 
and then a default 
charge? 

This type of proposal is possible, however monitoring of parking behaviour would still be required to ensure 
the 2-hour free parking was not miss used. 
 

Davis Corner Parallel parking vs angle 
parking  

Note this was part of the Eastern Pathways consultation not the Long-Term Plan consultation and will be 
referred to infrastructure Operations Committee. 
Davies Corner is part of the School Link Single Stage Business Case (Eastern Pathways). The key components 
of the preferred option for this part of the corridor includes: 
• Off road cycle path separate from vehicles and pedestrians on both sides 
• Bus Priority/traffic signals at Comries and Davies Corner intersections 
• Signals at East Street Intersection 
• Upgrade to intersection at Te Aroha Street to allow for separated cycle paths and combined signalised 

crossing.  
• Speed/traffic management along East St, Pearson, and Daisy Roads.  
• Wider footpaths and berms with avenues of trees 
• Change to parallel parking at Davies Corner. 
• Raised combined/paired crossings at all uncontrolled side roads. 
Confirmation of items and activities that are in or out of scope for this corridor will be refined as part of pre-
implementation phase (next financial year).  
 

https://www.nzta.govt.nz/walking-cycling-and-public-transport/keeping-cities-moving/
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Streetscape 
Tactical 
Urbanism 

Could the collateral being 
purchased for innovating 
streets be used to 
support the concept of 
tactical 
urbanism/’parklets’ 
And how do we enable 
this concept? Can we do 
this within our existing 
policy?  
Could this be a condition 
for DC remission in CBD? 
Can the design panel 
have a role in the design 
of these? 

Yes – the collateral being purchased for innovating streets can be used to support the concept of tactical 
urbanism/’parklets’  
There is no policy for tactical urbanism, but some funding is proposed in the Low-Cost Low Risk – Walking 
and Cycling programme which could be directed to this area if Elected Member’s chose to. 
 
The concept of ‘tactical urbanism’ will be referred to the Central City River Advisory Panel for 
direction/discussion. 
 
 
 
Staff have not had the opportunity to understand this suggestion in detail but based on the information 
provided do not recommend this as a requirement for a CBD DC remission. 
 

New 
development 
streetscapes 

What is happening with 
maintenance of new 
streetscapes e.g., 
Greenhill Park? 

We engage with developers in the context of our District Plan, RITS, ICMP and other applicable documents 
to get the optimum stormwater solutions, and then we seek operational funds from Council to maintain 
them.  
 
We do not advise people not to put in new stormwater/streetscape because council cannot afford to 
maintain them.    We will maintain council approved stormwater devices to the best of our ability with the 
funding we have allocated. 
 

Reserves/Gullies/Natural Areas 
Gully restoration Has Professor Clarkson’s 

Best Practice Guidelines 
for Gully Restoration 
been used to inform our 
gully restoration plan? 
 
Would an alternative 

Staff will factor this into planning and implementation. The LTP proposals were based on the LIBs strategy 
which was originally developed by Professor Clarkson and WRC. 
 
 
 
 
The current proposal is premised on investing in planning, engagement, setting up monitoring and design in 
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option of investing at full 
amount from year 1 with 
the proviso that the first 
year or year and a half is 
devoted mainly to 
planning and capability 
development be 
workable? 
 

years 1 & 2 with some light capital development in year 2 to test the new systems, processes and 
implementation.  To be able to bring capital work forward as suggested, staff recommend an increase in the 
planning funding for years 1 & 2 with a view to accelerate the capital programme from year 3. The 
recommended amount for this would be $200k pa in years 1 & 2. 

Gully restoration What opportunities are 
there for WRC to support 
us to bring some of the 
gully development work 
forward?  
 

In conversations with HCC staff, WRC staff have already indicated their continued support to develop a 
monitoring framework for Biodiversity implementation. 
WRC staff have also indicated that there are also opportunities for us to work together using various 
funding held by WRC.  
The proposal in the Draft 10-year plan provides funding for HCC resource that improves connection and 
engagement with WRC (and others, which will enable us to fully pursue these opportunities. 
We continue to work with WRC around Project Watershed funding, which provides $250k per annum to 
works in gullies. 
 

Gullies and 
private land 

What are the rules 
around what you do with 
proportions of gully that 
are private land? 
 

Land use and activities within privately-owned gully are managed through the Operative District Plan. There 
are privately owned sites that include portions of gully that have a residential zoning, with a Waikato River 
and Gully Hazard Overlay over the gully. The Overlay provides a degree of protection which is focused on 
land stability but does also control vegetation removal which makes it difficult to develop these areas but 
not impossible. The opportunity to provide a greater level of protection for the portions of gully in private 
ownership through a plan change process is included in the City Planning Programme and associated draft 
LTP budget.  
 

Significant 
Natural Areas 
(SNAs) 

What is the process for 
identifying SNAs, what’s 
the process for our 
existing gullies, and for 
SNA’s on private land? 
 

Areas of significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitat of indigenous fauna can be identified a 
Significant Natural Area (SNAs) as a planning mechanism to protect these areas in accordance with section 
6(c) of the RMA. SNAs can, and are, identified on private land. 
Identifying new SNA, or other plan provisions including zoning, overlays or rules controlling activities, needs 
to be introduced into the plan following the formal process including notification as prescribed by Schedule 
1 of RMA.  
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The opportunity to provide a greater level of protection for the portions of gully in private ownership 
through a plan change process is included in the City Planning Programme and associated draft LTP budget. 
 

Mature trees What is our policy or 
guidelines on cutting 
down mature trees? 

We don’t currently have a formal policy for tree removals, however, our position on issues relating to trees 
can be found on our Website Trees - Hamilton City Council. Specifically, our position on cutting down 
mature trees is “Removal of trees on public land will only be considered if the specimen is dead, dying or 
presenting a risk to nearby property, traffic or people. If you feel a tree on public land is creating a risk, we 
will inspect the tree.  Leaf and debris fall are not considered as reasons to remove a tree.”   
The development of an Urban Tree Strategy is currently in the work programme for year 1-2 of the LTP 
which would greatly assist in this space. 
 

Sports Parks 
Usage of parks Do we have data on who 

uses sports parks/indoor 
recreation facilities 
situated within Hamilton 
City? 

For sports parks we do know which codes/clubs or regional sports organisations use our sports parks. 
Further detail on player demographics is not held by us.  
 
Te Rapa Sportsdrome is regularly used by the following groups: 

- Hamilton Floorball Club 
- Hamilton North Badminton Club 
- Japanese volleyball club 
- Kiribati Hamilton Youth 
- PHL Volleyball 
- Pukete Neighbourhood House 
- Te Rapa Badminton 
- Waikato Volleyball 

 
Korikori Park Is there an option to build 

a community building at 
Kori Kori Park? Or other 
space in Rototuna? 

HCC has completed development of changing rooms and public toilet facilities at Kori Kori Park.  
The Peak are looking to provide additional community space in the form of a mezzanine floor. This project is 
estimated at $700,000.  
The new Rototuna library Hub will also provide bookable community space.  
In addition, staff are working with Hamilton Christian School on a possible indoor recreation facility across 
the road from Kori Kori Park which will deliver bookable community space if development goes ahead.  
For these reasons staff do not recommend council investing further in a community building on Kori Kori 

https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-city/parks/trees/Pages/default.aspx
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park at this time. 
 

Tamahare Park Have we considered 
partnership with WDC for 
the all-weather surface at 
Tamahere Park? 

Not at this point - Staff commissioned a ‘Sports fields needs and options assessment’ to prioritise options 
for upcoming LTP to meet projected sports field deficits. Current proposals reflect the prioritised 
recommendations in the report.  
Artificial turf is a medium to long term option that is referred to in the report that could be considered. 
 

Pukete Sports 
Park 

What is the provision of 
sports park space on this 
site and what the plans 
for sports space here 
(including indoor)? 

Current provision for Ashurst park is: 
-3 full sized Football fields for Winter 
-1 cricket oval (artificial wicket) for Summer 
- 1x outdoor volleyball court (within leased area) 
Funded through the 2018-2028 LTP, we have almost competed full primary and secondary drainage 
renewals and improvements, including built in irrigation. The project total spent, including re-sowing seed 
will be $720,000. 
Ashurst park is well used sports park, currently Northern United base a lot of their home games from this 
park. 
The draft LTP includes funding to upgrade the indoor sports hall flooring to bring to modern day standard 
and funding to assist with the build of a purpose-built community house space which is expected to enable 
full utilisation of the indoor court space in years 1 & 2. 
 

Gower Park Have we included the 
provision for upgrade of 
lights at this park? 
What is the cost of 
putting in additional 
training fields? 

The sports field floodlighting proposal is funded in the draft LTP is a city-wide programme and includes 
provision for floodlighting 5 fields at Gower Park by year 3. There are also 2 field upgrades included for year 
4. There are no additional training fields in the plan as the floodlights are expected to unlock the necessary 
hours for the available fields to be utilised for training. 
 

Soccer Fields Do we have sufficient 
pitches now? 

There are enough pitches, the LTP proposal funded through the draft LTP will address capacity issues to 
bring the hours up to meet demand. 
• Currently we have 110 soil fields and 4 sand carpet fields across our sports field network. 
• Current shortfall is 81 playing hrs per week, with most of the pressure on mid-week training which 

makes up 61hrs of the shortfall. 
• By 2028 the shortfall is projected to increase to 98hrs, this is projected to reduce to a 36hr shortfall by 
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2038. The increase followed by decline is based on an analysis of the projected population highlighting 
that while many areas are projected to grow, the impact of an ageing population means that the 
number of people participating in winter field sports may decline in the longer term. 

• The LTP proposals are intended to close the gap on current shortfalls, provide the quality of surface 
required for modern sport codes for both mid-week training and weekend fixtures and enable 
additional capacity in the network to act as a buffer for any closures of fields or unexpected growth in 
sporting trends. Over the 10 years: 
• Staff recommend funding a reduced $3.6m drainage & irrigation programme over the 10 years, this 

includes $3.2m of construction and $440k capex to purchase equipment to enable maintenance. 
The unfunded proposal showing in the LTP document is $8.46 Mil which is the figure that would 
complete all of the upgrades, so is a significant LOS increase as opposed to meeting 
capacity/demand. 

• The reduced sports field drainage proposals extend the possible use hours of our current fields by 
100 hours over the first 3 years of the LTP (140 hours in total across the total 10YP). The investment 
is into primary and secondary drainage which extends the playing hours and provides a better-
quality surface, particularly through the winter months. These improvements would also include 
irrigation systems to maintain a level of service throughout the year. 

• The currently funded floodlighting of existing fields ($2.2m HCC), unlocks the additional hours of 
play/use we would get from the drainage improvements above. Some of our fields already have 
floodlighting provision but the additional floodlights in this proposal would enable the additional 
hours gained above through the drainage renewal can be utilised. Additionally, with HCC owning 
the lights, we can ensure they are well maintained, control the use of the sports fields to maximise 
use, and ensure fields are not getting overused. 

• The proposed Development of the Northern sports park in Peacock could provide a further 50 hours 
or play. This is based on the sports park having 5-6 sand carpet fields with floodlighting provision 
across all fields noting that development is phased later in the programme.  The development in 
Peacock ensures overall quality of provision and geographical equity in the City as it expands. 

• The toilets and changing rooms programme ensure we have adequate public amenities to support 
and promote sport and recreational activities. 

 
Hamilton Girls 
High School 

Can staff provide more 
info on the Hamilton Girls 

The aquatics demand and provision report recently developed by Steve Bramley identifies that partner 
pools can add some benefit to the aquatic ecosystem within the city, however other options e.g., the Lido 
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High School pool proposal 
covering where would 
their pool proposal fits 
into our aquatics plan, 
what kind of community 
access would be feasible, 
and would the pool be 
open air (at least in the 
warmer months)? 

pool cover for recreational swimming space, a new pool 25 m pool at Water world, a new pool at Rototuna 
or covering the University pool etc. would provide a greater benefit through addressing specific identified 
gaps for indoor lane and leisure space. The cost/benefit, or the level of community value versus level of 
council investment, needs to be weighed up on a case-by-case basis. 
While this proposal would likely deliver some benefit, it is important to note that the pool specs would not 
enable formal activity (e.g., competitions). 
It is not possible at this stage to assess the full cost benefit until we know the cost of the proposal to Council 
and the level of access to the community – unfortunately the HGHS proposal doesn’t give us this detail. 
 

Indoor court 
space 

Can staff provide more 
detail around the indoor 
court needs? 

Yes, it is still relevant as the 2020 Waikato Regional Active Spaces Plan recommends the construction of a 4-
5 court indoor recreation facility in the next 2 -5 years as well as enhancing the indoor network beyond that 
to cope with growth in user numbers (related to population growth) by partnering with schools and 
education providers. Two courts at the Hamilton Christian School and a further 4 court partnership will 
significantly help meet the growing demand for these types of facilities. Note there is grant funding 
provided in years 3 and 4 of the proposed 10 Year Plan for investment in a 4-court partnership. 
 

Community Parks 
Temple View When is the playground 

due for upgraded? 
What option is there for 
the skate park be 
considered? (and has the 
community indicated if 
they will provide any 
funding?) 
Are there any other 
amenities at Temple 
View? 

The existing neighbourhood playground at Temple View Reserve was renewed in 2016. Based on asset 
condition, the playground is not scheduled for renewal until around 2027/28.  
Funding for skateparks has been focussed on ‘looking after what we have got’ which means we have 
renewed the existing three skateparks. Our skate spaces planning identified the central city and Hamilton’s 
North East as being future locations for new skate parks to achieve a strategic spread of skate spaces across 
the city. Any further skate spaces would need further planning and needs analysis.  
Aside from this submission, there has been no other indication from the community that they will provide 
funding.  
There is a large destination style playground, pathways and planted areas within the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-day Saints Temple View community development at Legacy Park, this is accessible to the public. 
 

Steele Park What are the toilets being 
upgraded? 
And upgrade of all other 
buildings – pavilion? 

At the last 10 yr plan there was funding for design works in year 3 and construction year 4 (yr 1 of the new 
10yr plan). 
The scope extends to both the public toilets and the sports pavilion. Staff have carried out consultation with 
user groups to inform some initial designs and then carried out a wider community engagement last year 
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Can half basketball courts 
be included near the 
pavilion? 
 
What the agreement for 
Scared Hearts use of the 
Steele Park? 

with other stakeholders and the wider community. Concept plans for a new building have been developed 
to incorporate the feedback received. The concepts still need to be shared with the “have your say” 
participants and can also be shared with Elected members.  
Some of the key design features include: 

• One building to replace the separate structures. 
• Use of weatherboard cladding to fit in with the character of Hamilton East. 
• Public toilets on the outside of the sports building  
• Additional storage for users 
• Power connections externally for markets, events etc 

Staff have looked at the provision of a half court at Steele park and this is not currently possible without 
encroaching on the athletics or field space. This can be re-visited once the building design and footprint is 
finalised but is not funded. 
 
There is no formal agreement in place with Sacred Heart around the use of Steele Park. The school uses it 
during the day for classes and will make a booking through our booking system in they need exclusive 
access for an event such as school sports. 
 

Fairfield 
playground 

What is the proposal for 
the playground and 
skatepark for Fairfield? 

The neighbourhood playground at Fairfield Park was renewed in 2017. There is an upgrade to the skate park 
planned for Yr 2 (2022/23). The design of the skate park will look to link the existing playground and skate 
park together to create a space for all ages and to cater to various types of use. The community will be 
involved in the design of the space.  
The type of facilities included in the upgrade may include types of play such as basketball, skate, scooter, 
BMX and other complimentary facilities, depending on community feedback. 
 

Riverside Parks Can there be 
interpretative signage on 
the pa sites from Pukete 
to Hammond Park? 

Whilst Nga Tapuwae O Hotumauea provides some guidance on what the priorities for recognition of pa 
along riverside reserves are, there are no funded projects in the draft LTP to implement any further 
interpretive signage. https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-
city/parks/parksandgardens/Documents/Maori%20Landmarks%20on%20Riverside%20Reserves%20-
%20Nga%20Tapuwae%20O%20Hotumauea%20-%20Reserves%20Act%20Management%20Plan%20-
%20Operative%20-%20April%202003.pdf 
 
There is potentially some funding allocation within the He Pou Manawa Ora funding in year 1 for 

https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-city/parks/parksandgardens/Documents/Maori%20Landmarks%20on%20Riverside%20Reserves%20-%20Nga%20Tapuwae%20O%20Hotumauea%20-%20Reserves%20Act%20Management%20Plan%20-%20Operative%20-%20April%202003.pdf
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-city/parks/parksandgardens/Documents/Maori%20Landmarks%20on%20Riverside%20Reserves%20-%20Nga%20Tapuwae%20O%20Hotumauea%20-%20Reserves%20Act%20Management%20Plan%20-%20Operative%20-%20April%202003.pdf
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-city/parks/parksandgardens/Documents/Maori%20Landmarks%20on%20Riverside%20Reserves%20-%20Nga%20Tapuwae%20O%20Hotumauea%20-%20Reserves%20Act%20Management%20Plan%20-%20Operative%20-%20April%202003.pdf
https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-city/parks/parksandgardens/Documents/Maori%20Landmarks%20on%20Riverside%20Reserves%20-%20Nga%20Tapuwae%20O%20Hotumauea%20-%20Reserves%20Act%20Management%20Plan%20-%20Operative%20-%20April%202003.pdf
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interpretative signage.  Noting that following adoption of He Pou Manawa Ora, a work programme will be 
confirmed and prioritised to fit within allocated budget.  The potential application of He Pou Manawa Ora 
funding in Year 1 is $257.5k - $122.5k more than budgeted in draft LTP. 
 

Garden Place What would be the cost 
to upgrade the street 
furniture in Garden Place 
up to $200k and for 
external funding 
opportunities linked to 
CBD advisory? 
 
 

The draft LTP includes funding to develop public realm design guidelines in year 1 which will inform the 
street furniture design for public spaces including Garden Place. 
It is recommended that any upgrade in Garden place is planned for year 2 once the outcomes of the public 
realm design guidelines are known. 
It is anticipated that $200,000 would be sufficient to bring the standard of furniture in garden place to an 
attractive, and functional level. 
This amount is not currently funded within the Long-Term Plan. 
 

Public Events Submitter commented 
that it was difficult to get 
approval for public event 
in VTOR due to noise 
control.  Can staff confirm 
if this is an issue? 
 

The event in question was the Saw Wave (three local bands with amplified sound and lighting). 
The event permit was submitted on 25.8.and reviewed by the Event Assessment Group which identified 
that the event did not comply with the noise standards in the district plan relating to noise traveling over 
the river to residential zones, and requested the submitters explain how they planned to manage the noise 
levels to meet the requirements of the plan. 
This involved many conversations with the event organisers, the event team and environmental health and 
planning staff to find a solution and the event was permitted on 27 January (10 weeks prior to the event 
taking place). 
Kelli Pike ran the Pecha Kucha event alongside the Saw wave event which was permitted. 
 

Embassy Park Does the $5m include 
both access for both ends 
to the Theatre? 

The $5m funding in the draft LTP for Embassy Site is expected to provide a boardwalk for public access in 
front of the theatre from Sapper Moore Jones place and upgraded stairs from the lower river path. 
The full scope of works is still to be defined alongside the Waikato Regional Theatre exterior works and 
there are still some issues to be resolved with the urupa site and boardwalk design which will inform the 
final outcome. 
There are two separate budget lines as outlined below: 

1. Project and 2. LTP 3. Budget 5. Budget 6. TOTAL 



 

Council Agenda 4 May 2021- OPEN Page 296 of 372 

A
ttachm

ent 2 
Item

 10 

Topic Information Request Information Provided 
Description Priority 4. 21/22 22/23 

Embassy Park 
improvements necessary 
to support change in urban 
infrastructure arising from 
Theatre development. 

A Central City 
where people 
love to be 

$1.0m 

investigation & 
design 

$4.12m 

physical works 
$5.12m 

Sapper Moore-Jones and 
Victoria St - Theatre Access 
& Pedestrian Environment 
Improved vehicle and 
pedestrian access for the 
Waikato Regional Theatre 

A Central City 
where people 
love to be 

$150k 
investigation & 

design 

$875k 

physical works 
$1.025m 

 
 

Use of Reserves How do we enable 
activities on our reserves 
to sustain themselves 
with commercial 
activities? 
 
How can we engage to 
support the group to get 
activated (such as the 
Aranui Group/Ferrybank 
proposal)? Can we 
support this inhouse 
without having to provide 
specific seed funding? 
 

Within the Community Occupancy Policy and guidelines there are provisions to enable smaller scale 
commercial activities, specifically with the aim of enabling activities on reserves to remain financially viable. 
Where the proposed commercial activity is of a larger scale and does not fit with policy, these can be 
considered by council on a case-by-case basis. 
 
 
HCC could offer limited in-house staff support with this project. The $100k of external consultant costs 
could not be absorbed within existing budgets. 
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Hamilton Lake - 
wetland 
exploration 

Is there funding in the 
long-term plan for 
wetland exploration 
around Hamilton Lake? 

The funding in the draft LTP is $100k in year one for further investigation and design and $900k in year 2 for 
construction.   
The current proposal is to direct all storm water to a point such as a detention tank, then direct into a 
constructed wetland for filtering prior to going into the lake proper. This model will be tested in the first 
year of investigations which allows for further discussion with Restore and iwi partners, before a final 
design is completed, noting that the final solution will need to meet stormwater consent conditions. 
 

Community Facilities 
Chartwell Scouts How can the Scouts be 

involved in gully 
restoration? 

We currently have a plan for Gully development with area maps broken down into 1ha blocks for prioritised 
gully development.  Staff can discuss this with the Chartwell Scouts group.   
The Nature in the City funding in the draft LTP will provide more resource to work more effectively with 
community groups and identify where we can partner more effectively. 
 

Beale Cottage What are the plans for 
the opening up Beale 
Street to the community? 

Opportunities for the future use of Beale Cottage are currently being investigated by Council, and options, 
including the possibility of community use, will be considered by the Community Committee at a meeting 
on 24 June 2021. 
 

Enderley 
Community 
Centre 

Clarification on what is 
already funded in the 
draft LTP for Enderley, 
including the playground 
upgrade and community 
centre upgrade (refer to 
Enderley Te Papanui 
Trust’s submission) 
 
Are we doing something 
around safer streets 
here? 
 

There is $200,000 funding for the Enderley Park playground renewal in year 3, there is no playground 
upgrade funding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The area is generally covered by Safer Speed Area’s (permanent) 40km/h speed limits already. Additional 
improvements can be considered as part of the Low-Cost Low Risk – Walking and Cycling programme. Other 
programmes of work that will incorporate or run alongside the Enderley area include Eastern Pathways; 
Biking and Micro mobility and Low Cost/Low Risk transportation projects.  These three programmes of work 
are being reported to the Infrastructure Operations Committee on 27 April 2021. 
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Pukete 
Neighbourhood 
House 

What is the timing for this 
upgrade? 

Design in year 1, construction year 2. 

Other 
community 
centres 

What are the lowest 
deprivation areas in 
Hamilton? 
What community centres 
do we have in Hamilton’s 
lowest deprivation areas? 
Are we investing in other 
things around these 
community centres e.g., 
safe streets, planting, 
parks etc? 

We can provide a map to demonstrate the distribution of zones across the city, but 35% of the city is in the 
most deprived category. Essentially though crawshaw-swarbrick in the west across the city to Fairfield and 
Enderley, with another belt through the south (Melville to Uni). 
 
We fund 9 community houses through the multi-year community grant who are all located in high 
deprivation neighbourhoods. 
Yes. Our playground development programme, skate park renewals, led street lighting, parks and reserve 
planting, city safe urban response, Tagbusters, all invest across the city. 
 

Fairfield Hall What is the timing of the 
upgrade to Fairfield Hall? 
Can staff confirm if we 
are holding insurance 
proceeds from the fire 
which will be funding 
available to contribute 
toward repairs? 
Please clarify where Te 
Whare Ote Ata fits in with 
this? Are there plans to 
integrate this group into 
the new space? 

We are holding $137k from insurance proceeds to contribute to the repair of the building.  
There is $1.2m of renewals money in the draft LTP for this building for year 1.  
Staff have been working with TWoTA this year investigate options for using the funding to achieve a more 
fit for purpose layout within the building. This work does not extend to the Hall itself. Draft Plans attached. 
These plans have not been made available to the wider public yet but are planning on doing so at the 
community day that is planned in May. 
TWoTA have informed the design and concept layout and are happy with the layout. They have recently 
signalled their intent to operate out to the Fairfield Hall building and have asked if some additions to the 
design can be incorporated. staff are working with structural engineers to see if the changes can be made. 
TWoTA changes: 
A second toilet with a shower for use within the multipurpose space. As they now intend to operate out of 
the offices full time, they would like a second toilet for people to use if the multipurpose space 01 has been 
booked out. Then they could close off the offices from the multipurpose space, and staff would still have a 
toilet. 
They have also asked for a shower as there are times that this may be needed to supported people from the 
community who don’t have access to a shower, or for kids who maybe need shower facilities if they have an 
accident. This shower would need to be within the main office area so it would be managed by TWoTA. 
A cover outside the entrance to the offices. This is to help define the entrance to the building and to make 
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that space more usable in all weather conditions. They would ideally like a cultural aspect to this, but that 
side of it could be looked at separately. Could be a marae style? They have also talked about having a pou 
or maori carving piece incorporated into the entrance. 
Te Whare O Te Ata have recently suggested that they would like to operate out of the Fairfield Hall 
building.  Staff have been working closely with them during the planning for the building renewal and will 
continue to do so.   
 
Staff are supportive of the idea that TWoTA operate from the Fairfield Hall as it will be helpful to have a 
permanent tenant on site in this space. The renewals and insurance funding only covers the block building 
at the front of the Hall so is not likely to cover the request for a commercial kitchen, however, we will work 
with TWoTA to see if we can assist with securing external funding for this. 
 

Aquatic Facilities 
Municipal pool How much would the 

municipal pools cost to 
restore at latest 
estimates? 
How much are the 
municipal pools costing 
us to keep in their 
present state? 

There is no current cost estimate for the construction of a pool at the municipal pools site.  The last 
estimate, which was developed 5 years ago, was $6.2m. 
Construction costs have increased significantly in this time. 
Current estimates for the pool at Rototuna are approximately $14m and $26m for a new 25 mtr pool at 
Water World. Given the complexities of the Municipal Pool site, costs are likely to be in line with these 
estimates. In order to establish a definitive cost estimate consultancy costs of $20k would be required. 
 

Lido pool Have we considered solar 
heating the lido pool in Te 
Rapa - and if so, what are 
the costs? 

Cost benefit and feasibility of heating options will form part of the scoping and design of the project. 
 

Waterworld – 
disability 
concession card 

Can we fix the disability 
concession problem with 
the hydrotherapy pool at 
Waterworld?  

The use of the hydrotherapy pool is currently over capacity, with challenges meeting current demand for 
space.  
Waterworld does presently offer a concession for the hydrotherapy pools which reduces the per swim rate 
by $1 per visit. It is possible to reduce this rate further through Fees and Charges. 
 

Outdoor pools What other opportunities 
do we have?  

HCC currently has partner pool agreements with: 
• The University of Waikato – 50m pool & Circular dive pool  
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Could we work with 
school pools more? 
 

• Te Rapa Primary – 25m with a leaner pool 
• Hamilton Boys High School – 25m with a leaner pool 
• Fairfield College – 25m with a leaner pool and paddle pool 
• Hillcrest Normal Primary – 22m pool 

These opportunities tend to be seasonal over the summer months with constraints around times of access. 
There is opportunity to extend these arrangements with other schools. 
 

River swimming 
action plan 

What reports already 
exist on this? 
 

There are no reports available on this matter. 

River safety What will the Wellington 
St beach achieve in 
regard to safer river 
swimming, and what 
other options are there to 
make swimming safer at 
appropriate spots? 

This project would provide better site access for people who already swim at this popular site.  This does 
not mean swimming would be any safer.   If site layout is improved there would be likely be better passive 
surveillance and a possible increase in safety that way. 
Other options could range from stationing lifeguards, to create eddies that deposit material and keep 
beaches at appropriate spots to more formal engineered interventions which form barriers to keep 
swimmers out of the main flows. These sorts of interventions would require funding for planning along with 
proper and full engagement with users and iwi. 
 

Bombing/ 
platforms along 
the river 

There are plans to fix or 
remove the platform 
structures along the 
Memorial Park side of the 
river? 

We don’t currently have a plan for new infrastructure (our jetties) in the river but do plan to maintain what 
we have in its current form.  
On the 25th of March Community Committee, staff were directed to work with the Central City and River 
Plan advisory group to determine future priorities for River Infrastructure. 
 

Waikato 
Bombers Club 

The club offered to be the 
Kaitiaki for the river 
swimmers. Is there an 
opportunity to work with 
them on River safety, 
Professional 
Development in life 
saving training? 
 

Staff currently work with the Waikato Bombers Club as part of the River Users forum so staff can pick this 
conversation up with them. 
 
Currently, Hamilton City Council does not provide safety floatation devices at any locations along the river. 
The main concern in the past when we have looked at this has been possible continuing vandalism of such 
devices. We do have signage installed at all our jetties along the river informing the public of the dangers of 
swimming in the river and we do not actively encourage people to swim off the jetties for safety reasons. 
There was a Coroners ruling 5 years ago which strongly recommended we installed such warnings at key 
sites, which we have.  



 

Council Agenda 4 May 2021- OPEN Page 301 of 372 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t 2

 
Ite

m
 1

0 

Topic Information Request Information Provided 
Can we put lifesaving 
rings at certain points 
along the river for river 
rescue? 

Lifesaving rings could be appropriate in certain locations but may not be appropriate in others due to the 
fluctuating current of the river within the city. In situations or locations where the current in very strong, it 
may be better to actively discourage swimmers to that area rather than providing lifesaving ring which 
could signal that it is ok to swim at that location.  
For this reason, staff have not supported the installation of life-saving rings across jetties until a thorough 
review risks (including from a legal perspective), appropriate safety measures and the identification of 
those places where rings could be appropriate can be completed. Staff could work with WRC, Water safety 
NZ and Life Saving NZ in regard to what is best practice and what is pragmatic, cost effective and 
worthwhile. 
 

Water safety How might we be able to 
apply for funding for 
water safety initiatives 
around our river? 

Historically HCC has applied for funding from Water Safety NZ to deliver water safety programmes. These 
programmes ceased in 2016, the Hamilton Pools team plan to reinstate programmes this year at Water 
World and will be making an application. Other water safety initiatives could be investigated in line with 
River Plan initiatives. 
 

Libraries 
Future proofing 
of Hillcrest 
Library 

Will this allow for 
consideration of a 
combined WDC and HCC 
service desk in at the 
library? 

Staff meet regularly as part of the ongoing relationship management between WDC and Hamilton City 
Libraries. The matter of a WDC Service Desk/Hub, bookable meeting room access at Hillcrest Library has 
been discussed. WDC have subsequently confirmed that they are no longer interested in progressing this 
option as they will be opening a service centre within the new development at Tamahere. 
 

Accessible Housing/Access 
Community 
Housing Trust 

CHT has requested 
ongoing support of $50k 
per year. Are they 
requesting support from 
others? 

The Community Housing Trust will be seeking support from other Council’s through their LTP processes. 
 

Access to 
parking 

What are the provisions 
for parking for accessible 
housing? 

Housing Strategy Action 6 is to investigate integration of certifications such as Lifemark and Homestar / 
Homefit into LIM Reports. To get a rating of 3 stars or more at least one car parking space has a minimum 
width of 3500mm. 
The hope is to raise awareness of those building that do have a lifemark rating and encourage suitable 
buildings to get rated and have it displayed. 



 

Council Agenda 4 May 2021- OPEN Page 302 of 372 

A
ttachm

ent 2 
Item

 10 

Topic Information Request Information Provided 
Thames-Coromandel District Council changed its district plan in 2016 to incentivise residential plans to 
include universal design standards. This has resulted in over 10% of all new dwellings being built and 
independently verified to Lifemark 3-star rating.  
One of the actions from the Housing Strategy will be to further investigate these opportunities and their 
feasibility for Hamilton. 

Accessibility  Interested in baseline 
data around accessibility 
features (re Tim and 
Peter submission) – how 
many bus stops are done, 
how many to go? 
 
Round up on accessibility 
features in playground 
spaces – where are we at, 
where are we heading? 

Playground projects aim to incorporate a variety of play types for all ages and all abilities with each 
playground aiming to be unique and offer an appropriate level of challenge and variety.  
All playground renewals and upgrades incorporate accessibility into the design. Accessibility is considered 
during the design and selection of all assets such as park furniture, surfaces and equipment.  
We aim to provide accessible surfaces and accessible equipment as a minimum, in small neighbourhood 
playgrounds this could be an item such as a basket swing. In larger playgrounds we aim to include a greater 
number of accessible items of play equipment.  
Staff are in discussions around an opportunity for a universal design playground within the Hamilton City 
Playground network and will fully brief council when a proposal containing all relevant information is 
received. The aim is to deliver a fully accessible playground in Hamilton in the future using the existing 
programme funding with possible external funding. 
 

Keypad for 
accessible toilets 

Why is there a $150 
charge for the keypad for 
the accessible toilet at 
the Gardens and is this a 
barrier to use? 
 

The Changing Places facility was developed at the gardens in 2017/18.  Council agreed to fund the $100,000 
development as Changing Places had secured equipment at a significantly reduced cost. 
The MOU developed between the Gardens and Changing Places outlines the key agreement of: 

- Council will undertake necessary testing, maintenance and renewal of equipment as required. 
- Changing places would ensure registered users understand how to operate the equipment. 

Changing Places NZ have outlined their rationale for restricted key access as: 
- To help protect the room and specialised equipment from malicious damage. 
- To ensure the safety and wellbeing of people who don’t know how to use the specialised 

equipment. 
- To maximise the cleanliness and availability of the room for those who need it, when they need it. 

The lifetime membership is $120, which they understand is covered by ACC for most people. 
The Gardens have temporary fobs that can be provided to people who need to use the facility but aren’t 
registered. 
The feedback from the disability sector is geographic coverage is important.  
Hamilton has these facilities at Hamilton Gardens, Rotokauri Transport Hub and is planning for one at the 



 

Council Agenda 4 May 2021- OPEN Page 303 of 372 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t 2

 
Ite

m
 1

0 

Topic Information Request Information Provided 
Central City Transport Centre. The Rototuna proposal is currently unfunded in the LTP (estimated cost 
$377,000). 
 

Frankton Train 
Station toilets 

Why are the toilets 
locked? 

The in-station toilets are currently open for the first month of the Te Huia Hamilton to Auckland Passenger 
rail service. After the first month the station will not be manned and will only be opened, giving access to 
toilets, if there are train disruptions if the train doesn’t arrive as scheduled or is cancelled. 
The agreed level of service is that for departures from Frankton, the train will arrive 20-30 minutes early 
providing access to the on-board toilets which includes accessible toilets. 
 

Theatres/Arts 
Creative 
Waikato 

Why does Creative 
Waikato have a separate 
strategy? 

Creative Waikato and HCC are key partners in the arts and culture space within Hamilton and work together 
on a regular basis.  Creative Waikato’s “Creative Arts Navigator” is a significant document for the creative 
community and will enable Council to better align with Creative Waikato into the future.   
Council is currently in the early stages of developing its own Arts and Culture Strategy that will be is tested 
with the wider community through a public engagement process. 
The Strategy will clarify the role of Council within the arts and set our own strategic intent and direction 
when it comes to arts and culture.  
While there is likely to be a strong alignment between the desired outcomes of HCC and Creative Waikato, 
the distinct roles require separate and distinct strategic documents.  
 

Creative sector 
match funding 

What are the 
measurements we’ll be 
using for the creative 
sector match funding’s 
success should we decide 
to do it and carry on with 
it? 

The Purpose of the Creative Partnerships Fund is to enable the Arts Community to deliver arts activities, 
projects and initiatives within the city boundaries.   
Measure of Success of the trial would be. 

- Council Funding allocated and matched by 3rd Party Funders. 
- Activities, projects and initiatives occur as a result of the funding. 
- Arts Community advocate the continuation of the fund. 

Future Hamilton 
site 

Can the word ‘match’ 
funding be included on 
the Creative Sector 
option 1. 

This has been updated 

Waikato Screen Funding for regional film Council has considered funding Waikato Screen through the Single-Year Community Grant (under $10,000 



 

Council Agenda 4 May 2021- OPEN Page 304 of 372 

A
ttachm

ent 2 
Item

 10 

Topic Information Request Information Provided 
office  
$80-100k for 3 years 

grant) however they do fit the criteria and guidelines. 
In terms of consideration by the Economic Development Committee, the Economic Development 
Committee has only $270,000 per year which is budgeted to cover staff resource and a small amount for 
support/design/consultants to support the delivery of work of the Economic Development Agenda. 
 

Clarence Street 
Theatre 

Are the following funding 
suggestions viable? 

- $219,000pa sourced 
as 3% off the 
Claudelands 
maintenance fund  

- Levy charged to 
admission tickets of 
$1-$1.50 on all tickets 
to Claudelands. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What was the 
arrangement with the 
Clarence St Theatre board 
when it was passed to 
them? What did Council 
agree regarding ongoing 

3% of renewals budget: 
The $219,000 was calculated on using the $73m over the 10 years which is for all H3 venues and includes 
extraordinary cost such as the WEL Networks Stand strengthening and FMG Stadium Waikato lighting 
renewals. For Claudelands Events and Entertainment Centre itself, the renewal budget is an average of 
$1.3m per year, with 3% equating to $39,000 not $219,000. 
Levy charged to admission tickets of $1-$1.50 on all tickets to Claudelands: 
This is a concept that H3 will revisit as was done two-three years ago with little success. The arrangements 
with the sports codes are such that we have no control over the ticketing process and would need their 
support to introduce such a levy. As it is, sports codes are very protective of their ticket pricing and in most 
instances the longstanding contracts that we have in place with them make any enforcement on our part 
difficult. However, in the case of rugby we will follow up again on the idea. 
With regards Claudelands Arena, in the past show promoters have been loath to lift ticket prices and would 
simply seek to trade of the levy value against venue hire rates etc.  
 
Note that H3 secures revenue through other means within our overall hire agreements. For example, 
Claudelands charges $5 per car for onsite parking, H3 charge clients for the hire of technical equipment 
(either specifically hired in or held as core stock) at commercial rates. 
New Zealand venues quoted as imposing ticket levies and others that we are aware of are generally not 
Council operated and in a number of cases are Trusts just like Clarence Street or lease land where the 
agreement with the landowner is for lease income by way of a levy for each ticket holder for events. 
 
As of September 2020, Council had provided:  

• Operational grant $75k via Deed of Gift in 2015 
• $150k for earthquake strengthening – approved by council September 2017. 
• Multi-year Community Grant of $40k per year 2018/19, 2019/20 and 2020/21  
• Request for $28k underspend of $150k earthquake budget to be redirected towards roof repair 

costs – approved by Council 2018. 
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funding? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Can some detail of the 
sound buy back scheme 
to make Clarence ST 
more accessible to 
community groups be 
made available? 

• COVID community response fund $50k “phase two” 
 

In 2014/15 Council engaged in discussions with Hamilton Operatic (previous owner/operators of Clarence 
Street Theatre) who then morphed into the Clarence Street Theatre Trust. They were aware as to the state 
of the building repair; a legacy from when they were vested to Council by past owner/operator entities (inc. 
Hamilton Operatic).  
In the case of The Meteor and Clarence Street both parties were adamant that they could and would fund 
building repair and renewals via their own means. By and large The Meteor has been very successful at this. 
At the time of handover both theatres were left with a significant amount of technical equipment (rigging, 
sound and light) that was fully operable and certified for use. In addition to that each Trust was given a one 
- time grant of $75,000 on the understanding that no further ask of Council will be required.  
Council has never had any interest in the Riverlea Theatre building or its funding arrangements. 
 
Sound buy back scheme to make Clarence ST more accessible to community groups. 
This relates to rigging, lighting and sound equipment. In the past from time to time when H3 has had 
suitable equipment available to hire the experience has not been good with hirer’s not taking good care of 
equipment and as a result H3 no longer hires out this equipment. 
Proposal is attached in #3. 
 

Founders What is the annual cost of 
retaining Founders whilst 
alternative options are 
being considered? 

The operating cost pa is $143,951 plus any staff time. This covers security, utilities, exterior clean-ups, 
watertight maintenance etc but excludes staff time. 
Note: The theatre has been closed since 2015 awaiting an alternative use plan and to an extent certainty 
over the new theatre build at this annual cost. 
 

Visitor Destinations 
Hamilton 
Gardens - 
Charging 

Can we provide 
information on option to 
revisit charging for entry 
to Themed Gardens? 
What is the timeframe for 
this? Will the four new 
gardens be finished? 

A significant number of the submissions were opposed to the introduction of car park charges at Hamilton 
Gardens (59% of 3566 identified submitters and 78% of the 1355 anonymous submitters – 64% of all 4921 
submitters).  
 
Should Council wish to explore an alternative source of revenue then staff and the Hamilton Gardens 
Development Project Governance Group recommend that charging entry to the themed gardens for non-
Hamiltonians over 18 be re-visited.  
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Will we be able to charge 
tourist buses? 
 
Is there an option to use 
technology that would 
differentiate users such 
as café, people visiting 
playground etc? (as per 
Friends of Gardens 
request? 
 

 
Staff are currently having a previous piece of work on charging entry updated which will provide Council 
with information on the revenue that could be generated from this source. (This information will be 
available for the draft LTP deliberations meeting). Note that the new Visitor Centre being built during 2022 
is being configured and fitted out to be able to charge entry to the themed gardens should Council wish to 
implement this. 
 

Commuter/ 
Gardens parking 

What are the estimates of 
capex and opex cost of 
the parking project? 
 

The proposal was predicated on the basis that estimated revenue in Year 1 of $400k would cover the one-
off capital costs of the purchase and installation of technology in appropriate locations, any physical works 
to support safe people flows from carparks and any appropriate reasonable security measures.  
Of the estimated revenue of approximately $500k, 50% would be used to enhance existing services and 
facilities and 50% to develop new services and facilities.  
The opex costs required to maintain both the hardware and an appropriate level of service to the public 
would be covered within the revenue for existing services and facilities at an estimate annual cost of no 
more than $115k. 
 

Gardens – song 
card 

Can staff comment on the 
reconsideration of song 
card as proposed by Brian 
Main as monetary earner 
for Gardens (or similar 
innovation)? 

Mr Main raised the idea of selling NZ native bird cards (a card which played a bird song) in the Information 
Centre a few years ago as a revenue alternative to the paid entry proposed by former Mayor King. Brian 
was keen for the Gardens to produce a unique bird card. 
The short answer is the Gardens trialled song cards as suggested by Mr Main and established that there is a 
very limited market for these cards as they are very expensive to buy and produce. General feedback is that 
people are more likely to source native bird songs for free online or download to their mobile phones. We 
do stock a range of postcards and blank greeting cards with imagery of NZ native birds, and these are 
always one of our top 5 sellers each month. 
Further background: The Gardens’ retail buyer purchased around 20 of the bird cards (in a variety of birds 
such as kiwi, tui, piwakawaka etc) that Mr Main indicated were being sold in tourist shops around New 
Zealand https://www.wild-card.org.nz/shop. They retail for about $18. It took more than 18 months to sell 
that limited number. There were issues with batteries dying prior to sale/reliability of the cards themselves 

https://www.wild-card.org.nz/shop
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but the key issue was price-point which was too expensive for most visitors. We also tested bird cards from 
a different supplier which retailed around $8/card price point but again these sold very slowly.  
 

Gardens – 
Rhododendron 
Lawn 

What would be the cost 
to provide power to this 
location? 
How much would Council 
charge users for access to 
the power? 

Note Clr Bunting has indicated he will raise this with WEL Network Trust to seek match funding. 
Installing a power supply sufficient for ‘Gourmet in the Gardens’ and potentially a big concert, has been 
estimated by Elektron and Clair Electrical to cost somewhere between $150,000 and $250,000. It would 
require a new transformer-station.  
Alternatives considered include hiring a generator for $242 each week. About $6,000 a year or purchasing a 
generator for events.  
Staff would suggest a commercial charge and a community user discount (and/or GM ability to waive). H3 
charges 30c/kwh for Expo/Event hirers that require power. The rate covers usage along with a calculated 
component of lines charge. 
 

Access to 
Gardens by 
public transport 

What is the bus route and 
timetable to the gardens? 
 
 
 
When will the signage for 
the underpass be in 
place? 
 
 
Is there an option for 
crossing at Nixon Street? 

Bus route (17) goes to the Hamilton Gardens and earliest arrival each day is at 9.48am and the last bus 
leaves the Hamilton Gardens at 1.48pm. The only other bus route that gets close to the Gardens (10) goes 
to Brookfield Street – visitors to the Gardens could walk to the Gardens via the underpass at Sillary Street. 
The earliest bus arrives at Brookfield St at 9.12am and the last bus at 1.42pm. 
The timetable and routes are attached at the end of this document in #2. 
 
Signage to the underpass is currently being reviewed for improvement.  Staff are currently working with 
Waka Kotahi, Transport staff and Park staff on this to ensure the updated signage is coordinated in regard 
to consistency of style and information to avoid further confusion.  This is to be 100% funded by Waka 
Kotahi.  
 
This is a SH1 – therefore a decision for Waka Kotahi. 
We have already identified this for serious consideration by Waka Kotahi during their recent consultation 
on speed limit changes.  
 HCC SUBMISSION – Speed Management Land Transport Rule Setting 2020 Speed Limits 20 July 2020   
HCC SUBMISSION supported a proposal for a speed change from 80 to 60km/h but requested serious 
consideration to be given to changing the environment to support the lower speed limit – including 
improved provision for people walking and biking who are wanting to cross Cobham Drive to access 
Hamilton Gardens in the vicinity of Nixon Street. 

https://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-council/consultation-and-public-notices/councilsubmissions/Documents/Proposed%20Approach%20to%20Speed%20Management%20-%20Land%20Transport%20Rule%20Setting%20of%20Speed%20Limits%20July%202020.pdf
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Museum  Are we going to rebrand 
the Museum and when 
will this be? 
 
 
 
 
 
What is the status of the 
Kingi tanga exhibition? 
 

The Waikato Museum Strategic Plan includes an action to Re-brand the Museum to raise its profile and 
identity and to reflect a distinctly Waikato identity. This was originally intended to coincide with changes to 
the front entrance and River Path entrances to the Museum however these were not funded in previous 
LTPs. As expert advice is to time rebranding to coincide with the introduction of a significant, new or 
enhanced offering or service or visible physical changes, staff recommend the rebranding should coincide 
with currently proposed LTP projects such the Museum Front Entrance and the Pedestrian Bridge. 
 
Kiingitanga Exhibition status is UNFUNDED. A capital proposal for a Kiingitanga exhibition (estimated 
funding sought of $1.8M) was developed by staff for the LTP. The proposal was included Table 20, point 163 
pages 48 and 49 of the Council Open Agenda LTP2021-2031 9-10 December 2020 (and in attachment 12:P4 
UNFUNDED capital programme). 

River Explorer 
jetty  

Is there a river transport 
strategy being 
developed? If so, when? 
Do we have money in the 
LTP for mooring? What 
would a lease arrange for 
something like this look 
like? 
Could we reallocate the 
funding for the second 
jetty to this? 
 

There is not currently a river transport strategy being developed.  
The draft LTP provides funding for a new Jetty and path connections at Hamilton Gardens which was 
intended to provide overnight mooring for commercial operators. The resolution from the 25 March 
Community Committee provided funding for infrastructure to enable overnight mooring for the trial of the 
new commuter service and noted that the outcomes of that trial will be reported back to council with a 
new license to occupy agreement for WRE. The resolution also requests staff work with the Central City and 
River Plan Advisory Group to determine priorities for future River Infrastructure. 
Any lease arrangements to enable overnight mooring would require full council decision but could include 
fees that seeks to recover costs associated with providing infrastructure. Mana Whenua views have been 
clear that they will not support overnight mooring provision if it restricts public access to current public 
facilities. 
 

Community Support 
CBA Funding $45k pa from a 

non-contestable fund 
If $45,000 is removed from the contestable fund, it reduces the amount available for other organisations to 
apply to. 28 Community Organisations will be funded through Multi-Year Community Grants for the next 3 
years. 
If a separate non-contestable funding is provided, Council will need to consider similar requests from other 
long standing community organisations. 
If a separate non-contestable funding is provided, Council will need to consider similar requests from other 
long standing community organisations. 
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Waste/Recycling 
Recycling 
collection at 
schools  

Can staff clarify why 
schools recycling is no 
longer collected? 

Schools are not rated for a rubbish and recycling service.  The schools that were receiving the service with 
the previous contractor was a historical arrangement and are no longer included in the current contract 
with EnvironWaste Ltd. 
Any change to this would require a decision by Council and a variation to the contract. 
 

Recycling 
collection at 
schools 

When was this collection 
stopped? 

Schools that were receiving a collection service was a historical arrangement under the previous contract.  
As schools are not rated for a rubbish and recycling service, this arrangement ceased with the new contract 
start in August 2020.   
Any change to this would require a decision by Council and a variation to the contract. 
 

Compostable 
nappies  

Can this be considered at 
an Environment 
committee? 

Yes, this can be reported through to the Environment committee, noting, at this stage there are no national 
standards for compostable materials and nappies (due to containing human faeces) would not be able to be 
composted through our service.   
There are a limited number of providers who manage a collection service for nappies.  Our priority (and 
preference), as per our WMMP are that re-useable nappies are used, and we would encourage residents to 
engage with this as a preferred option. 
 

Engagement 
He Pou Manawa 
Ora Strategy 

Will there be funding 
form this strategy to 
provide cultural events?  

Following adoption of He Pou Manawa Ora, a work programme will be confirmed and prioritised to fit within 
allocated budget.  The Table below shows potential application of He Pou Manawa Ora funding in Year 1 (not  
that the total of all activities shown is $257.5k - $122.5k more than budgeted in draft LTP). 

 Y1 Cost identification 
He Pou Manawa Koorero 
1. Interpretation panels/storytelling  
2. Celebrations/Events 
3. Te Reo/ Bi-lingual signage/Policy 

 
$40k 
$30k 
$50k 

 
Engagement, design and installation 
Contribution fund 
Translation, engagement/consultation 

He Pou Manawa Toorangapu 
4. Organisation development 
5. Targeted engagement/consultation 

 
$15k 
$60k 

 
In-house cultural development learning 
programme 
Design and implementation 
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He Pou Manawa Taurikura 
6. HPMO inter-agency cross-sector forum 
7. HPMO community/entrepreneur forum 
8. Youth career pathways 
9. Social procurement framework 

investigation 

 
$5k 

$7.5k 
$15k 

- 

 
Admin and facilitation 
Admin and facilitation 
In-house cadetships, mentoring programme, 
scholarship 

He Pou Manawa Taiao 
10. Maatauranga Maaori framework 

 
$35k 

 
Development of manual and resources 

Total cost $257.5k  
Total budget $135k  
Gap $122.5k  

 
Other new activities/actions that give effect to the outcomes of He Pou Manawa Ora that are funded in the dr  
Long-Term Plan outside of He Pou Manawa Ora: 

• Review and expand Nga Tapuwae o Hotumauea plan. 
• Development of Maaori Urban Design Guidelines 
• Sponsorship for Matariki Festival ($40k per year for 2021 and 2022) 
• Representation review (potentially including Maaori Wards) 
• Iwi planning role (new) in Planning team 
• Rongoa walkway at Zoo/Waiwhakareke entranceway 

Note: the above is in addition to existing/BAU activities such as: 
• Kaiwhakahaere Maaori Community Advisor and Amorangi Maaori roles 
• Maangai Maaori model 
• Existing partnership arrangements with Kaumatua, Mana Whenua, Maataawaka and Waikato Tainui 

 
Engagement 
with Gallagher’s 

 Noted Clr Hamilton will arrange to engage with Gallagher’s as per John Gallagher’s offer. 

Youth board/ 
group 

Is there an opportunity to 
reinstitute a youth 
board/group to help 
improve communication 

The Governance structure is led by the Mayor and approved by the Council. If Elected Members would like 
to establish a youth working group this could be undertaken. The Council would need to consider the scope 
of the working group and if there was to be financial remuneration. 
Currently targeted consultation is undertaken with youth and existing youth groups on relevant plans, 
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between Council and 
youth? 
 
 

strategies and policies by the community development team and communications unit. Youth are 
encouraged to engage in the democratic process via speaking during public forums or contacting Elected 
Members. 
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#1 Biking and Micro Mobility Projects 

The projects that are capital funded are: 

Project 
Investment 

Driver 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2021/22 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2022/23 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2023/24 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2024/25 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2025/26 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2026/27 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2027/28 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2028/29 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2029/30 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2030/31 

452 Biking and 
Micromobility 
Projects Citywide  G - Growth 3,000,000  5,150,000  5,304,500  5,463,500  5,627,500  5,785,000  5,958,500  6,137,500  6,321,500  6,498,500  

452 Eastern 
Pathways - School 
Link  G - Growth 2,000,000  4,120,000  10,609,000  2,185,400  0  0  0  0  0  0  

452 Te Awa South 
River Ride  G - Growth 1,600,000  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

452 Eastern 
Pathways - CBD to 
Uni Link  G - Growth 1,000,000  2,060,000  6,365,400  2,185,400  0  0  0  0  0  0  

341 Eastern 
Pathways - 
Connections  G - Growth 1,000,000  0  2,121,800  4,370,800  2,251,000  0  0  0  0  0  

            

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88162
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88162
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88162
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88166
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88166
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88166
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88168
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88168
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88170
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88170
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=88170
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=103482
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=103482
https://www.psoda.com/viewproject.php?id=103482
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The unfunded projects making up the rest of the bubble shown are: 

Project 
Investment 

Driver 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2021/22 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2022/23 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2023/24 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2024/25 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2025/26 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2026/27 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2027/28 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2028/29 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2029/30 

Capex Total 
Budget 

2030/31 

Eastern Pathways 
- Additional 
Opportunities  Unfunded $1,500,000 $5,150,000 $0 $437,080 $2,813,750 $6,942,000 $4,468,875 $4,910,000 $3,792,900 $2,274,475 

452 Biking and 
Micromobility 
Projects Citywide - 
Additional 
Opportunities  Unfunded $23,600,000 $24,308,000 $25,037,240 $25,787,720 $26,561,800 $27,305,200 $28,124,120 $28,969,000 $29,837,480 $30,672,920 

Eastern Pathways 
- Ruakura Road 
(Peachgrove to 
Wairere)  Unfunded $0 $1,545,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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7. #2 - Bus timetable: 
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#3 – Clarence Street Theatre – sound buy back scheme. 
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Proposal – Theatre Technical Equipment for the Community 
Jason Wade - Clarence St Theatre 

Background:  

In 2015 Clarence St Theatre was gifted to Clarence Street Theatre Trust from Hamilton City Council. As part of the gift Clarence Street Theatre Trust were to 
have been given a working facility including equipment to run the facility. This did not happen.  

At the time, all of the current and up to date equipment stored and used at the theatre was swapped out and replaced by a reduced number of items and the 
equipment that was left was outdated and unusable – in some cases the equipment was over 50 years old and so outdated that it is not possible to even get 
parts for repair or replacement. The equipment that had been at Clarence St Theatre was replaced with items that had been in storage or located at other 
Hamilton City Theatre’s venues (now H3) and the usable equipment was taken to Claudelands Event centre and stored there.  

This also happened at The Meteor when they were gifted the facility. They too need to hire in equipment to supplement their needs for their users.  

Because of the lack of equipment and or out-of-date equipment, CSTT must hire almost all of the equipment to run the theatre - in excess of $100,000 per 
year.  

The cost to hire equipment is the key reason access to our facilities is limited to those that can afford the equipment hire costs.  

The charges to hire Clarence St Theatre and other community venues in the City, is at times 80% equipment hire and not venue related.  

If we could reduce the cost of hiring equipment: 

• Offer greater access to cultural, marginalised and community groups enabling them to tell their stories more often.  
• Enable greater resilience in our communities.  
• Strengthen our arts and wellbeing. 
• Stronger collaboration between venues and arts organisations.  
• Achieve better profitability which in turn helps with operational costs and reduce costs overall. 

Please note: There would still need to be a cost to hire the equipment to cover storage, maintenance and renewals but it could be significantly less than it is 
now, up to 50% of what it costs now to our community groups.  
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How would it work?  

1. Based on a review of the venues current holdings of equipment and based on independent assessment of what the venues in the City should have, 
Hamilton City Council would purchase the equipment. This would be for the three community facilities - Clarence St Theatre, The Meteor and Riverlea 
Theatre. They could independently choose to be involved or not as this may not suit everyone’s ideals.  

2. In an ideal world this equipment would be gifted to the three facilities. However, in the current climate we acknowledge that this is not possible, and a 
pragmatic solution is required. 

3. A more pragmatic solution would be that the equipment be on a rent-to-own basis.  
With lending being at an all-time low and HCC being able to access much lower rates, or even in fact able to borrow, as the Trusts are prohibited by their 
deeds, then this loan facility could be used to acquire the equipment.  Over a period of time the hire income received from the hire of this specific 
equipment to users, both community and commercial, could be paid back to Hamilton City Council.  
Over a period of time this proposal would not cost HCC anything and offer equipment to be used in the community to save money and encourage use, 
growth and vibrancy.  

4. The primary venue where this would be stored purely based on size and need would be Clarence St Theatre. Bookings and maintenance would also be 
monitored and reported on to ensure HCC were happy with the maintenance and renewals schedules.  

5. HCC would retain legal ownership of the equipment until such time the rental received covered the cost of the equipment and at such time it would be 
gifted or written off the books of HCC - or whatever arrange best worked for all parties.  

6. There would be sufficient equipment for each venue or their requirements. For example, ensuring that each venue had a standard current rig of lighting 
and sound. Equipment that is often hired could be purchased such as microphones, projector and screen etc. 

7. Each venue would make a rental payment to HCC on a quarterly or a monthly basis. Each venue would be responsible for maintenance and renewals of 
that equipment that they stored at their venue and this would be achieved through hire costs of the equipment apportioned as exampled below.  
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There would be additional limited supply of specialised equipment based at Clarence St Theatre that all venues would have access to as required or 
needed. This may not fulfil all hirers needs and additional equipment many need to be hired but it will reduce the need to hire substantially.  
The rent to own period could be between 5 – 10 years. However, with greater use due to the greater access, the time in which to pay back the 
equipment and associated costs such as interest, could significantly be reduced.  

15%

15%

50%

20%

Example of proposed hire cost of community equipment

Maintenance Renewal Rent to own Venue Operations
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