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REPORT 1 
(1215/52/05/IM) 

 
DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS REMISSION 
CONSIDERATION – 22 LYNDHURST ROAD – TAWA, REQUEST 
FOR A REMISSION FROM ELMA AND DAVID PATCHETT 
   

1. Purpose of report 
This paper provides advice on a request from Elma and David Patchett for a 
remission of the development contribution payable for a residential 
development at 22 Lyndhurst Road, Tawa. 

2. Executive summary 
Mr and Mrs Patchett recently converted a two storey single residential dwelling 
into two residential dwellings by removing the internal stairs. A new bathroom, 
kitchen, living area and laundry facilities were installed.  
 
In accordance with the Development Contributions Policy the Patchett’s were 
provided with an assessment of development contributions payable of 
$6,624.00 (GST inclusive). 
 
Mr and Mrs Patchett are seeking a remission of contributions as they argue that:  
 they were not aware of the requirement to pay development contributions 

and these fees were not included in an assessment of fees sent by the 
Council on 5 March 2013 

 no additional demand on the Council’s infrastructure has been created by 
the development as the number of bedrooms/occupancy of the building 
has not increased 

 the main objective of the development was to resolve the cold and damp 
nature of the building. Objectives that are consistent with local 
government’s aims to ensure homes are warm and dry. 

 
Officers have some sympathy for the Patchett’s argument that they were 
unaware of the requirement to pay development contributions, as they were 
acting on the advice of their draughtsperson. In addition, when the Patchett’s 
draughtspersons requested details of the fees for the project the level of service 
provided, in terms of the information supplied, could have been improved by 
highlighting the requirement to pay development contributions explicitly.   
 
This Subcommittee acting under delegated authority has the power to approve a 
remission at its complete discretion based on the merits of the application.   
 
In this case the issue the Subcommittee needs to consider is whether the 
Council made it easy, in line with our philosophy of being open for business, for 
the Patchett’s to make an informed decision on whether to proceed with their 
development or whether the level of service provided was insufficient. 
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If the Subcommittee considers the level of service provided was insufficient a 
remission could be granted on the basis that the Patchett’s incurred costs they 
did not anticipate. 
 
Officers, based on policy, recommend that the request for a remission be 
declined because: 
 the fee assessment sent to the Patchett’s draughtsperson clearly states that 

the fees outlined were for consent lodgement only 
 information about development contributions was provided with the 

Consent documentation and is freely available on the Council’s website 
 the conversion of the single dwelling into two dwellings with an additional 

kitchen, bathroom and laundry facilities will increase the demand on the 
Council’s infrastructure 

 no precedent exists under current policy for the reduction of contributions 
to take into consideration improvements to provide warm and dry 
housing. 

 
However, if the Subcommittee chooses to remit the Patchett’s development 
contributions officers recommend that a remission be approved only on the 
basis that the Council did not provide the appropriate level of service around 
information provision. Officers consider granting a remission on the basis of 
lower demand would be inequitable as other developers have been required to 
pay full contributions for similar developments. 
 
Further, officers recommend that if a remission is approved that the entire 
charge be remitted as there is no clear methodology for determining a part 
charge. 
 
It should be noted that if the Subcommittee remits the development 
contributions payable the infrastructure costs associated with the Patchett’s 
development will fall to the ratepayer. 
 
It should also be noted that to ensure that this situation does not arise again the 
Council is amending the estimate of building consents fees form to note that 
development contribution fees are not included and will be billed separately. 

3. Recommendations 
Officers recommend that the Development Contributions Subcommittee: 
 
1.  Receive the information.  
 
2. Note the Elma and David Patchett have been provided with a 

development contributions assessment of $6, 624.00 (GST Inclusive) for 
the conversion of a single dwelling into two dwellings at 22 Lyndhurst 
Road, Tawa.  
 

3. Note that the Patchett’s have requested a remission of development 
contributions as they were unaware of the requirement to pay these fees, 
believe the fees are excessive, and argue that the development will not 
increase demand on the Council’s infrastructure. 
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4. Note that officers reviewed the Patchett’s request and are sympathetic to 

their situation, however, information on development contributions was 
provided to their draughtsperson and is available on the Council’s 
website. 

 
5. Note that charges have been calculated in accordance with Policy. 
 
6. Agree that Elma and David Patchett’s request for a remission be declined 

on the basis that their development will create demand on Council 
infrastructure and in accordance with the Council’s Policy that states that 
developers are required to pay 100 percent of growth related capital 
expenditure incurred by the Council as a result of a development. 

4. Background 
On 5 March 2013, the Council provided to Archidraft Ltd, who was acting on 
behalf of Mr and Mrs Patchett, an estimate of building consent fees for the 
development at 22 Lyndhurst Road, Tawa. The March estimate relates to the 
fees for processing the consent and inspections for the consent only. The 
estimate provided states: 
 
“IMPORTANT PLEASE TAKE NOTE: This is an estimate for the purpose of 
consent lodgement only and is applicable at the date above...” 
 
On 17 April 2013, the Council issued building consent to Archidraft Ltd, acting 
on behalf of Mr and Mrs Patchett, for the development at 22 Lyndhurst Road, 
Tawa. The Consent approved the conversion of a two storey single residential 
dwelling into two residential dwellings by removing the internal stairs. A new 
bathroom, kitchen, living area and laundry facilities were installed.  The 
Consent documentation provided outlines that development contributions may 
be payable on the development and provides contact information for enquiries1. 
 
On 14 May 2013, an assessment of $6,624.00 for development contributions 
was sent to both Mr and Mrs Patchett and Archidraft Ltd.   
 
On 23 May 2013, the Patchett’s wrote to the Council and advised that they were 
surprised to receive the development contributions assessment and to advise 
that they consider the amount excessive. On 31 May, the Council responded to 
the Patchett’s to acknowledge their disappointment that their draughtsperson 
did not alert them to the requirement to pay development contributions. 
Officers also advised the Patchett’s that they would be required to pay the 
contributions given that their development will result in additional pressure on 
the Council’s infrastructure. 
 
Since May discussions with the Patchett’s about the requirement to pay 
development contributions have been ongoing.  In September the Patchett’s 
spoke to their Councillor, Councillor Lester, and the matter was referred to 
Policy. 
 
                                                      
1 Service Request No. 279013, Addendum to the Consent, page 11.  
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On 5 September 2013, officers met with Mr and Mrs Patchett and explained that 
the assessment of the development contributions for 22 Lyndhurst Road, Tawa 
is correct and has been calculated in accordance with Policy. Officers also 
advised that the delegation to remit development contributions is vested in the 
Development Contributions Subcommittee. 
 
On 11 September 2013, Mr and Mrs Patchett wrote to the Council requesting 
that their development contributions be reassessed. 
 
Copies of the correspondence between the Council and the Patchett’s are 
attached in Appendix A. 

Development contributions policy and delegations 
Development contributions are charged to fund infrastructure required as a 
result of a development. The Council’s Development Contributions Policy states 
that: “Development contributions will fund 100 percent of growth related 
capital expenditure”. 
 
Developers have the right to challenge the Council’s assessment of contributions 
due. Remissions may only be granted by the resolution of the Council (or a 
Committee or Subcommittee acting under delegated authority). When assessing 
whether to give a remission the Council can consider an application on its 
merits and may take into account any factors it deems appropriate.  Any 
remission granted by the Council will not be regarded as creating a precedent or 
expectation. 

5. Discussion 

The Patchett’s view 
Mr and Mrs Patchett advise that the main objective of the development was to 
fix the cold, damp nature of their 1950’s rental property. The Patchett’s 
attempted to fix the cold and damp nature of the building by insulating the 
property under the Government’s Warm up New Zealand Scheme and by adding 
a DVS system. However, tenants still complained of the cold and damp. To 
resolve the cold and damp issues the Patchett’s decided to: 
 
 totally cover the ground with a moisture barrier 
 insulate the wall spaces with the very best and expensive woollen 

insulation 
 dual glazed windows on the bottom level 
 added insulation between floors 
 removed the cold garage under the house and replaced this with a fully 

insulated living and kitchen area 
 removed the internal stair, which acted as a funnel for cold air 
 added a heat pump to the bottom level. 
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Mr and Mrs Patchett advise that prior to starting the consent process their 
draughtsman Archidraft Ltd, contacted the Council and requested information 
on the full costs that would be charged for the development. They argue that 
they were not notified of the costs relating to development contributions. 
 
They also consider the amount assessed to be excessive given the size of the 
development and that these charges are contrary to the focus of local 
government to encourage the provision of warm rental housing. 
 
Further, they argue that as no further bedrooms have been added to the 
property the development will not impose any further burden on the Council’s 
infrastructure. 

Officers assessment  
The assessment of development contributions is consistent with current policy. 
While officers have some sympathy for Mr and Mrs Patchett and commend their 
efforts to provide a warm rental property the current Development 
contributions policy does not provide a discount for such improvements. Nor is 
there any precedent for the remission of contributions for similar types of 
development.  
 
Further, although the development of the property has not resulted in 
additional bedrooms, officers consider that the conversion of this single 
dwelling into two dwellings with the addition of a bathroom, kitchen and 
laundry facilities will place some new pressure on the Council’s infrastructure. 
 
With regard to the Patchett’s lack of information about the requirement to pay 
development contributions, again officers have some sympathy for Mr and Mrs 
Patchett. Officers agree that the provision of information to customers on 
development contributions payable, prior to consent being issued can and is 
now being improved.  
 
However, the initial fees estimate documentation provided to their 
draughtsperson Archidraft Ltd outlined that the estimate was for consent 
lodgement only.  Further, information on development contributions was sent 
to Archidraft Ltd with the Consent documentation. Information about fees 
(including Development Contributions) is also available on the Council’s 
website. 
 
Officers therefore recommend that the request for a remission be declined. 

5.1 Consultation and Engagement 
The following business groups were consulted on this paper and have no issues: 
Financial Strategy and Planning, Building Compliance and Consents, and Urban 
Development.  

5.2 Financial considerations 
The development at 22 Lyndhurst Road, Tawa has been assessed as liable for 
development contributions of $6,624.00 (GST inclusive).  
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5.3 Climate change impacts and considerations 
No climate change impacts or considerations are associated with this paper. 

5.4 Long-term plan considerations 
No long-term plan considerations are associated with this paper. 

6. Conclusion 
Officers recommend that the request for a remission of development 
contributions be declined. 
 
 
 
 
Contact Officer: Andrew Stitt, Manager Policy. 
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 Correspondence between the Council and the Patchetts. 
 
Building consent fee estimate provided to Elma and David 
Patchett. 
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Building Consent approval  
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Existing and New Floor Plan  
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Assessment of development contributions payable  
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Letter from the Patchetts querying the requirement to pay 
development contributions  
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The Council’s response to the Patchett’s letter of 23 May 2013  
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The Council’s cover letter for the Patchett’s Development 
Contributions Invoice 
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Tax Invoice for Development Contributions payable  
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Letter requesting a Development Contributions Subcommittee 
Hearing 
 
September 11, 2013 
 
Andrew Stitt 
Manager Policy 
Planning Group 
Wellington City Council 
101 Wakefield Street 
PO Box 2199 
Wellington 6041 
New Zealand 
 
REFERENCE: Request for Development Contribution Subcommittee to review Development Contributions on 
Building Consent SR279013  
 
 
Dear Andrew, 
 
First of all thank you very much for your time hearing out our concerns regarding the Development 
Contribution that we’ve been asked to pay in relation to the Building Consent SR 2799013. 
 
We feel that the invoiced amount is excessive taking into consideration the size of the development we’ve 
undertaken and the said development wouldn’t impose any further burden to the Wellington Council’s current 
infrastructure. 
 
We would like to request the Development Contribution Subcommittee to review the circumstances 
surrounding our case and would appreciate their efforts in reconsidering the amount due. 
 
Attached is a letter we submitted to the Wellington Council detailing the reasons why we feel the 
Development Contributions should be reassessed. 
 
 
Best regards, 
 
David & Elma Patchett 
 


