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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is James Douglas Marshall Fairgray.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 11 March 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed 

on 20 March 2015 below:  

 

(a) Mr John Schellekens (Crown #495); 

(b) Mr Ian Mitchell (Crown #495);  

(c) Ms Sandra Jean McIntyre (Crown #495); and 

(d) Mr Paul Commons (Housing New Zealand Corporation) 

 

3. MR JOHN SCHELLEKENS 

 

3.1 I address first the evidence of Mr Schellekens, because a number of other 

witnesses rely on his assessment of intensification capacity from 

redevelopment and other sources, and his consequent estimate that there is a 

shortfall in intensification capacity.  

 

3.2 Mr Schellekens provides his estimate of the intensification capacity in 

Christchurch, together with his preferred intensification target, and from this his 

estimate of the potential shortfall in intensification capacity for the period to 

2028. He relies on his earlier report prepared for CERA, in which he prepared 

his initial estimate of a shortfall in intensification capacity, and on his 

subsequent analysis in March 2015, where he applied the same methodology 

to produce revised estimates of redevelopment capacity. I have examined his 
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report and supporting material, and his most recent estimates of 

redevelopment capacity.  

 

3.3 His estimate allows for less intensification capacity than I have identified in my 

evidence. He adopts a higher target for intensification in Christchurch City, and 

as a consequence he estimates a shortfall of 5,375 dwellings (CBRE 

Preferred Scenario). 

 

3.4 While it is acknowledged that there is no specific intensification target for 

Christchurch City in the CRPS or the LURP, the identification of a shortfall is a 

key reason for the Crown’s submission that additional areas of RMD land are 

required to meet the shortfall. 

 

3.5 My concerns relate in part to the estimate of a shortfall in capacity, but more 

particularly to the manner in which that estimated shortfall has been drawn 

upon by Mr Schellekens and other witnesses – especially Ms McIntyre and Mr 

Mitchell – to advance a case to extend the area in RMD zoning. In my view, 

the reliance on a high level assessment, which uses a model with some 

specific capabilities but also a number of important limitations, to seek major 

changes in Proposal 14, is not justified.  

 

Mr Schellekens’ high target 

 

3.6 I summarise first the main differences between Mr Schellekens estimates and 

my own. 

 

3.7 Mr Schellekens adopts as his preferred intensification target an additional 

18,700 dwellings for Christchurch City. This is based on Christchurch City 

receiving 90% of the total intensification target for greater Christchurch (20,742 

dwellings, identified in the LURP). This would mean that approximately four-

fifths (79%) of Christchurch City’s growth to 2028 would be through 

intensification. In my evidence in chief I have used a figure of 16,600 

dwellings, which would mean Christchurch City accounts for around 79% of all 

intensification in greater Christchurch. It would mean that around 70% of 

Christchurch City’s medium term growth could be through intensification.  

 

3.8 While both Mr Schellekens and I consider that it is appropriate that 

Christchurch City would accommodate the major share of intensification, in my 
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view Mr Schellekens’ figure is disproportionately high. The non-subjective  

justification he offers is that Christchurch City currently accounts for 95% of 

multi-unit dwelling stock in greater Christchurch (para 10.4.5). Otherwise, it 

appears Mr Schellekens "prefers" 90% when balancing the different and 

sometimes competing policy considerations. 

 

3.9 I note that there is a difference between Mr Schellekens’ preferred figure of 

90%, and Mr Mitchell’s findings from his demographic analysis. Mr Mitchell 

presented his estimates of demand for multi-unit dwellings in the period to 

2031, at Table 4 in his evidence for the Strategic Directions hearing, and he 

estimates that around 38% of total demand in greater Christchurch for multi-

unit dwellings - that is, 4,500 dwellings out of Mr Mitchell’s total of 11,900 by 

2031 - will arise from the populations of Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts. The 

other 62% (7,400 dwellings) would be from the population of Christchurch City. 

Mr Mitchell’s estimate is based on his demographic analysis, in which he links 

household types with preferred dwelling typologies.  

 

3.10 Assuming the overall LURP intensification target of 20,742 dwellings for 

greater Christchurch is appropriate, then Mr Schellekens’ high target of 18,700 

dwellings for Christchurch City would leave approximately 2,040 intensification 

dwellings for Waimakariri District and Selwyn District together. This is less 

than half the demand (4,500) which Mr Mitchell identifies as arising in those 

districts by 2031. While Mr Schellekens draws on Mr Mitchell’s evidence 

elsewhere, he does not identify why his intensification target for the other 

districts is much lower than Mr Mitchell’s estimate of demand for multi-unit 

dwellings in those districts. 

 

3.11 As I indicated in my evidence in chief, Mr Schellekens’ high target assumes 

that a considerable shift in dwelling preferences within Christchurch City would 

take place, away from the recent pattern which has intensification and 

greenfield demand running at around 50% each, to instead a situation where 

demand for intensification is dominant. However, as Mr Schellekens has 

recognised, that there are currently strong market drivers which oppose any 

large increase in demand for dwellings from intensification, including consumer 

preference for standalone houses, significant greenfield land supply, and 

accelerated housing delivery on the outskirts of Christchurch
1
.  I agree that 

these are strong limiting factors which need to be acknowledged in relation to 

                                                   
1
  John Schellekens, paras 12.9.2, 12.9.3, 13.2 to 13.4. 
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any ‘targets’. Accordingly, if an intensification target is lower than the 90% 

Mr Schellekens suggests, there is little to no risk that there will be an 

insufficient supply of land for intensification, until there are substantial changes 

to market preferences.  In this regard, it is important to recognise that the 

notion of a shortfall depends on an implicit assumption that redevelopment 

opportunity will be taken up within the medium term, and that more 

redevelopment would occur if there was additional opportunity.   

 

3.12 In my view, Mr Schellekens’ assumption of that such a shift in market 

preferences can reasonably be expected within a relatively short time frame 

(2012-2028) is not justified by the available evidence. I consider the ‘target’ of 

16,600 dwellings which I applied represents an appropriate upper limit. I 

consider it is more consistent with Mr Mitchell’s demographic assessment . 

 

Discounting of Housing New Zealand Corporation and retirement village capacity 

 

3.13 In reaching his shortfall figure, Mr Schellekens has used a lower estimate of 

total intensification capacity within Christchurch City than I have used.  He 

allows for capacity arising from redevelopment (as per the modelling which he 

undertook with Boffa Miskell), together with residential development in the 

Central City Residential Zone (CCRZ), plus infill (where we have adopted the 

same figure) and minor dwellings where he considers a figure lower than my 

estimate is appropriate. 

 

3.14 However, Mr Schellekens has excluded estimates for both intensification on 

Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC) properties, and the addition of 

retirement village capacity. This is on the basis that he considers both would 

represent double counting, because he considers the modelling approach 

which Boffa Miskell applied (based on his discussion with Mr McAuslan) would 

be representative of both the HNZC processes and retirement village 

development
2
.  

 

3.15 I do not agree with Mr Schellekens’ views on this topic. I consider that the 

modelling approach he has applied would not be likely to reflect the economics 

of either HNZC or retirement village development.  Accordingly, I consider that 

allowing for such capacity does not represent double counting, for several 

reasons. 

                                                   
2
 John Schellekens para 11.8.10 and 11.8.11 
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3.16 First, in regard to HNZC capacity, the nature of intensification planned by 

HNZC is quite different from that which Mr Schellekens modelled. The 

modelling he draws on is based on a commercial viability structure, where 

individual residential sites are examined to see whether a development may 

be feasible, based on the cost of the property, and the likely sale price, on the 

open market. As set out in the evidence of Mr Commons, the HNZC approach 

is different, and based on two paths - one to provide dwellings for HNZC 

tenants, rather than for sale to the open market, and the other is to provide for 

affordable housing. This means that developments which may not be 

commercially feasible according to the modelling would be nevertheless 

consistent with HNZC objectives. For that reason, the modelling is likely to 

undercount developments on HNZC properties.  From my understanding, the 

modelling does not differentiate between HNZC properties and private 

properties. 

 

3.17 Second, the many HNZC dwellings are on adjacent sites, so there is 

considerable potential for site amalgamation, and co-ordinated development 

across sites. Mr Commons describes some of the significant intensification 

developments NZHC is currently undertaking in his evidence which he says 

represents the largest brownfield housing developments in the city.
3
   I also 

understand that the Boffa Miskell modelling does not allow for amalgamation 

of sites.   

 

3.18 In my view, the amalgamation of sites for development is a key component of 

intensification. Amalgamation has a considerable effect on dwelling yield, and 

on the economics of redevelopment. For example, my recent analysis of 

intensification potential in the Auckland market shows that if 10% of sites (of 

average size) were amalgamated with another site, then the enabled capacity 

would increase by in excess of 30%, because development can occur to a 

higher intensity. This means that the modelling is sensitive to the assumption 

of no site amalgamation. I note that amalgamation does not need to be a legal 

joining of sites, and commonly occurs de facto through development which 

encompasses two or more adjacent sites. 

 

3.19 Third, among the HNZC objectives is rationalisation of the land holding, such 

that the HNZC dwelling portfolio can be accommodated more intensively, and 

                                                   
3
  For example, see paragraphs 58 and 63 of Mr Paul Commons evidence for HNZC. 
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other land can be freed up for other development or sale on the open market. 

My company has undertaken considerable work with HNZC in the Auckland 

market, assisting with GIS-based analysis of site and dwelling rationalisation 

and intensification options, with projects with similar intent to what Mr 

Commons outlines in his evidence
4
:  

 

‘Stage 4 is the major reconfiguration of the Corporation’s Canterbury 

portfolio beyond earthquake recovery. This phase of the plan is 

subject to approval by the Board but is currently planned to include 

comprehensive redevelopment. Potentially, up to 2000 new homes 

will be built for social housing and land will be released for 

approximately 2000 new private affordable homes as a result of 

residential intensification.’ 

 

3.20 In my view, both the circumstances and the economics of intensification by 

HNZC will be quite different from those used by Boffa Miskell to reflect the 

private market (as detailed in Mr Schellekens’ evidence). This indicates that 

intensification of the HNZC portfolio is unlikely to be picked up in the Boffa 

Miskell model.  

 

3.21 I also note that in my assessment, I identified a net increase of 1,940 to 2,070 

dwellings on HNZC land which is freed up for other development. My estimate 

accords closely with Mr Commons’ figure of 2,000 new private affordable 

homes.  Mr Commons also identifies an additional 2,000 new homes to be 

built for social housing, which indicates that the overall contribution from HNZC 

land will be in the order of 4,000 dwellings. This indicates that my estimate of 

HNZC dwelling capacity may be too low. 

 

3.22 For these reasons, I consider that it is not appropriate to exclude the potential 

for dwellings on HNZC land holdings, because the nature and economics of 

their development are most unlikely to be captured in the commercial 

redevelopment model applied by Boffa Miskell.  

 

3.23 Mr Schellekens also considers that capacity from retirement villages should be 

discounted because they are captured in the modelling. For several reasons, I 

consider that retirement village capacity should be included, because it is most 

                                                   
4
  Paul Commons, para 66. 
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unlikely that the modelling will capture the economics of retirement village 

development and intensification, for a number of reasons.  

 

3.24 First, the nature of retirement villages is different from dwelling development 

on a single site. Retirement villages typically involve development at a larger 

scale than single residential sites. I have examined key parameters of 48 

retirement villages in the Auckland market, which shows that on average they 

occupy 3.2 ha, and achieve an average density of 34.8 dwg/ha (units and 

apartments). While retirement villages in Canterbury are smaller on average 

(42 units per village compared with a national average of 69
5
), these statistics 

suggest that most occupy sites of 1-3 ha. The average size of redeveloped 

sites in the RMD zone from the modelling is 0.095 ha (955m
2
).   

 

3.25 Second, retirement village capacity is increased by a combination of new 

village development, and additions to existing villages, and the viability of 

development for a mix of units, apartments and villas, plus central support 

facilities is likely to be quite different from single site dwelling development in 

the modelling. This is especially because the larger footprint required by 

retirement villages indicates that site amalgamation is necessary, and 

amalgamation directly affects the economics of development.  

 

3.26 For these reasons, I consider that it is not appropriate to exclude the potential 

for dwellings in retirement villages, because the nature and economics of their 

development are unlikely to be captured in the commercial redevelopment 

model as applied.  

 

Intensification shortfall 

 

3.27 In my view, Mr Schellekens understates the overall capacity for intensification 

which is available from the combined contributions of effects of infill, minor 

dwellings, the CCRZ, retirement villages and HNZC property. As mentioned 

above, I also consider that his preferred intensification target for Christchurch 

City is too high, and is out of kilter with the demographic assessment of Mr 

Mitchell, and patterns of residential development in Christchurch City. 

 

                                                   
5
 New Zealand Retirement Village Database 2014,  JLL, p9  
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3.28 Accordingly, in my view he overstates the shortfall in intensification capacity in 

his preferred scenario (5,375 dwellings), by at least 4,000 dwellings, on the 

basis of the information available. 

 

Probability of development 

 

3.29 I acknowledge Mr Schellekens’ point that even where redevelopment is both 

plan-enabled and economically feasible, there is no guarantee that it will occur 

within any given time frame. I note that on average around 6-7% of residential 

properties come on to the market each year (nationally), and applying the 

same rate to Christchurch would suggest that on average residential 

properties would be on the market at least once in the 2012-2028 period (this 

is an average – some properties will be on the market 2-3 times, others not at 

all in the period to 2028).  However, there is no guarantee that redevelopment 

opportunity will be taken up, or that it will not be taken up. 

 

Basis of the CBRE Modelling 

 

3.30 It is very important to understand the strengths and weaknesses of the 

modelling approach. As I stated in my evidence in chief, it is a generally 

appropriate approach for wide scale assessment, to indicate potential capacity 

according to the assumptions and information applied.  

 

3.31 However, it is also important to understand how the modelling results may 

change over time. This is particularly relevant because the modelling is based 

on the LV (land value) ratio as it is at the most recent valuation. It filters out 

properties as candidates for redevelopment
6
 because of their age, site size, 

and also because the value of improvements represents too high a share of 

the total property value. This is because for redevelopment purposes, it is 

necessary to purchase a property including the dwelling, in order to secure the 

land. There is usually little or no value to be recovered from the dwelling, 

because it will be replaced. If the dwelling value (improvement value) is too 

high, then that means the total cost of the land is too high to realise a sufficient 

return on development. Hence the focus on properties where the land value 

represents a high share of the total property value as offering the best 

prospect of redevelopment.  

 

                                                   
6
 Residential redevelopment in this context involves removal/demolition of existing improvements, usually a dwelling, and 

replacement of that dwelling by two or more new dwellings on the same site.  
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3.32 However, the LV ratio changes over time. The value of land generally 

increases, while the value of improvements increases at a lower rate because 

built assets – typically dwellings on residential properties – are subject to 

depreciation as houses age. Comprehensive revaluations are carried out 

regularly for local authorities, including Christchurch City - usually on a 3-

yearly cycle. This means that in the period to 2028, revaluations are 

anticipated at 2017, 2020, 2023, and 2026.  

 

3.33 The critical point is that due to the effect of faster increases in land value 

compared to built assets, fewer dwellings would be filtered out by the age and 

LV ratio using the method used by Mr Schellekens and Boffa Miskell. The 

numbers of candidate sites for redevelopment within the RMD zone would 

increase accordingly. 

 

3.34 Council has provided me with counts of the number of sites in each zone in 

each property age band (QV data indicates only the estimated decade of 

construction, not the precise age of the dwelling) and showing the land values 

and improvement values on a site by site basis. We do not know the rate at 

which land values and improvement values will change in Christchurch in the 

future. However, I have examined possible outcomes using several differential 

rates of change. This analysis shows that if the annual differential was 2% 

(that is, the annual increase in land values exceeds the annual increase in 

values of existing dwellings by 2%), then the number of parcels in the RMD 

zone with redevelopment potential – that is, not excluded by the dwelling age 

and LV ratio filters - would be 40-45% higher than is indicated using property 

values and dwelling ages as at 2014. If the annual differential were 2.5%, the 

number of parcels would be 50-55% higher.  

 

3.35 I note that my analysis does not replicate the modelling approach, 

nevertheless it applies two of the key filters to all the parcels in the residential 

zones to illustrate the importance of changes in the property markets. This is a 

critical consideration, because the process of intensification is heavily 

influenced by property age and value, while it takes time for dwelling 

preferences to shift, and for the demographic changes to show out as changes 

in dwelling preferences. This suggests that prospects of intensification will 

increase progressively through time.  Unless these changes in dwelling age 

and likely changes in property values and LV ratios are allowed for, then the 
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potential for redevelopment to occur by the mid-2020s and 2030s will be 

understated.  

 

4. MR IAN MITCHELL 

 

4.1 Mr Mitchell provides a demographic assessment, from which he estimates 

demand for dwellings by type. He draws on Mr Schellekens’ estimates of a 

shortfall in intensification capacity, and recommends as a solution to this the 

zoning of additional land to RMD types.  

 

4.2 While I am broadly in agreement with Mr Mitchell on general demographic 

trends and patterns, including the ageing of the population, the increase in 

numbers of older households, and some shift in preferences toward smaller 

and multi-unit dwellings, there are specific aspects of his statement with which 

I do not agree.  

 

Dwelling ownership 

 

4.3 I do not agree with Mr Mitchell’s conclusions about future changes in dwelling 

ownership, particularly his contention that around 53% of the net additional 

households will be renters rather than home owners
7
. 

 

4.4 I have analysed dwelling ownership and rental Christchurch households using 

a customised dataset provided by Statistics New Zealand (SNZ) from Census 

material (2001, 2006 and 2013). I have examined levels of dwelling ownership 

by households of different types and age groups, including to track how 

ownership changes as people move through different life stages, and how 

ownership levels at each life stage have changed between 2001, 2006 and 

2013.  This analysis by life stage is especially important, because much of the 

net growth in household numbers will be in the older age groups. I have 

applied projections of the numbers of households of each type out to 2031, 

together with current (2013) ownership rates, to estimate the numbers of 

households likely to be owners rather than renters. My analysis indicates that 

the majority of net additional households (that is, more than 70%) will be 

owners rather than renters. 

 

                                                   
7
 Mr Mitchell at para 4.1 
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4.5 My finding is consistent with the demographic trends and the patterns of 

dwelling ownership. In particular, the majority (75% or more) of households in 

the 40 years and over age groups in Christchurch City (and elsewhere in New 

Zealand) are dwelling owners. Ownership levels are lower among younger age 

groups, prior to the general move into dwelling ownership which occurs for 

many people from their late 20s through their mid- to late-30s. Importantly, 

many of the Christchurch households who will be in the 65 and over age 

groups by 2031 are currently owners of dwellings who are in their 40s and 50s 

now (as at the 2013 Census). It would be most unlikely in my view for a 

substantial drop in dwelling ownership to take place among those residents 

over the next 15 or so years. Moreover, my analysis of ownership rates 

Census 2013 shows that the general progression into dwelling ownership 

among younger aged households is continuing to take place. 

 

4.6 In my view, the majority of the net increase in households to 2031 will be 

owners, rather than renters of dwellings, and this is a material consideration 

for future planning. 

 

Retirement villages 

 

4.7 Mr Mitchell acknowledges the important role of retirement villages. He 

comments
8
 that the retirement village model is unlikely to meet the needs of 

older renter households.  Nevertheless, in my view it is important to recognise 

that retirement villages cater for a minority share of older persons (the 

equivalent of 7-11% of those aged 75 and over). Assuming that all future 

retirement village residents are currently dwelling owners, then that would still 

mean that retirement villages would accommodate only 9-14% of this segment 

in the future. 

 

Capacity shortfall 

 

4.8 Mr Mitchell considers various permutations of a capacity shortfall, and draws 

on Mr Schellekens’ assessment to support his views. He cites the 

demographic projections based on the SNZ medium projections, and suggests 

that the capacity shortfall would be greater if the high projections eventuated.
9
 

While that is correct as a matter of logic, I understand that the SNZ population 

                                                   
8
 Mr Mitchell para 5.9 

9
 Mr Mitchell para 6.19 
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projections are now prepared on a probabilistic basis, which means that the 

medium projection is considered to have the highest probability of occurring. 

 

4.9 Also, Mr Mitchell in considering slightly longer term outcomes to 2032 

suggests that the capacity shortfall would be greater because there would be 

more growth by then
10

. In this regard, I note that capacity can also be 

expected to increase through time, as more infill sites come to the market, 

more minor dwellings are developed, more retirement village capacity is 

provided, and so on. Importantly, the economics of redevelopment will also 

progressively improve over time, so that the capacity by 2032 will be greater 

than that which I have indicated for 2028. 

 

5. Ms McINTYRE 

 

5.1 Ms Mcintyre’s evidence covers a range of matters, including the adequacy of 

provisions to enable housing supply, including through intensification (para 

3.3(c)). The aspects which I address are: 

 

(a) Ms McIntyre’s views on the appropriateness of a high target for 

intensification for Christchurch City
11

; 

(b) Ms McIntyre’s view that ‘expansion of the RMD zone should be the 

primary option for achieving the intensification target.’
12

; 

(c) Ms McIntyre’s view that expansion of the medium density zoning 

would be consistent with good planning
13

; 

(d) Ms McIntyre’s view that ‘a decision is required as to the appropriate 

improvement value threshold from the range identified … to 

determine whether inclusion of particular areas is likely to provide 

effective capacity.’
14

 

 

5.2 Overall, I have concerns about Ms McIntyre’s interpretation of the modelling 

exercise, and her reliance on outputs from a high level, partial analysis, as the 

basis for recommending major zoning changes. I have a particular concern 

that a decision is sought on the ‘appropriate’ input for a modelling approach 

which provides some information but is by no means a comprehensive 

assessment, as a basis for identifying specific areas for re-zoning. My 

                                                   
10

  Mr Mitchell para 6.18 
11

  Sandra McIntyre, para 7.3. 
12

  Sandra McIntyre, para 7.10. 
13

  Sandra McIntyre, para 4.2. 
14

  Sandra McIntyre, para 7.11(a). 
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experience and knowledge of many modelling approaches is that to place 

reliance on a single method which provides part of the necessary information, 

and to then compound that by selecting a single model input as being the 

appropriate one, is not consistent with good planning practice.  

 

High intensification target for Christchurch City 

 

5.3 Ms McIntyre supports a high target where the aim is for 90% of all the 

intensification in greater Christchurch to be in Christchurch City. She 

acknowledges that there is no guidance on this in the planning documents
15

, 

and that her view is based on Mr Schellekens’ opinions which I have 

discussed above. 

 

5.4 In my view (as I have set out above regarding Mr Schellekens’ opinion) the 

very high target is at odds with the assessment of Mr Mitchell, and is based on 

an expectation of a very large shift in consumer preferences. There is no 

indication as to how such a major shift may be encouraged, especially given 

the substantial areas of greenfield capacity in Christchurch, existing market 

preferences, the effects of the earthquake on consumers’ location and housing 

preferences. The upper bound which I indicated in my evidence in chief (in the 

absence of planning guidance) itself implies major re-orientation of consumer 

preferences. In relation to the assessment of intensification capacity, one 

effect of applying the very high target figure is that it acts to increase the size 

of any estimated shortfall. 

 

Additional zoning as the appropriate method to achieve intensification 

 

5.5 Ms McIntyre supports zoning of additional RMD areas as the ‘primary option 

for achieving the intensification target.’
16

, as the most promising of Mr 

Schellekens options. Her basis is that the numbers of additional dwellings from 

the modelling exercise do not show adequate uptake in the time frame, and 

therefore an increase in the quantum of zoned land is the most appropriate 

response. 

 

5.6 In my view, that is not the appropriate response, because a very large amount 

of zoning change would be required to meet even the major share of Mr 

                                                   
15

  Sandra McIntyre, para 7.3. 
16

  Sandra McIntyre, para 7.10. 
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Schellekens’ estimated shortfall. I have described the reasons for this below in 

my paragraphs 7.12 to 7.15. 

 

5.7 Ms McIntyre appears to have not considered the extent of rezoning which is 

implied in her recommendation. Nor has she addressed the implications of 

such a substantial rezoning. In my view, it is important to understand the 

extent of change being sought, and the direct and flow-on implications of such 

change. 

 

5.8 I consider that other mechanisms are likely to be more appropriate to help 

meet the intensification target, including site amalgamation to realise higher 

dwelling yields from redevelopment. 

 

Additional zoning as the appropriate planning response 

 

5.9 As a reason for Ms McIntyre’s view that additional zoning is the appropriate 

planning response, as paragraph 7.6 she states that the risk of adverse effects 

arising from oversupply is less than the risk of not achieving intensification.  

 

5.10 In my opinion, it is not simply a question of over- or under-supply. The effects 

of zoning provisions are fundamental drivers of urban form and efficiency. The 

modelling results from the site by site assessment indicate low levels of 

intensification would be expected, with a small share of properties being 

intensified and to a low average level (as I discuss below, in paragraphs 7.2 to 

7.7).   

 

5.11 Extending the RMD zoning can be expected to see similar low level 

intensification, across a larger area. Because the RMD zone would need to 

extend well beyond the areas where its benefits would be greatest (generally, 

proximate to centres and services), then this would also act to dilute the 

benefits in those areas because the low level intensification would be more 

widely spread (see my section 7, below). 

 

A decision on modelling assumptions 

 

5.12 Ms McIntyre suggests that “a decision is required as to the appropriate 

improvement value threshold from the range identified … to determine whether 
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inclusion of particular areas is likely to provide effective capacity.”
17

(para 

7.11(a)). 

 

5.13 I am concerned about this suggestion. 

 

5.14 First, it assumes that a specific modelling approach is adequate for defining 

areas for re-zoning. As I have described above, the modelling has strengths 

and weaknesses, and I do not consider that it is a sufficient tool to be applied 

to “determine”’ whether areas should be zoned or not. At best, the modelling 

approach provides some of the relevant information required. 

 

5.15 Second, like most models, it requires a range of information inputs, and 

assumptions. The improvement value threshold is one such parameter which 

may be applied to test particular outcomes.  

 

5.16 In my view and experience in the design, application and interpretation of 

many types of models, it is inappropriate to first rely on a single model which – 

as Mr Schellekens states – provides high level assessment, and does not 

include key matters such as site amalgamation which will have substantial 

effects on results, and second to compound that approach by defining a single 

“appropriate”’ input. 

 

5.17 It is relevant to refer to the modelling which I am involved in relation to the 

Auckland Unitary Plan, which is to help examine residential developable 

capacity across different zones and areas throughout Auckland. That 

modelling is based on a quite detailed assessment of sites (from the Capacity 

for Growth Study 2013) which takes into account key aspects including 

dwelling location and size in relation to boundaries, considers changes in 

property values (land and improvements over time), allows for site 

amalgamation, and will apply different options for estimating the development 

feasibility of properties. The intended use of that modelling is to provide 

information about developable capacity, over time, and be an input to assist 

decisions on zoning and provisions. In my view, that approach is preferable to 

reliance on a single model to “determine” outcomes.  
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6. IMPLICATIONS 

 

6.1 As will now be apparent, I have a concern about the Crown’s suggested 

planning response - to increase the geographical size of the RMD zone – on 

the basis of a high level modelling exercise, which has both strengths and 

weaknesses, and does not provide a comprehensive assessment. The focus 

of Mr Schellekens, and Ms McIntyre and Mr Mitchell in particular, is firmly on 

the use of the modelling to identify the extent of the intensification shortfall.   

 

6.2 My own analysis of the modelling results shows other aspects need to be 

taken into consideration. 

 

6.3 First, the modelling indicates that on current property values and market 

conditions, there would be a very low rate of uptake of redevelopment 

opportunity. It shows redevelopment in the order of between 0.3% of sites per 

year and 0.5% of sites per year in the RMD zoned areas. It shows lower rates 

in the RS zone (0.07% to 0.15%pa) and in the RSDT zone (0.10% to 

0.31%pa). This in part reflects the currently poor economics of redevelopment 

for much of the residential estate, throughout all of the zoned areas. 

 

6.4 However, it also reflects the nature of the modelling approach, which currently 

examines redevelopment feasibility on a site by site basis, and does not allow 

for amalgamation of sites. Therefore, while it is a generally sound indicator 

when examining single sites, it is important to understand the effect of not 

allowing for site amalgamation. I recognise that allowing for site amalgamation 

in this type of modelling is technically difficult, but it is nevertheless an 

important component of residential intensification, and is identified as such in 

the work I am undertaking on developable capacity in the Auckland market 

(see paragraph 5.17, above). Mr Schellekens acknowledges this in his 

September 2014 report, identifying a need for “…additional analysis on 

agglomeration opportunities and challenges to understand the potential for 

larger land holdings to deliver materially higher density to offset the challenges 

with smaller scale intensification.”
18

 

 

6.5 One outcome of modelling on a site by site basis is that the level of 

intensification is very low for the sites which are ‘redeveloped’ in the RMD 

zone, according to the model results. In the most recent modelling output, 
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‘redeveloped’ sites in the RMD zone show an average of only 1.8 to 2.0 

additional dwellings per site. This means that the intensification sees 

redeveloped sites as achieving only 18.9 to 19.7 dwellings per hectare 

(dwg/ha) on the RMD land. This is only slightly above the 16.0 to 17.2 dwg/ha 

average across all redeveloped sites in all residential zones.  

 

6.6 That intensification outcome is much lower than the intended 30 dwg/ha for the 

RMD zone. It again highlights the importance of the treatment of site 

amalgamation in the modelling. If allowance was made in the modelling for site 

amalgamation, then it is very likely that the redevelopment yield figures would 

be considerably larger than those which are currently modelled. 

 

6.7 Similarly, the development feasibility is materially conservative in that it is 

based on current (2013) property values for land and improvements on 

residential sites, and current dwelling ages. As described above, over time, the 

relationship between land value and improvement value of residential 

properties changes. This is because land values generally rise, while the value 

of improvements (mostly dwellings) declines or rises more slowly than land 

because the dwellings are getting older.  This means that the value ratios 

which are at the core of the modelling also alter over time. As I have shown 

above (paragraph 3.36) this could be expected to show a significantly larger 

number of properties as being feasible for development. 

 

6.8 There will also be some effect from the ageing of the population over the next 

two decades, with associated changes in preferences for both dwelling types 

and locations, which will flow through to the price points used in the type of 

modelling analysis applied. 

 

6.9 That low rate of redevelopment uptake shown in the current modelling is 

particularly important in light of the recommendations – in the evidence of Ms 

McIntyre, Mr Mitchell and Mr Schellekens – for more land to be zoned RMD.  

 

6.10 Ms McIntyre seeks that zoning additional RMD land be the main method for 

increasing intensification capacity – “I consider that expansion of the RMD 

zone should be the primary option for achieving the intensification target.”
19
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6.11 Mr Mitchell states that “the Council will need to significantly increase the plan 

enabled development capacity… and ensure that capacity is allocated in 

locations where developers can profitably redevelop.”
20

 He further contends 

that the Council “may need to increase the area encompassed by the RMD 

and RSDT zones”
21

. 

 

6.12 I note that Mr Schellekens is more circumspect, identifying zoning of additional 

land as one option but noting that “ any increase ... should be carefully 

considered..” 
22

. I agree with Mr Schellekens’ caution.  

 

6.13 It is important to understand how much more RMD land there would need to 

be, in order to offset a shortfall. I have examined that question, drawing on the 

results of the most recent modelling outputs, and assuming that all of the 

shortfall be made up through redevelopment. For this, I have used the same 

yield levels (additional dwellings per total rating unit) as those modelled for the 

currently proposed RMD, and calculated how many more parcels would need 

to be zoned as RMD in order to offset the shortfall identified by Mr 

Schellekens. The analysis takes into account the corresponding decreases in 

the RS and RSDT zoned areas, and their yields. I have assumed there is no 

increase in the total residential zoned area, and that only the zoning is 

changed. I have then calculated the yields from redevelopment from each 

zone. It is important to recognise that by allocating more parcels to RMD, there 

are correspondingly fewer parcels in the RS and RSDT zones. The difference 

in total yield arises because more redevelopment per parcel is enabled in the 

RMD zone. 

 

6.14 This analysis is straightforward, although it is necessarily an approximation 

because it assumes the properties in the RS and RSDT zones are similar to 

those in the proposed RMD zone, and would yield similar numbers of 

additional dwellings.   

 

6.15 My analysis shows that for zoning by itself to offset the shortfall, then the RMD 

zone would need to be around 4.8 times larger than is currently proposed to 

deliver the additional 5,375 dwellings which Mr Schellekens identifies.  
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6.16 I illustrate this, using the results from Mr Schellekens’ middle scenario of 35 

years and 72.5% improvement value: 

 

(a) the 17,674 properties (rating units) in the RMD zone would yield on 

average 11.6 additional dwellings per 100 properties; 

(b) the 105,307 properties in the RS and RSDT zones would yield on 

average 5.3 additional dwellings per 100 properties; 

(c) the provisions in the RMD zone would therefore mean the average 

yield is 6.3 more dwellings per 100 properties; 

(d) at this average additional yield of 6.3 dwellings per 100 properties, in 

order to offset the shortfall (using Mr Schellekens estimate of 5,375 

dwellings) there would need to be around 85,600 more properties in 

the RMD zone (that is, 5,375 / 6.3 x 100). 

 

6.17 That would mean that approximately 103,300 residential properties out of the 

total 122,981 in the three residential zones would need to be zoned RMD. This 

would see around 84.1% of all residential zoned properties
23

 in Christchurch 

being in the RMD zone, with just 15.9% in the RS zone (for the analysis, I 

assumed all of the RSDT zone would become RMD). That would be a 

substantial shift from the currently proposed zoning, which has 73.4% of 

residential properties in the RS zone, 12.3% in the RSDT zone, and 14.4% in 

the RMD zone. I am not aware of any similar assessment in other evidence to 

this hearing. 

 

6.18 The zoning response to offset the shortfall would need to be very large, and 

affect substantial areas of Christchurch. Since the estimate of a shortfall is 

based on the modelling results, that highlights the importance of 

understanding clearly what the modelling is able to do, its strengths and 

weaknesses, the effect of key assumptions, and recognition of the aspects 

which it does not cover.  

 

6.19 In my view, even if the modelling approach is generally sound for assessment 

on a site by site basis, it can portray only part of the wider picture, and 

additional information on key aspects including site amalgamation and 

changes in property values over time is important to provide a more 

comprehensive assessment. This highlights the importance of utilising a 

modelling approach carefully, recognising both its strengths and its limitations, 
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and especially being careful to understand how changes to key assumptions 

and conditions can be expected to affect results. 

 

6.20 For these reasons, I have concerns about using the high level modelling 

analysis to first reach a firm conclusion that there is a shortfall, and then to 

draw on that view to conclude that a re-zoning response is appropriate.   

 

Implications of a Rezoning Response 

 

6.21 A re-zoning response has a number of implications. First, the implied shortfall 

indicates that a very large area would need to be re-zoned to offset the 

shortfall. Even if half the shortfall could be avoided by changing the provisions, 

the fundamental issue remains that on the current model settings the market 

response to intensification is low, and very substantial re-zoning would be 

required. 

 

6.22 Such a large scale of re-zoning would pose a high risk that the outcomes 

sought from residential intensification would be not achieved, or would be 

substantially diluted. The benefits of intensification are greatest in areas 

around centres which can provide a comprehensive range of goods and 

services to communities which can easily access them. The network of centres 

in Christchurch is well established, and not expected to change substantially. 

Therefore, the areas which are best for intensification are already identified. 

Extending the net of low level intensification will mean it occurs in locations 

which are less suitable, and the intensification in most suitable areas will be 

diluted. 

 

6.23 If there is to be a zoning response, then its dimensions need careful 

consideration, as acknowledged by Mr Schellekens. 

 

6.24 That highlights the risks of relying on modelling of only the current situation, 

and excluding important components of future capacity when the modelling 

approach applied is unlikely to have captured them.  The longer term better 

outcome for Christchurch will be to have intensification focused on the central 

city and the areas around the major centres, rather than dispersed in less 

efficient patterns.  
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6.25 In my view, it is important to acknowledge that intensification will occur through 

time, and there is scope to monitor and adjust the RMD zone in response to 

changing circumstances. The progressive ageing of both the population and 

the residential property estate will both act to make redevelopment a viable 

proposition for more sites as time goes on. That knowledge offers the 

opportunity to provide for intensification in locations where it can achieve the 

most effective outcomes for both individuals and the community as a whole – 

particularly around the network of KACs. 

 

6.26 In my view, that approach will deliver better medium term and long term 

outcomes for Christchurch  than will a substantial shift in zone patterns whose 

best hope will be to achieve a sprinkling of low-level intensification across 

broad areas, rather than geographically focused intensification in locations 

where the medium and long terms benefits will be greatest. 

 

7. CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 Having reviewed the evidence of Mr Schellekens, Ms McIntyre, and Mr 

Mitchell, I do not alter the conclusions which I reached in my evidence in 

chief.  

 

7.2 In particular, my assessments of residential capacity and especially my 

understanding of the ley economic processes involved and how these are 

likely to change over time, confirm my views that: 

 

(a) any initiative to up-zone needs to be considered very carefully; and 

(b) that there is not a sufficient evidence base to support a material 

change in the areas of RMD zoned land in order to enable 

intensification targets24.  

 

 

James Douglas Marshall Fairgray 

25 March 2015 
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