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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Dr James Douglas Marshall Fairgray.  I have a PhD in 

geography from the University of Auckland, and I am a principal of Market 

Economics Limited, an independent research consultancy. I am an 

associate member of the NZPI. 

 

1.2 I have 35 years' consulting and project experience, working for public 

sector and commercial clients.  I specialise in policy and strategy analysis, 

the geography of urban and rural economies, assessment of demand and 

markets, and the evaluation of outcomes and effects in relation to statutory 

objectives and purposes.  I have applied these specialties in more than 

900 studies throughout New Zealand. 

 

1.3 My research and experience directly relevant to this evidence includes1:  

 

(a) population and household patterns throughout greater 

Christchurch both in the period prior to the earthquakes (1991-

early 2011) and subsequently, including shifts within greater 

Christchurch; 

(b) demographic change in Christchurch and nationally, with focus on 

trends in household structures as the population ages, and 

implications for future needs; 

(c) peoples' housing needs and preferences, in relation to household 

structures and demographic change as they affect preferences for 

dwelling types and locations;  

(d) housing affordability issues, in terms of the patterns of dwelling 

ownership among key segments of the community, and the main 

influences on affordability and ownership;   

(e) the centres network in greater Christchurch, including the retail 

and service roles of each centre in meeting residents' needs, 

centres' service catchments, and how people utilise centres to 

meet their needs; 

                                                   
1
 I provide more detail on my project experience in Attachment 1 to this evidence. 
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(f) how Christchurch's spatial economy functions, including the roles 

of commercial centres and business areas; 

(g) patterns and processes of housing change, including the role of 

statutory planning policies to achieve urban intensification, and the 

processes through which housing markets respond to such 

changes; 

(h) economic growth and the processes of urban change, including 

decision-making and land development, and land use change; and 

(i) presentation of expert evidence in relation to these matters in 

Christchurch, including Variation 86, Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement  Change 1, Plan Change 22 (Styx), and Stirling v 

Christchurch City Council (2011) 16 ELRNZ 798. 

 

1.4 I have applied these capabilities for the assessment of effects in evidence 

to the Environment Court and the High Court. 

 

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in 

the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the 

Code of Conduct in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it 

while giving oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.  Except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person, this written evidence is 

within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed in this 

evidence. 

 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 I have been asked by Christchurch City Council (Council) to address 

matters relevant to the intensification of Christchurch within my areas of 

expertise.  In this statement, I examine the proposed residential zoning in 

the plan in relation to the targets for residential intensification arising from 

the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement (CRPS).  

 

2.2 In Section 4, I consider the population and household outcomes which are 

anticipated for greater Christchurch, with focus on demographic change 

and implications for housing needs. 
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2.3 In Section 5, I consider the intensification targets, and how these targets 

may be met through the combined effects of residential redevelopment 

which will be enabled through the proposed zonings and plan provisions, 

together with established processes of infill in existing residential areas 

including provisions for minor dwellings.  I also consider the potential for 

effective intensification through retirement facilities to accommodate some 

in the older cohorts of the population, and the potential through the 

Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) provisions, 

particularly the initiatives of Housing New Zealand (HNZC) to consolidate 

residential capacity and release land for private development.  I examine 

the potential for intensification through all of these processes, together with 

redevelopment. 

 

2.4 In Section 6, I examine the intensification potential and compare the 

capacity with the intensification targets in relation to need for and options 

to increase capacity for redevelopment. 

 

2.5 In Section 7, I examine the implications of the intensification capacity and 

targets, including the possibility of expanding the area of RMD zoning.  

 

2.6 In Section 8, I address issues relating to residential intensification around 

retail and service centres, with particular regard to Policy 14.1.1.1.  

 

2.7 In preparing this statement, I have read draft statements of Mr Scott Blair, 

Mr Mark Teesdale, the Crown/CERA submission on the pRDP, and the 

evidence of Mr Tim Denne, Mr Ian Mitchell and Dr Natalie Jackson 

presented to the Panel in November 2014 during the Strategic Directions 

hearing.  

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 In this statement, I focus on potential for residential intensification in 

Christchurch City, and address the issue of whether the capacity for 

intensification which is enabled in the pRDP is likely to be adequate, for the 

period to 2028 (corresponding to the period covered by the LURP). 
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3.2 I have examined the potential intensification capacity arising from infill, the 

addition of minor dwellings, the retirement village sector in relation to the 

ageing population, and the CHRM, together with capacity in the Central 

City Residential Zone. I also take into account the capacity from 

redevelopment, drawing from modelling undertaken by CBRE.  

 

3.3 At this time, while an overall intensification target is identified for greater 

Christchurch in the LURP, there is no identified 'target' or desired level of 

intensification specifically for Christchurch City. Nevertheless, a target or 

similar reference point is important for assessing the adequacy or 

otherwise of the enabled intensification capacity. In the absence of a 

defined target, I have adopted as a lower 'target' a pro rata share where 

57% of Christchurch's dwelling growth to 2028 occurs through 

intensification (13,500 of the projected 23,700 dwellings), and a higher 

'target' where 70% of Christchurch's dwelling growth is through 

intensification (16,600 dwellings). That higher 'target' would see about four-

fifths of all intensification in greater Christchurch being in Christchurch City 

itself. 

 

3.4 Estimation of potential capacity is a challenging task, since it depends on 

assumptions and estimates of market conditions and responses into the 

future. For that reason, the estimates of capacity should be treated as 

indicative, and I have applied a range of outcomes to cover different 

eventualities. 

 

3.5 In that context, I have compared the estimates of intensification capacity – 

which range from a low of 14,200 to a high of 19,800 dwellings – with the 

'targets' of 13,500 and 16,600. This comparison suggests that all capacity 

scenarios exceed the lower target. In the medium and high capacity 

scenarios, capacity exceeds the higher 'target'. The low capacity scenario 

indicates a shortfall of around 8% (approximately 1,350 dwellings).  The 

indicative nature of the capacity estimates suggests that this may or may 

not reflect a real shortfall in the low capacity scenario. 

 

3.6 The capacity estimates indicate that by 2028 only small shares (10% or 

less) of the maximum potential capacity from each source would be 

utilised. Acknowledging that substantial parts of the maximum potential 
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would not be utilised even into the long term, the size of the remaining 

potential – including for redevelopment – indicates that the conclusions 

drawn about the period to 2028 are also applicable beyond 2028.  

 

3.7 These matters suggest that any initiative to up-zone needs to be 

considered very carefully.  In my view, there is not a sufficient evidence 

base to support a material change in the areas of RMD zoned land on the 

basis that it is needed to enable intensification targets.  

 

 
4. DEMOGRAPHIC CONTEXT 

 
4.1 The demographic context is very important because it affects both housing 

needs and expectations, and guides planning provisions to meet 

community needs. 

 

Trends and pre- and post-quake demographic shifts 

 

4.2 Key aspects of population and household growth over the next 20 years 

and beyond are demographic change (as the population ages, and 

particularly as the 'baby boom' generation moves into older age groups) 

and population growth in the post-earthquake period.  The demographic 

change process will see significant increases in the numbers of over 65 

year olds, and will see changes in the housing and location preferences of 

this cohort. 

 

4.3 While there is considerable emphasis on the ageing population, it is 

important to consider the whole of the population when addressing the 

housing and lifestyle needs.  Of particular note for the population of 

Christchurch City in the period to 20312, I expect: 

 

(a) substantial increase in the over 65 year old and over 75 year old 

people and households; 

(b) associated with this, a shift toward couple and single person 

households in the older age groups; 

                                                   
2
 This analysis is based on the Statistics NZ 2012 projections, which applied a 2006 base.  The latest 2014 Statistics NZ 

projections do not provide detail by age and sex, to enable household projections and analysis. 
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(c) these age groups account for most of the population and 

household increase in net terms; 

(d) however, there is also growth in other age groups and household 

types.  The projected age structure of Christchurch's households 

in 2031 does show a particular increase in older groups, but it also 

shows little change in the numbers of households in the younger 

age groups; and 

(e) these under 65 year olds in 2031 will account for a large share of 

the total population, and a large share of total housing needs.  The 

projected age structure for 2031 shows that the ageing of our 

population does not mean that Christchurch's population will be 

predominantly in the older age groups. 

 

4.4 The Statistics NZ population projections (medium series, SNZ 2012) for 

Christchurch City indicate (Figure 1): 

 

(a) small decreases in households in the 15-29 age group (-2.4%) 

and the 40-49 age groups (-4.4%); 

(b) increases in households in the 30-39 age group (+12.8%) and 50-

64 age group (+2.3%); 

(c) an overall increase of 2,100 households (+2.2%) in the under 65 

age groups.  This means that while 'under 65 households' will 

account for a smaller share of Christchurch's housing needs in 

2031, the size of this household segment will be slightly larger 

than in 2013. 
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Figure 1: Christchurch City Households by Age 2013 and 2031 (Medium 

Projection) 

 

 

4.5 The Statistics NZ population projections (medium series, SNZ 2012) for 

Waimakariri District and Selwyn District indicate similar increases in the 

older age cohorts (Figure 2): 

 

(a) small decrease in households in the 40-49 age group (-2.1%); 

(b) substantial increases in households in the 15-29, 30-39 and 50-64 

age groups; and 

(c) very substantial increases in households in the 65-74 age group 

(+91%) and in the 75 and over age group (+168%). 
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Figure 2: Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts Households by Age 2013 and 2031 

(Medium Projection) 

 
 

 

4.6 This shows that while Christchurch City can expect the largest share (60%) 

of total greater Christchurch growth in these older age groups, there will be 

substantial increases in Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts as well. 

 

4.7 That demographic change is expected to be reflected in trends for living 

and housing preferences.  Older households are predominantly smaller 

than average (single persons and couples) and show some preference for 

smaller dwellings.  However, the younger and middle aged households 

(that is, under 65 years) which will still account for 67% of Christchurch's 

households in 2031 do not show such preferences.  This suggests that 

while there will be some shift in market preferences toward smaller 

dwellings, there will still be considerable demand for medium to larger 

sized dwellings.  
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5. CHRISTCHURCH CITY INTENSIFICATION 

 

Intensification Target 

 

5.1 The intensification 'target' or required capacity for Christchurch City is 

based on a proposed level of intensification in greater Christchurch3 arising 

from the LURP.  Intensification in this context is defined as the increase in 

dwellings inside existing urban areas, as distinct from greenfield areas, on 

the following basis4: 

 

(a) the total projected growth in greater Christchurch from 2012 to 

2028 is 36,150 households5; 

(b) of this projected growth, approximately two-thirds (65.6%) will 

accrue to Christchurch City, which means projected growth of 

23,7006 households.  The balance of growth equating to 12,4507 

households is projected for Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts; 

(c) of the projected 36,150 households, the target for greater 

Christchurch is for around 57% or 20,740 households to be 

accommodated by intensification - that is, inside existing urban 

areas - with the balance (15,410 households) accommodated 

through development of greenfield areas. 

 

5.2 While most of the intensification is intended for Christchurch City, rather 

than Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts,  no specific target has been 

identified for Christchurch City.  Nevertheless, it is important to have some 

reference points, as a basis for assessing the adequacy of the housing 

intensification which is enabled in the pRDP. Accordingly, I use here two 

'targets' as reference points.  A lower intensification target for the City 

allows for a pro rata share, that is 57% of Christchurch City's growth - 

approximately 13,500 households out of the 23,700 total – to be 

accommodated by intensification, and the balance of 10,200 households in 

greenfield development.  

                                                   
3
 Christchurch City, Waimakariri District and Selwyn District. 

4
 Refer to LURP, Table 1, page 13. 

5
 Refer to LURP, Table 1, page 13. 

6
 For simplicity, growth in household numbers is equated with demand for additional dwellings.  

7
 In my assessment, the numbers are rounded to the nearest 10, to avoid the implied and unjustified precision of single digit 

numbers.  
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5.3 In the absence of an identified or agreed high 'target', I have estimated an 

upper bound for intensification in Christchurch City for the 2012-2028 

period.  For this, I have taken into account the expected demographic 

trends in Christchurch (including the evidence of Mr Mitchell and Dr 

Jackson), past patterns of residential development, and the roles of 

Christchurch City, Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts in accommodating 

greater Christchurch's growth, the analysis by CBRE and Boffa Miskell, 

and my own assessment of housing patterns in greater Christchurch from 

a range of studies in the past decade8.  

 

5.4 A key indicator I have drawn on is the share of Christchurch City's growth 

which would be through intensification, as distinct from greenfield. 

Historically (2001-2010), dwelling growth in Christchurch has been split 

almost evenly between greenfield and intensification (as defined in para 

5.1 above). For the upper bound, I have used an outcome where 70% of 

Christchurch City's dwelling growth occurs through intensification, and 30% 

occurs in greenfield areas. This represents a substantial shift from past 

patterns, over a relatively short time frame (to a 2028 horizon). It would 

mean that Christchurch City would account for 80% of all intensification 

within greater Christchurch. 

 

5.5 It would mean that approximately 16,600 dwellings (that is, 70% of 23,700) 

would be accommodated by intensification, and the balance (7,100 

dwellings) in greenfield locations. I note my concern that an upper target is 

not defined elsewhere, but reiterate that in order to assess the adequacy of 

the pRDP in providing for intensification, a benchmark is essential.  

 

5.6 The resulting intensification 'targets' for Christchurch City are therefore a 

low of 13,500 households, and a high of 16,600 households (Table 1).  

                                                   
8
 This includes dwelling projections studies undertaken for Christchurch City, analysis of dwelling damage and potential 

recovery paths using the Integrated Model for CERA and MBIE, and studies of demographic change and housing needs in 
other markets. 
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Table 1: Christchurch City Intensification Dwelling Capacity 'Targets' 

 

 

CBRE Boffa Miskell Report 

 

5.7 The CBRE and Boffa Miskell report9 examined the potential for 

redevelopment of residential areas in Christchurch City, taking into account 

provisions of each of the three residential zones10 in Christchurch, the 

Residential Suburban (RS), Residential Medium Density (RMD) and 

Residential Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) zones, and key 

characteristics of the residential property estate in each zone including 

dwelling age, site size, and the land values as a percentage share of total 

property value.  The site values were examined to help understand the 

economics of redevelopment, as distinct from the plan-enabled capacity. 

 

5.8 The report identified theoretical capacities for greater Christchurch (a low 

of 12,019 dwellings, and a high figure of 16,439 dwellings, CBRE p4) and 

compared these with the total intensification target for greater Christchurch 

(20,742 dwellings).  On that basis, the report estimated a potential shortfall 

of intensification capacity of between 4,303 dwellings and 8,723 dwellings.  

However, the report compared capacity in Christchurch City with the target 

for the whole of greater Christchurch.  That means the indicated shortfall in 

Christchurch City would be less than that reported.  It also means that any 

shortfall for greater Christchurch would be less than reported, because no 

allowance was made for intensification through redevelopment occurring 

outside of Christchurch City. 

 

                                                   
9
 Christchurch District Plan – Are the housing intensification targets achievable? CBRE and Boffa Miskell, September 2014. 

10
 Residential Medium Density (RMD); Residential Suburban (RS); Residential Suburban Density Transition (RSDT). 

Projected Growth in Greater Christchurch (Hhlds) 36,150      

Growth Share to Christchurch City % 65.6%

Additional households/Dwellings required Christchurch City23,700      

Greater Christchurch Intensification (57.4% of Growth) 20,742      

Low Target
High 

Target
Christchurch City as % of Greater Christchurch 66% 79%

Christchurch City Intensification Capacity Required 13,500      16,600      

Intensification as % of Christchurch City growth 57% 70%
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5.9 Subsequent analysis by CBRE and Boffa Miskell following workshops and 

expert conferencing has resulted in revised estimates of redevelopment 

capacity, which allow for different property value and age thresholds.  I 

understand these will be detailed in the evidence of Mr John Schellekens 

(CBRE) on behalf of CERA.  I have drawn on these revised estimates for 

my assessment (below). 

Workshops 

 

5.10 I participated in a workshop involving Council and CERA on February 17 

2015 which was to discuss the intensification targets, the capacity 

assessment, and approaches in relation to amendments to RMD zoned 

areas sought by CERA. 

 

5.11 That workshop provided some clarification of the intensification target for 

greater Christchurch, and the CBRE-Boffa methodology and assumptions. 

  

5.12 At the workshop, it was also agreed that other sources of residential 

capacity contribute to the intensification targets, and that these should be 

taken into account when developing any estimates of shortfall or otherwise 

in the intensification capacity.  These sources include infill capacity (where 

dwellings can be built on available sites without requiring the demolition 

and redevelopment of the existing dwelling, including minor dwellings, and 

including vacant sites within the urban area), as well as additional or 

expanded retirement facilities to accommodate some in the older age 

cohorts, and intensification in the CHRM areas (especially as HNZC moves 

to rationalise its property portfolio).  Analysis was carried out following the 

February 17 workshop to provide more information and understanding of 

the potential capacity from these sources. 

 

5.13 There is also potential capacity in the Central City Residential Zone 

(CCRZ), which is not included in the CBRE-Boffa assessment, and for 

which a capacity estimate of 3,000 to 3,500 dwellings was provided at the 

workshop by Mr Teesdale. 

 

5.14 I subsequently engaged in conferencing with Mr Schellekens about his 

methodology and key assumptions, the intensification targets, and the 
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other sources of residential capacity which are likely to contribute to the 

overall intensification targets. 

Assessment of overall capacity for intensification 

 

5.15 For this evidence, I have undertaken assessments of the potential capacity 

for intensification from the other sources.  I have drawn on currently 

available information specific to the situation in greater Christchurch, as 

well as relevant national-level information.  

 

5.16 The process of intensification through infill is ongoing in most urban 

markets, including Christchurch, broadly because there is opportunity for 

gain by using land more intensively.  This commonly occurs because a site 

which already has a dwelling is large enough to provide space for one or 

more further dwellings on the site (in accordance with planning provisions), 

and subdivision or a cross lease arrangement and sale of that land will see 

addition of dwelling capacity in established areas.  The effect is usually 

cumulative, in that once residential lots are developed and further 

developed, it is not usual for the dwellings and other improvements to be 

removed, other than for replacement or conversion to another use. 

 

5.17 In Christchurch City, this process is further enabled by both operative and 

proposed plan provisions which allow the development of a minor dwelling 

(up to 90m2 in size) on lots which already have an established dwelling.  

Under the operative plan, use of minor dwellings was limited to family 

members11.  However, provisions in the pRDP remove the requirement for  

tenants of the minor dwellings to be family members, so that such 

dwellings are able to be part of the open rental market.12    

 

5.18 There are accordingly two avenues for intensification through infill, one 

through the addition of minor dwellings, and the other through the addition 

of 'standard' dwellings.  In reaching estimates of the overall potential, it is 

important to not double count, because intensification utilising one of the 

two options will close off opportunity for the other on the same site.  

                                                   
11

 11.2.3 Policy : Family Flats To provide for the care of dependant relatives in family flats in association with other permanent 
living accommodation throughout the living environment. 
12

 The pRDP will allow similar provisions for family flats but essentially removes the 'family' component, making minor dwelling 
units more permanent structures (e.g. no need to remove the kitchen at a later date) and allowing use by anyone (e.g. as a 
rental unit to generate an income). 
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(a) Capacity from minor dwellings 

 

5.19 Council estimates there are 59,000 properties in the RS zone (or 65% of 

approximately 90,200 properties in that zone) which meet the conditions to 

add a minor dwelling.   

 

5.20 This analysis by Council is based initially on the minimum site area 

(450m2) required for a minor dwelling unit, although sites with more than 

one existing dwelling and sites not held in freehold have been excluded. 

The analysis is confined to the proposed RS zone, so it does not cover the 

RSDT and RMD zones.  It identifies approximately 65,000 sites with 

potential in the RS zone, and a total of 72,000 sites if the RSDT zone is 

included.  However, a further filter has been applied to exclude properties 

in the 450-550m2 range, so that the final potential is based on sites of 

550m2 sites or larger, in the RS zone, which equates to 59,000 potential 

sites. 

 

5.21 There is no specific modelling or forecasting of the likely rates of uptake of 

the opportunity for minor dwellings.  Under the previous provisions where 

occupancy was limited to family members, Council figures show there were 

approximately 19 minor dwellings per year developed for the period 2003 

to 2014.  

 

5.22 These minor dwellings made up a small share of the total infill in 

Christchurch.  Council's dwelling consent statistics show that in the period 

2001 to 2010 in Christchurch City (excluding Banks Peninsula), on average 

there were 881 infill dwellings consented each year, compared with 869 

greenfield dwellings consented.  This shows an almost even (50%:50%) 

split between infill and greenfield of the 1,750 dwellings consented.  

 

5.23 Taking into account the historic rates of infill in Christchurch City, and the 

potential in terms of the numbers of sites where a minor dwelling could be 

built, I have allowed for a slow rate of uptake 75 to 115 minor dwellings 

annually from this process.  That represents an annual rate of uptake of 

between 0.13% pa to 0.19% pa (this equates to between 6.5% and 9.5% of 

the potential being taken up over a 50 year period).  
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5.24 That rate of development would provide between 1,200 dwellings (low) and 

1,800 dwellings (high) over the 16-year period from 2012 to 2028.  By 

2028, the overall uptake would be between 2% and 3% of all sites within 

potential 59,000 properties. 

 

(b) Other infill capacity 

 

5.25 Other infill capacity also includes additional dwellings using part of an 

existing site, where there is an established dwelling (or other use) and the 

additional dwelling does not require replacement of the existing dwelling 

construction, as well as vacant sites within the existing urban areas.  This 

process has many similarities with the potential capacity from minor 

dwellings.  However, while there is potential across all residential zones, 

the likelihood that dwellings will be greater than the 90m2 of minor 

dwellings, as well as the associated requirement for cross-lease or 

subdivision, together mean that the candidate sites will represent a smaller 

share of the total property estate than the 65% indicated for minor 

dwellings.  

 

5.26 Council estimates show there are 17,000 properties in the RS zone and 

another 2,000 properties in the RSDT zone which have potential for infill 

development of a second dwelling.  The number of candidate sites has 

been assessed through GIS-based filtering of the property dataset, 

undertaken and provided by Council, and is detailed in Attachment 2.  

 

5.27 I have estimated the potential rate of uptake for infill, taking into account 

the historic rates of infill development observed in Christchurch City from 

2001 to 2010, prior to the earthquakes, and the number of sites with 

potential relative to all residential sites.  As it is a more widely established 

process of urban intensification, infill can be expected to have a higher rate 

of uptake than that for minor dwellings.  

 

5.28 I have allowed for a rate of uptake of 90 to 125 dwellings annually from this 

process, assuming only one dwelling is added per site.  That represents an 

annual rate of uptake of between 0.45% pa to 0.65% pa of the sites with 
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potential.  To place this in context, it would mean that 23% to 33% of all 

sites with potential for infill would be taken up over a 50 year period.  

 

5.29 That rate of development would provide between 1,400 dwellings (low) and 

2,000 dwellings (high) over the 16-year period from 2012 to 2028.  By 

2028, the overall uptake would be between 7.4% and 10.5% of the 

potential 19,000 properties. 

 

(c) Minor Dwellings and Other Infill Combined 

 

5.30 Because of the obvious overlap between minor dwellings and 'standard' 

infill, it is important to consider the combined estimates.  Together, the 

estimated uptake of minor dwelling potential and infill potential would 

provide between 2,600 (low) and 3,800 (high) additional dwellings by 2028.  

 

5.31 To place this in context, I have compared it with the actual intensification 

rates observed in the 2001 to 2010 period.  There is no data readily 

available on the number of sites which had infill potential during that 

period, however it is also relevant to consider the overall infill development 

relative to the total housing estate.  

 

5.32 The consent data for that period indicates the annual infill rate (infill as a % 

of the total dwelling estate) ranged between 0.36% and 0.84% per year, 

and averaged 0.57% per year. 

 

5.33 The estimates I have used here would represent an infill annual rate of 

0.13% to 0.19%.  That would mean overall uptake of infill potential 

between 2.1% and 3.1% of all residential properties over the period to 

2028 – that is, 2,600 to 3,800 out of 122,980 properties. 

 

5.34 That comparison indicates that the intensification capacity which I have 

allowed for here is conservative compared with the historic rates.  The low 

figure is approximately one quarter of the historic rate.  The high figure is 

just over one-third of the historic rate.  The conservative nature of that view 

on rates of uptake is highlighted by the underlying trends including 

demographic change and effects on housing needs and expectations 

including some greater emphasis on urban infill. 
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(d) Retirement Villages 

 

5.35 The ageing of the population means that the numbers of residents in 

retirement villages are expected to increase substantially over the next two 

decades, and beyond.  The JLL NZ Retirement Village Database13 

provides statistics on current (2012 and 2013) numbers of villages, units 

and residents, for New Zealand in total, and across regions.  The JLL 

report identifies projected growth nationally of between 1,500 and 2,350 

units annually in retirement villages, in the period 2016 to 2036.  That 

would see an additional 30,000 to 47,000 units by 2036.  The report notes 

that demand will be met through a combination of new villages, and 

capacity increases in existing villages, with average village size increasing 

by 8% between 2012 and 2013.  

 

5.36 Most residents of retirement villages are aged 75 and over, and the ageing 

of the population will see substantial increases in this demographic 

nationally, and in Christchurch City, and Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts 

over the same period. 

 

5.37 The JLL figures show that at the national level approximately 10.5% of the 

over 75s are in retirement villages, while for Canterbury the equivalent 

figure is 7.6%.  Applying this Canterbury rate to the projected increase in 

households in the 75 and over age groups in Christchurch City of 11,000 

by 2028, suggests additional demand of around 850 village units by 2028. 

Applying the national rate of 10.5% indicates demand for 1,150 village 

units.  The trend is toward increasing market penetration nationally, and if 

this were to continue, then the demand would be greater than this 850-

1,150 range by 2028.   

 

5.38 This also assumes that none of the demand arising in Waimakariri or 

Selwyn (380 to 530 additional units) would be manifest as uptake in 

villages in Christchurch City. 

 

                                                   
13

 New Zealand Retirement Village Database Whitepaper, Jones land Lasalle, May 2014 http://www.jll.co.nz/new-zealand/en-
gb/Research/JLL_NZRVD_2014_whitepaper.pdf. 



 
 

20 
 

5.39 The share of additional capacity which is likely to occur in the existing 

urban area is difficult to judge.  The national pattern where there is some 

propensity of villages to prefer locations close to (social) services, and the 

additional limits and opportunities because the changed environment post-

earthquake suggest a mix of locations for additional retirement village 

capacity.  Moreover, a share of capacity will be through expansion of 

existing villages, which are generally focused on established areas of 

Christchurch.  

 

5.40 Accordingly, I have allowed for a 70%:30% split in additional retirement 

village capacity, with 600-800 of additional village units to be in existing 

urban areas and contributing to intensification.    

 

(e) Housing New Zealand and CHRM Capacity 

 

5.41 There is also potential for intensification from HNZC's rationalisation of its 

dwelling portfolio in Christchurch.  HNZC has some 6,127 dwellings in 

greater Christchurch14, predominantly (5,800+) in Christchurch City.  The 

HNZC portfolio is being upgraded, and this process will involve some 

rationalisation of the property where existing capacity is (more or less) 

maintained, but the capacity gets concentrated on to fewer sites.  

 

5.42 That is intended to free up other HNZC sites for further development, or 

sale to the open market for residential development.  

 

5.43 According to Council data, the CHRM areas include approximately 41% of 

the HNZC parcels in Christchurch, and include 96-122ha of potential 

redevelopment.  Taking the lower figure of 96ha, to exclude smaller and 

standalone sites, and allowing for one-third of this land to be retained for 

HNZC dwellings, the balance of 60-65ha has potential to be developed as 

medium density housing (minimum 30 dwg/ha). 

 

5.44 That suggests the released land could accommodate in the order of 1,950 

to 2,050 additional dwellings – that is, 65ha at between 30dwg/ha, and 32 

dwg/ha.  

                                                   
14

 Meeting the Housing Need in Canterbury, HNZC, January 2013. http://www.hnzc.co.nz/our-publications/Housing-need-in-
Canterbury/HNZC-Canterbury-Investment-Plan%20/HNZC-Canterbury-Investment-Plan 
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(f) Central City Residential Zone 

 

5.45 I have adopted the estimates of capacity in the CCRZ of 3,000 to 3,500, as 

provided by CERA.  

g) Total Other Intensification Capacity 

 

5.46 In combination, the intensification capacity from these other main sources 

represents in the order of 8,100 to 10,100 dwellings. This includes the 

CCRZ capacity, although it does not allow for any dwelling capacity in 

mixed use developments on business zoned land. 

CBRE Intensification Estimates from Redevelopment 

 

5.47 As well as the above sources, there will also be intensification capacity 

arising from redevelopment of existing residential properties, where 

established dwellings are replaced by new dwellings, thus adding capacity 

on the site.  Assessment of this aspect of intensification has been 

undertaken by Mr Schellekens and Boffa Miskell, and I understand it will be 

detailed in his statement.  I provide a summary here of that methodology, 

based on my discussions with Mr Schellekens and the CBRE Boffa report. 

 

5.48 The CBRE model examines each residential property in the RS, RSDT and 

RMD zones, and applies a sequence of filters designed to progressively 

eliminate sites which do not have potential for redevelopment, and to 

identify remaining sites which do have potential.  The filters are based on 

the characteristics of the sites in each zone, to eliminate: 

 

(a) first land parcels which have a designation;  

(b) and second, those without a designation but which are younger 

than the selected building age limit;  

(c) and third, those which are not in single title; 

(d) and fourth, those whose land value ratio does not meet the 

threshold; 
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(e) and fifth, those which do meet the minimum site size for 

redevelopment under that zoning; and 

(f) and sixth, those parcels which on inspection are considered to be 

not viable for development. 

 

5.49 The key model outputs are the remaining parcels which have not been 

eliminated through this process, and the number of dwellings which are 

able to be built on those sites, taking into account the limits on 

development according to parcel size. 

 

5.50 The filtering process eliminates most of the parcels in each zoned area.  

While the designation filter eliminates only 0.09% of sites, in the most 

recent model results (which was a 35 year minimum building age and a 

72.5% land value threshold) the building age filter eliminates 36.6%, the 

single title filter eliminates another 15.5%, the land value ratio eliminates 

another 41.8%, the minimum site size filter eliminates another 3.6%, and 

the site inspection a further 0.01%. This leaves 2.4% of parcels with 

potential for redevelopment. 

 

5.51 The land value ratio seeks to distinguish between parcels which have plan-

enabled opportunity for redevelopment, and those which have both plan-

enabled opportunity and where the redevelopment could generate 

sufficient return (expected sale price outweighs total costs by a large 

enough amount to provide a sufficient margin for the project to be viable).  

In effect, it places a market test to the plan-enabled opportunity. 

 

5.52 This modelling approach is generally robust, and versions of it are widely 

applied in project financial evaluation.  It is appropriate especially for a 

single development project, when there is good information which is 

specific to that project.  

 

5.53 However, as for any model, it is very important to understand the nature 

and extent of its capabilities, and its weaknesses.  The modelling results 

depend on the key assumptions, and the combinations of assumptions 

which are applied.  In particular, the output relies on assumptions about the 

sale price for new dwellings, the cost of demolishing the existing dwelling 
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and building new ones, including financing or holding costs and the 

required rate of return (usually, margin as a % share of costs). 

 

5.54 Moreover, when the model is applied generally across many properties for 

which there is information on some key aspects, but little detail on others,  

then the results become more indicative than precise.  This is not a 

criticism of the model, rather it is the reality of applying a sound method in 

a general way when there is not full information, and when key 

assumptions may be appropriate for some properties but not for others.  

This is specifically acknowledged in the CBRE-Boffa report, which 

describes the modelling as "high level" (p3).  

 

5.55 Other factors are also important, especially because market conditions 

change over time.  The same analysis undertaken in 2028 conditions – 

when a larger share of the residential estate would be in the older age 

ranges, and differing rates of change for land values and improvement 

values can be expected to place many more sites within the land value 

ratio thresholds – is likely to show a substantially larger pool of parcels with 

redevelopment potential than the 2015 analysis.  In similar vein, the effects 

of the earthquake are likely to influence the redevelopment potential of 

quake-damaged dwellings – for those which are repaired, that may lift the 

value of improvements, and reduce the likelihood of redevelopment.  For 

other properties, earthquake damage may provide the opportunity and 

incentive to redevelop.  Still other damaged properties may be unaffected 

one way or the other.  To my knowledge, the incidence of earthquake 

damage is not factored into the modelling.  

 

5.56 Because of these matters, it is important to recognise that the model 

outputs are indicative rather than precise, and necessarily reflect both the 

inputs and the limits to the information used.  That means that the model 

outputs represent points within a range, and it is important to interpret them 

in that light.  

 

5.57 The latest estimates of capacity from the CBRE analysis show a range of 

dwelling capacities in the RS, RSDT and RMD zones, from 9,648 dwellings 

(high, LV ratio of 65%), through 7,628 (medium, LV ratio of 72.5%) to a low 

of 6,061 dwellings (low, LV ratio of 80%).  All estimates are constrained to 
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parcels with dwellings aged 35 years and over.  These results compare 

with previous estimates of 8,211 dwellings (dwellings 35+ years, LV ratio of 

70%) and 12,142 dwellings (35+ years, LV ratio of 60%).  

 

5.58 The uncertainties of high level modelling, and the variability which arises 

because the characteristics of individual sites differ from average patterns 

means the estimates need to be recognised as having a +/- range.  

Allowing for a range of +/- 15%, the latest CBRE figures reflect a low range 

of 5,200 to 7,000, a medium range of 6,500 to 8,800, and a high of 8,200 

to 11,100. 

 

5.59 Importantly, the results also show that the modelling - which takes into 

account plan-enabled capacity and replicates the market processes 

through which urban residential redevelopment does occur (albeit in a 

generalised manner) - shows that a considerable market response to the 

intensification opportunity can be expected.  

 

Total Intensification Capacity 

 

5.60 I have summarised in Table 3 the overall capacity for intensification arising 

from redevelopment (CBRE assessment) and the other sources.  The 

analysis indicates that once the other sources are taken into account, the 

capacity for intensification within Christchurch City is in the range of 14,200 

dwellings (CBRE low, all other sources low) to 19,700 (CBRE high, all 

other sources high).  

 

5.61 In each scenario, redevelopment would account for the largest share of 

total intensification capacity (37% to 54%), while redevelopment together 

with the CCRZ would account for between 59% and 71% of the total. 
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Table 3: Christchurch City Intensification Dwelling Capacity 

 

 

Intensification targets 

 

5.62 As I have noted, the high target would imply a  substantial shift in dwelling 

development patterns within the short to medium term – 2012 to 2028.  In 

the pre-earthquakes period, the split was approximately 50% infill and 50% 

greenfield, which shows the magnitude of change that a shift from 50:50 to 

70:30 implies.  As detailed in section 4 above, the growth in Christchurch's 

population is mainly, but not only, persons in the older age groups, and a 

shift of that magnitude even if it were to be predominantly a change to 

smaller dwellings by older households, would still mean a considerable 

amount of relocation by existing households into more intensive dwelling 

types.  Demographic ageing is not unique to Christchurch, and some 40% 

of the projected increase in over 65 years olds is expected to occur in 

Waimakariri and Selwyn.  This suggests that if there is demand from these 

age cohorts for more intensive dwelling formats, then that will be evident in 

those communities, rather than being so predominantly in Christchurch.  

 

5.63 Moreover, the accelerated availability of greenfield land since the 

earthquakes to help achieve the rebuild and recovery has provided a 

considerable volume of greenfield land, which offers capacity well in 

excess of 20,000 dwellings.  That capacity, and the response of the 

development sector in Christchurch and the neighbouring Local Authorities 

in providing attractive standalone dwellings will mean there is considerable 

competition for more intensive dwellings.  This competition is explicitly 

 Low Other  High Other  Low Other  High Other  Low Other  High Other 

Infill in existing Residential areas 1,400        2,000        1,400        2,000        1,400        2,000        

Minor Dwellings 1,200        1,800        1,200        1,800        1,200        1,800        

Retirement Villages 600           810           600           810           600           810           

CHRM Areas 1,940        2,070        1,940        2,070        1,940        2,070        

Business Zoned Areas -            -            -            -            -            -            

Sub-total 5,100        6,700        5,100        6,700        5,100        6,700        

CCRZ 3,000        3,500        3,000        3,500        3,000        3,500        

Redevelopment (CBRE) 9,640        9,640        7,630        7,630        6,060        6,060        

Total Capacity 17,700      19,800      15,700      17,800      14,200      16,300      

Note: totals are rounded to the nearest 100

Source of Intensification Potential
CBRE High Estimate CBRE Medium Estimate CBRE Low Estimate
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recognised in the CBRE-Boffa report, and is an important reason why the 

economics of redevelopment are so challenging. 

 

6. POTENTIAL SHORTFALL IN INTENSIFICATION CAPACITY 

 

6.1 Having considered the potential intensification across the main sources 

(apart from residential development in business zones), I consider here the 

issue of a capacity shortfall.  I do this by comparing the estimates of 

capacity for intensification with the two targets, to identify the nature and 

extent of any capacity shortfall.  

 

6.2 I note first that all of the capacity estimates (Table 3 above) are greater 

than the low intensification target of 13,500 dwellings. 

 

6.3 A potential shortfall would arise only in relation to the higher target.  The 

high CBRE estimate of redevelopment capacity, where total capacity is 

estimated at 17,700 to 19,800 dwellings (mid point 18,750), is 

approximately 2,150 dwellings (13%) above the high 'target'.  There would 

be no shortfall from the high target.  This is shown in Figure 2, in which the 

vertical bars show the intensification capacity estimates, and the horizontal 

lines show the intensification targets. 

 

6.4 The estimate using the medium CBRE output  shows  capacity in the range 

of 15,700 to 17,800 dwellings (mid point 16,750).  This is just above the 

higher target (150 dwellings, or 1%) and would also indicate no  shortfall.  

 

6.5 The estimate using the low CBRE output estimate has capacity in the 

range of 14,200 to 16,300 dwellings (mid point 15,250).  This would 

indicate a shortfall of around 1,350 dwellings (8%). 

 

6.6 This indicated shortfall is very sensitive to both the capacity estimate used, 

and to adopting the higher intensification 'target', since all capacity 

estimates are greater than the lower target.  
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Figure 2: Christchurch City Intensification Capacity and Targets 

 

 

 
7. IMPLICATIONS 

 

7.1 The indicated shortfall in redevelopment capacity was a key part of the 

CERA submission to the Panel on housing supply.  This more 

comprehensive assessment which has been undertaken subsequently 

shows that other important sources of capacity are likely to make 

substantial contribution to the intensification target.  In particular, the 

assessment and this evidence highlights: 

 

(a) the inherent uncertainties in the high level assessments of 

capacity.  This is not to say that the approaches are not suitable, 

rather that because assessment of these types is sensitive to key 

assumptions, and necessarily results in +/- margins around 

estimates (as distinct from calculations using full information);  

 

(b) the sensitivity of estimates of shortfall or surplus to these 

underlying assumptions, and especially in the case to the basis of 

the high target.  The high share of short-medium term growth 

being achieved through intensification under the high target 

contrasts with the much more conservative assumptions about the 
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potential for infill and minor dwellings which I have used here.  

Simply, allowance for the higher rates of residential growth at the 

levels seen pre-earthquake would offset indicated shortfall even in 

the low capacity : high target situation; and 

 

(c) the importance of careful interpretation of both results and 

appropriate responses from such interpretation. In this instance, 

the existence or not of a shortfall in intensification capacity is 

sensitive not only to the derivation of the high target, but the 

extent of any shortfall / surplus may lie within the +/- range of the 

key estimates.  In particular, because the capacity estimates have 

an implied +/- range of 15% or more, then that could indicate there 

is no capacity shortfall in the medium and the high CBRE 

estimates. 

 

7.2 Drawing from this analysis, and consideration of the CBRE-Boffa 

assessment, in my view a conclusion that there is a material shortfall in 

intensification capacity in Christchurch City is difficult to substantiate.  The 

immediate implication of that is whether a zoning response in the pRDP is 

appropriate.  

 

7.3 Important considerations in this regard are the potential outcomes.  Even 

though the modelling indicates substantial intensification potential, the 

CBRE report also notes that it is difficult to achieve urban redevelopment, 

particularly when there is strong competition from new standalone 

dwellings being provided by a well-organised development sector.  This is 

reflected in very low rates of redevelopment– the latest CBRE estimates 

show that redevelopment would be viable on only 4.6% (low) to 7.9% 

(high) of properties in the RMD zone, over a 16 year period (2012 to 2028).  

Although the rates in the RMD zone are higher than the residential zones 

overall (1.7% low to 3.5% high), on an annual basis the rates of 

redevelopment even in the RMD are only 0.3% to 0.5%pa. 

 

7.4 These low rates of uptake show that significant additional areas of 

residential land would need to be up-zoned to achieve the target capacity, 

and suggest alternative ways to achieve intensification – for example, 
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amendments to the planning provisions, rather than to the zone boundaries 

– may provide a useful focus. 

 

7.5 The analysis shows that there may not be a shortfall at all in intensification 

capacity, particularly given the indicative nature of the redevelopment 

estimates.  That highlights the issue that the estimate of any shortfall is 

dependent on an assumption that a high share of growth would be through 

intensification, and there would be a trend away from the currently 

supported emphasis on greenfield growth.  

 

7.6 Further, the estimates of intensification potential from other sources are 

based on quite small shares of the underlying potential being used up by 

2028.  While it is important to recognise that some of that potential will not 

be taken up even in the much longer term, we can expect that by 2028 

there will be remaining capacity in each of those sources. The same 

applies to the redevelopment capacity identified in the CBRE analysis, 

which shows that only small shares of the total zoned parcels redeveloped. 

The land value ratio is a strong filter, and the likelihood of redevelopment 

on any site will change over time as land values generally increase faster 

than the values of the dwelling and other built improvements (which are 

subject to depreciation). That means the potential for viable redevelopment 

will increase through time. The implication is that the assessment 

presented here, while focussed on the period to 2028, is also generally 

indicative of the post-2028 situation, in terms of intensification potential 

continuing to arise from a number of sources, including but not limited to 

redevelopment.  

 

7.7 These matters suggest that any initiative to up-zone needs to be 

considered very carefully.   

 

7.8 In my view, there is not a sufficient evidence base to support a material 

change in the areas of RMD zoned land on the basis that it is needed to 

enable intensification targets.  

 

7.9 My view is based on more than just the lack of strong evidence of a 

capacity shortfall.  A key purpose of urban intensification is to achieve the 

travel and convenience benefits of accessibility, including through 
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walkability.  Those benefits are generally greatest in areas which are close 

to major centres, from which surrounding households can meet substantial 

shares of their goods and services needs.  Those matters, and others, 

were to my understanding taken into account when Council identified the 

locations for the RMD zoning.  Simply, those areas of most potential to 

realise benefits of intensification are linked to larger centres, and 

recognised in the proposed zonings. 

 

7.10 The benefits of intensification near to major centres is not simply a 

planning construct. It is also in accord with market preferences, where 

more intensive development is generally oriented to centres. 

 

7.11 This means it is relevant to consider the marginal benefits of focussing 

intensification opportunity around smaller centres which have much less 

potential to deliver the benefits which are sought from such proximity.  If 

the proposed RMD covers the locations which offer the greatest 

opportunity, then the obvious question is the degree to which extending the 

RMD to second-tier locations which offer less benefit will contribute to the 

outcomes sought from intensification.  The areas around smaller centres 

are likely to be less attractive to the property market, for the same reasons.  

 

8. INTENSIFICATION AROUND CENTRES 

 

8.1 I have reviewed the evidence of Mr Mark Teesdale in regard to his 

assessment of proposed 14.1.1.1 Policy - Location density and type of 

housing, specifically the provisions for residential intensification to be 

"...located within and around suitable Key Activity Centres (KAC) and larger 

neighbourhood centres" (para 6.9).  

 

8.2 While the roles and priority afforded the KACs does mean that these centres 

are generally suitable as a focus for residential intensification, a key issue is 

how "larger neighbourhood centres" may be appropriately defined. 

 

8.3 Mr Teesdale considers that a centre which offers both a supermarket of 2000 

m
2
 (GFA) or larger and 5 to 10 other retail units (para 6.24) would represent a 

"larger suburban commercial centre".  
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8.4 In my view, while a medium scale supermarket of 2,000m
2
 does meet a range 

of household needs, a centre which can offer only another 5-10 outlets will be 

quite limited in what it can provide to local households.  

 

8.5 A key reason for encouraging intensification around centres is to increase the 

potential for people to access those centres by 'active' modes – walking or 

cycling – rather than motor vehicles. That depends on both the travel distance, 

which influences the mode choice, and whether the centre which is within that 

walkable distance offers sufficient range and choice of goods and services to 

make a visit to the centre worthwhile. This means that in order for the housing 

intensification to produce desired outcomes in terms of active mode choice 

and travel efficiency, the centres which are the focus of the intensification need 

to be large enough to attract local residents to shop there. This is because, 

quite simply, the larger the centre, the greater the range and choice of goods 

and services it can offer, the more attractive it is to shoppers, and the more 

likely people are to shop there. 

 

8.6 For earlier hearings, including Variation 86, Proposed Change 1, proposed 

Plan Change 22 (Styx centre) and Stirling v Christchurch City, and in ongoing 

research for private sector clients, I have undertaken detailed analysis of 

Christchurch households' shopping behaviour, trip-making, and their use of 

centres. My research covers both for the period immediately prior to the 

earthquakes (2010) and in the period of the rebuild to understand patterns in 

the changed urban environment. That Christchurch research, and wider 

research into national shopping behaviours, shows that people are generally 

time-constrained and resource-constrained, and that they typically seek to 

undertake their shopping efficiently. Efficiency includes the time taken, the 

distance to be travelled, and the number of different shopping destinations, as 

well as opportunity to undertake shopping as part of a multi-purpose trip. 

 

8.7 Accordingly, the size and range of goods and services in a centre will have a 

very strong influence on its success - or otherwise – in attracting and meeting 

the needs of residents in the surrounding intensification areas. If a centre is 

able to meet only a limited share of needs, then people are more likely to 

patronise other centres, for both the goods and services available locally, and 

other goods and services, because it is more efficient to meet their needs 

through one trip rather than two trips to different destinations.  
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8.8 The key risk here is that intensification is enabled around centres which are 

not able to deliver the range and scale of goods and services which local 

residents need. An important requirement for enabling intensification is that 

the centre is adequate to support that intensification, by offering sufficient 

goods and service to make it a worthwhile destination – for walking as well 

as for a vehicle trip. 

 

8.9 Appropriate centres can be identified according to their current size and 

roles. While housing intensification will result in some increase in the 

available spending power in the local catchment, the analysis by CBRE-

Boffa shows that the rate at which intensification will occur will be quite 

slow. This means that only small changes in the centres network (that is, 

the supply side) can be expected in response to urban intensification.  

Accordingly, the best guide to whether a centre is an appropriate focus for 

intensification is its current size and its roles in meeting catchment needs. 

 

8.10 Accordingly, in my view, the larger centres – including KACs – which are 

able to offer a wide range of goods and services are most appropriate to 

act as foci for intensification.  Small centres are unlikely to cater for enough 

of the goods and services required by households to deliver the benefits 

which are sought from intensification around centres.  

 

 

Douglas Fairgray 
 
11 March 2015 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – Selected List of Relevant Projects 

1. Auckland Future Urban Zones Assessment 2015 

2. Auckland Unitary Plan Assessment 2014 

3. Waimakariri Key Activity Centres Planning 2014 

4. Drury Special Housing Area Demand Assessment 2014 

5. Selwyn Key Activity Centres Planning 2014 

6. Wellington City Centres Policy Advice 2013 

7. Paerata Housing Demand 2013 

8. Rolleston Commercial Assessment 2013 

9. Auckland Airport Alternate Use Scenarios 2013 

10. Housing Demand in Post-earthquake Christchurch 2011 – 2013 

11. Christchurch Growth Model 2013 

12. Housing Affordability Submission to Productivity Commission 2013 

13. Milford Centre Residential Development Assessment 2013 

14. Land Use Recovery Plan Centres Analysis 2012 

15. Omaha Residential Review 2010 

16. Raglan Residential Development 2009 

17. QLDC PC24 Housing Affordability 2009 

18. Auckland Spatial Economy 2009 

19. Auckland Land Use Patterns and Policy (PC6) 2009 

20. Economic and Social Effects of Council Revenue and Funding Policy 2009 

21. Environment Canterbury Plan Change 1 2008 

22. Affordable Housing Bill submission 2008 

23. Rotokauri Structure Plan Assessment 2007 

24. Waitakere Growth Projections 2007 

25. Changes in Auckland Dwelling Ownership 1996-2006 

26. Blenheim Business Land Assessment 2006 

27. Mangere Land Use Assessment 2006 

28. Housing Type and Location Preferences (North Shore) 2005 

29. Christchurch Urban Growth Strategy 2005 

30. Long Bay Housing Demand 2003 
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ATTACHMENT 2  Residential Suburban Zone and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone. 

Analysis of subdivision potential based on parcel area. 27 February 2015. 

Residential Suburban Infill capacity 

Analysis: 

Parameters: section size minimum 1000m², maximum 1500m²*, single dwelling only. 

Yield = 1 additional unit (1 lot to 2 lots). 

Infill capacity result: 4,200 

*sections over 1500m² in the proposed RS zone number approx 1,700. These can be potentially 

subdivided to three or more lots. These may include, for example, large sites in non-residential use 

or large undeveloped sites. More analysis (site by site) is required to determine the availability of 

these sites for development and potential yield. 

Assumptions and limitations: 

 A minimum site size of 1000m² was set to allow at least 100m² for access which would be 
excluded from the net lot area as part of a subdivision consent. 

 Does not account for the ability to establish access on the site based on site shape and/or 
the position of the existing dwelling or ancillary buildings. 

 Some sites captured in the result will be sites used for established non-residential purposes 
or are not viable for development for other reasons (the number of these may only be 
accurately determined with a site by site analysis). 

 Existing access strips have not been discounted (may reduce number of parcels). 
 Existing access strips have not been discounted (and may reduce number of available 

parcels). It is difficult to exclude these without detailed analysis.  

Further analysis: 

A restricted discretionary consenting pathway is available for sites in the RS zone down to 400m² 

minimum lot size.  

For example, the minimum net lot size for the RS zone is 450m2. There are approximately 3300 land 

parcels in RS between 900m² and 1000m². Where there is no need to accommodate a shared access 

then these parcels may be readily subdivided (e.g. a corner site), in other cases the net lot size may 

be marginally short of 450m² and consent may effectively deal with this if the effects are less than 

minor.  

A restricted discretionary consent will be required to subdivide parcels between 800m² and 900m². 

There are approximately 9,500 of these in the RS zone. Of course, the smaller the parcel the more 

likely constraints are likely to prevent subdivision, even with consent. 

Summary: 

RS zoned Parcels: 

1000 to 1500m2 = 4200 

900 to 1000m2 = 3300 

800 to 900m2 = 9500 
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Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone Infill capacity 
Analysis: 
1. Parameters: Section size minimum 760m², maximum 1089m², single dwelling only. 
Yield = 1 additional dwelling (assumption: 1 lot to 2 lots) 
Infill capacity result: 1780 
 
2. Parameters: Section size minimum 1090m², maximum 1500m²*. 
Yield = 2 additional dwellings (assumption: 1 lot to 3 lots) 
Infill capacity result: 220 
Total RSDT zoned parcels: 2000 
*sections over 1500m² in the proposed RSDT number 96. These can be potentially subdivided to 
more than three lots. More analysis (site by site) would be required to determine the availability of 
these sites for development and potential yield. 
Assumptions and limitations: 

 A minimum site size of 760m² was set to allow a 100m² for access which would be excluded 
from the net lot area as part of a subdivision consent. 

 Does not account for the ability to establish access on the site based on site shape and/or 
the position of the existing dwelling or other buildings. 

 Some sites captured in the result will be sites used for established non-residential purposes 
or are not viable for development for other reasons (the number of these may only be 
accurately determined with a site by site analysis). 

 Existing access strips have not been discounted (and may reduce number of available 
parcels). It is difficult to exclude these without detailed analysis.  

 
Note 
There are other limitations to development which are more difficult to measure for. For example, 
the presence of covenants on types of development that might exist for recent subdivisions which 
are now proposed as RS zoned. This is less likely to be a constraint for the RSDT zoned areas as these 
tend to be older parts of the city. Conversely, the analysis does not take into account yield that may 
not be apparent in the analysis but may arise through site amalgamations that allow a more efficient 
use of the land (although these opportunities will likely be less infrequent). 

 


