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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Johannes (John) B. J. Schellekens, and I am the National 

Director of Professional Services at CBRE Limited (“CBRE”) and also head 

of a specialised advisory and transactions team, Structured Transactions 

and Advisory Services.  I am responsible for the Professional Services 

portion of CBRE in New Zealand.  Prior to re-joining CBRE in July 2011, I 

was a Partner in the Corporate Finance division at Ernst & Young and Head 

of its Real Estate Advisory Services division.   

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Commerce (Valuation and Property Management) and 

a Master of Property Studies (with Distinction) from Lincoln University.  I am 

a Registered Valuer, Fellow of the New Zealand Property Institute, Member 

of the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors, past Chairman of the 

Valuation Standards Board of New Zealand, and current board member of 

the New Zealand Green Building Council.  

1.3 During my original tenure with CBRE, I was National Head of the Valuation 

and Advisory Services Division, responsible for a team of some 40 

commercial valuers located in three offices in Auckland and an office in 

each of Wellington and Christchurch.  I have 25 years’ experience in 

property, and a key focus of my career has been on property development 

economics.  In particular, most of my work at present is consultancy 

focused and involves advising on complex mixed use development projects, 

from project optimisation through to structuring transactions.   

1.4 I have also acted as an expert witness on valuation issues on a number of 

occasions, including in numerous formal arbitration hearings, and provided 

expert property development evidence in the High Court in relation to 

litigation, professional negligence cases and in the context of resource 

consent hearings.  I gave evidence on Plan Change 4 in Auckland 

(Wynyard Quarter) and I am currently preparing to give evidence on 

development feasibility issues associated with the Proposed Unitary Plan in 

Auckland. 

1.5 Of particular relevance to Proposal 14 (Residential) ("Proposal 14") to the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan") and my 

evidence, which focuses on practical development capacity, I note below 

some examples of relevant property advisory projects I am (or have 

recently) worked on including: 
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1.5.1 Residential Chapter, Central Christchurch (2013).  I was principal 

property advisor to the Christchurch Earthquake Recovery Authority 

("CERA") on the proposed Residential Chapter.  I was specifically 

asked to consider, analyse and report on the role that the Crown 

would need to play to support its Central City (being the area 

encompassed within Christchurch’s Four Avenues, but excluding the 

Central Business District) population growth objectives.   

1.5.2 East and North Frame housing development, Central 

Christchurch (2014 and ongoing).  I am the principal property 

advisor to CERA on this project, which is a 15ha development site 

that will provide some 7.5ha of residential development land and is 

likely to yield 750 plus residential units, being a mix of apartments 

and terrace housing units. My work has included development 

feasibility modelling, procurement strategy and advisory, and 

negotiation with the preferred party. 

1.5.3 Welles and Colombo Street Residential development projects, 

Central Christchurch (2014 and ongoing).  I acted for the Ministry 

of Business Innovation and Employment ("MBIE") in selecting and 

negotiating with a development partner for these two medium 

density housing projects in Central and Fringe Central Christchurch; 

each of which will deliver circa 100 residential units per hectare 

(apartments and terrace houses).   

1.5.4 Christchurch Convention Centre and associated Balance of 

Precinct (2014 and ongoing).  I currently act as lead commercial 

property advisor for the Crown on the proposed $250m plus 

convention centre and associated precinct with hotel, office and 

residential components. 

1.5.5 Orakie Bay Village, Auckland (2014 and ongoing).  This is a 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) project in Auckland that will 

deliver office, retail, a hotel and 300 plus residential apartments.  I 

have advised on the development feasibility and optimisation 

aspects of this project. 

1.5.6 Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (2012).  Along with my colleague 

Zoltan Moricz, head of CBRE’s Research Division, I was part of a 

wider advisory team advising the Planning Department in Auckland 

Council on practical versus theoretical housing capacity within 
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Auckland’s Metropolitan Urban Limit.  My specific work related to a 

suburb in Auckland (Onehunga) which Auckland Council had 

identified as being ‘market ready’ for the delivery of a high density 

new household units.   

2 CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked by the Crown (through CERA) to provide evidence in 

relation to the intensification capacity provided by Proposal 14.  

3.2 In September 2014, supported by a colleague at CBRE, I prepared for 

CERA a report titled "Christchurch District Plan Are the Housing 

Intensification Targets Achievable? ("CBRE Report").  This report is 

attached in full in Appendix JBJS1 to my evidence.  This report: 

3.2.1 considered whether the intensification targets in the Land Use 

Recovery Plan – Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") are 

achievable; and 

3.2.2 supported a Boffa Miskell GIS analysis of the proposed District Plan 

capacity. 

3.3 The CBRE Report involved investigating ‘practical’ as opposed to 

‘theoretical’ potential for the delivery of medium density residential 

development in Christchurch City.  

3.4 My analysis is intended to be high level only.  I have not attempted to 

undertake a site by site analysis of sites with potential to deliver additional 
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housing supply; I have simply sought to understand whether the 

intensification target set out in the LURP, and the target I consider 

appropriate for Christchurch City, appear achievable relative to my relevant 

local knowledge on the feasibly of undertaking medium density housing 

projects given some high level and reasonable assumptions and 

professional judgement regarding supply of development land.   

3.5 While high level, and full of a number of necessary assumptions, I consider 

that the outputs of the CBRE Report and the geographic information 

systems (“GIS”) modelling that I have been involved in on behalf of the 

Crown1 provides appropriate general guidance to enable the hearings panel 

to make a sufficiently informed decision as to the practical intensification 

capacity provided by Proposal 14. 

3.6 Modelling of this nature has been used to assist Auckland Council with its 

considerations and application in the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.  Dr 

Fairgray in his evidence on behalf of Christchurch City Council ("CCC") 

recognises the high level nature of the assessment, and the various 

assumptions, and concludes that the modelling approach is "generally 

robust".2  Dr Fairgray in his evidence relies on the Boffa Miskell / CBRE 

modelling (with amendment for infill housing, minor dwelling units, 

retirement and social housing capacity) for his analysis; he does not offer 

any alternative approach. 

3.7 Recently I have been involved in workshops and discussions with Dr 

Fairgray3 and we have canvassed issues relating to the filtering process run 

by Boffa Miskell and the estimation of practical capacity.  The key outcomes 

of these discussions were: 

3.7.1 Agreement that intensification in the existing urban areas of 

Christchurch City is desirable, but disagreement on where the target 

(as a percentage of the LURP Intensification target) should be set.  I 

maintain that the target should be set to facilitate the outcomes 

sought by CCC (a more liveable, attractive urban environment with 

better utilisation of existing infrastructure) whereas Dr Fairgray 

considers that a lower target should be set. 

                                                           

1
 The GIS modelling is discussed in Mr Teesdale's joint statement of evidence for the Crown and the Council 

dated Wednesday 11 March.   
2
 Dr Fairgray's statement of evidence, paragraph [5.52].   

3
 As discussed at paragraphs [5.10] to [5.14] of Dr Fairgray's statement of evidence.  
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3.7.2 Agreement that the location of any effort to increase the delivery of 

new households through intensification, such as a more permissive 

zoning environment, is important. 

3.7.3 Agreement that the modelling approach undertaken by Boffa Miskell 

is a reasonable approach for estimating practical capacity. 

3.7.4 Agreement that many of the filtering steps applied are reasonable, 

with the exception of: 

a. Improvement value threshold.  From a redevelopment 

perspective, when the value of improvements on a 

development site reach a certain level, the impact on the 

effective cost of the land (having to acquire the land and 

improvements that effectively have no value, or indeed 

negative value when demolition costs are accounted for) can 

result in redevelopment being non-viable.  I consider an 

improvement value of 20% to 30% of the capital value to be 

the appropriate filtering threshold (based on the work I 

undertook in the CBRE Report) whereas Dr Fairgray 

considers 25% to 35% to be appropriate.  We agreed to run 

scenarios reflecting a range from 20% to 35% with a mid 

point of 27.5%. 

b. Whether, and the degree to which, allowances should be 

made for potential additional capacity arising from minor 

dwelling units, infill housing, retirement units and social 

housing units.   

3.8 Following my meetings with Dr Fairgray, I requested that Boffa Miskell re-

run the model to reflect the agreed improvement value threshold range.  

The outcome of this new modelling exercise is attached in Appendix 

JBJS2 to my evidence.  I have reflected the outcome of these discussions 

and the new modelling in my evidence.  I have also had the benefit of 

various discussions with Dr Fairgray, and have reviewed his evidence, and 

this has led to refinement to the position I originally reflected in the CBRE 

Report in relation to: 

3.8.1 The appropriate target percentage to be applied to the greater 

Christchurch intensification target of 20,742 dwelling units to reflect 
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the proportion of intensification sought within the existing urban 

areas of Christchurch City; 

3.8.2 The improvement value threshold range applied to my analysis, as 

discussed in paragraph 3.7.4a above; and 

3.8.3 The addition of some of the additional capacity sources Dr Fairgray 

has referenced, as outlined later in my evidence. 

3.9 My statement provides: 

3.9.1 a summary of the CBRE Report, including: 

a. supply side analysis; 

b. demand side analysis;  

c. case study analysis; and 

d. feasibility considerations; 

3.9.2 the intensification target: 

a. provided by the LURP for existing urban areas in greater 

Christchurch (Christchurch City and Waimakariri and Selwyn 

Districts); and 

b. for Christchurch City (and therefore for the Replacement Plan 

to provide for); 

3.9.3 an estimation (at a high level) of the practical intensification capacity 

provided within Proposal 14 and an explanation of the filter process 

adopted to determine the practical intensification capacity; 

3.9.4 an assessment of the gap (if any) between the appropriate 

intensification target for Christchurch City and the practical 

intensification capacity provided; and 

3.9.5 my consideration of possible solutions necessary to ensure that 

Proposal 14 provides for an appropriate intensification target for 

Christchurch City. 

3.10 For the sake of clarity, I reference the metric household units per hectare 

(h/ha) in my evidence; this metric is typically a gross measure (reflecting the 

number h/ha measured across a gross site area (including roads for 
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example)).  Where I reference densities across individual lots, the measure 

is net. 

4 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

4.1 The key analysis I have undertaken has been to: 

4.1.1 Consider what proportion of the Intensification Target set out in the 

LURP within the existing urban areas of Greater Christchurch should 

be targeted for Christchurch City; 

4.1.2 Work with Boffa Miskell on GIS modelling to convert a theoretical 

development capacity estimate within Christchurch City’s existing 

urban areas into a practical capacity estimate; 

4.1.3 Undertake analysis on residential medium to high density 

development feasibility to inform, beyond the practical capacity that 

might be implied by the GIS modelling and filtering, how likely 

capacity is to be delivered; and 

4.1.4 Use this analysis to inform my view on whether the Intensification 

Target in the LURP is achievable. 

4.2 The analysis underpinning my observations is necessarily high level given 

that a property by property analysis is not practical in the context of the 

scope of my statement.  The question is, however, whether the analysis is 

sufficiently informative to frame the likelihood of the intensification targets 

being met.   

4.3 One of the key assumptions is the proportion of the Intensification Target 

set out in the LURP within the existing urban areas of greater Christchurch 

that should be targeted for Christchurch City.  I am of the view that in terms 

of creating a liveable city and stronger urban communities (among other 

objectives), ‘success’ in 2028 would manifest as by far the majority of the 

intensification target occurring in Christchurch City.  I consider that 90% of 

the Intensification Target (of 20,742 houses) should be targeted for 

Christchurch City.  Dr Fairgray considers this target is too high and 

recommends between 66% and 79% of the Intensification Target should be 

targeted for Christchurch City. 

4.4 The GIS modelling has largely been agreed with Dr Fairgray, except in 

relation to whether additional development capacity should be added for 
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infill housing, minor dwelling units, retirement and social housing units.  We 

agree on some, but not all elements of these additions; I contend that Dr 

Fairgray’s adjustments for retirement and social housing are double 

counting relative to the GIS modelling and that his adjustment for minor 

dwelling units is too optimistic. 

4.5 The GIS filtering analysis I have undertaken in conjunction with Boffa 

Miskell suggests a shortfall between theoretical and practical capacity.  This 

is the case under my ‘Preferred Scenario’ filtering which suggests a shortfall 

of circa 5,375 households by 2028.  Under ‘Low Scenario’ filtering (where 

practical capacity exceeds the level I expect as most likely) a shortfall is still 

implied (of 550 households by 2028), although relative to the accuracy of 

this process, this low scenario outcome could equally be interpreted as 

there being no shortfall.  I am in general agreement with Dr Fairgray that a 

15% +/- range could reasonably apply to the GIS modelling outcomes.4 

4.6 Table 1 below (which is an abridged summary of Table 5 later in my 

statement)5 illustrates the outcome of my analysis, and that of Dr Fairgray.  

Dr Fairgray’s estimates, noting that he recommends a lower target range 

(66% to 79% of the LURP Intensification Target), suggest that there is no 

capacity issue under most of his scenarios.  I have summarised four of his 

scenarios in Table 1 and three suggest surplus capacity.   

4.7 The key reason for Dr Fairgray’s more optimistic results are that he 

assumes a lower target (percentage of the LURP’s Intensification Target) 

and makes material positive adjustments for retirement and social housing 

units and a larger positive adjustment for minor dwelling units.  Within 

Table 1 I have illustrated the impact on Dr Fairgray's estimates if I remove 

his estimates for retirement and social housing units (2,710 units in total by 

2028,6 which I contend is double counting – see paragraphs 11.8.10 and 

11.8.11), and the adjusted results imply that most of his scenarios result in 

a shortfall. 

                                                           

4
 Dr Fairgray's evidence at paragraph 7.1(c). 

5 A full description of the approach adopted to derive these figures is set out in section 12 of my evidence. 
6
 This is the midpoint of the "High Other" and "Low Other" figures included in Table Figure 3 on page 25 of Dr 

Fairgray's evidence on behalf of the Council. 
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Table 1 

 

CBRE 

Preferred 

Scenario 

(90% 

target) 

CBRE Low 

Scenario 

(80% 

target and 

high 

capacity) 

Fairgray “High Target” 

(79%), mid point of 

CBRE’s high and low 

est. and midpoint 

Fairgray est. 

Fairgray “Low Target” 

(66%), mid point of 

CBRE’s high and low 

est. and midpoint 

Fairgray est. 

35% 

(High)
7
 

20% (Low) 35% (High) 20% (Low) 

Imply the indicative shortfall (if any) – to 

the extent that the estimated Practical 

Capacity is less than the Intensification 

Target 

Shortfall 

Say  5,375 

Shortfall 

Say  550 

Surplus 

Say  2,200 

Shortfall 

Say  1,380 

Surplus 

Say  5,300 

Surplus 

Say  1,720 

Fairgray figures adjusted - Retirement and CHRM land removed 
Shortfall 

Say  510 

Shortfall 

Say  4,090 

Surplus 

Say  2,590 

Shortfall 

Say  990 

 

4.8 On this basis of this analysis alone, it might be assumed that there is a 

chance that there is no capacity issue, particularly if Dr Fairgray’s analysis 

is on face accepted.  In my opinion, however, the more likely outcome is 

that there will be a capacity shortfall as represented by the potential 5,375 

unit shortfall under my Preferred Scenario.   

4.9 Importantly, in the CBRE Report, I have also investigated the feasibility of 

delivering medium to high density housing within existing urban.  I conclude 

in the CBRE Report that there are many challenges associated with 

medium to high density residential development feasibility reflecting a 

complex matrix of issues associated with land cost, construction costs and 

market acceptability of built product.  This is consistent with many 

comments within Mr Mitchell’s statement and also Mr Teesdale's statement 

on behalf of the Crown. Dr Fairgray in his statement has made little 

reference to the impact of development feasibility on the achievability of the 

LURP targets. 

4.10 To put the feasibility issue into context, if, for reasons associated 

development feasibility challenges, developers did not seek to acquire and 

then develop sites identified as having practical capacity, and as a 

consequence a significantly smaller proportion of the practical capacity was 

enabled capacity, then under almost any scenario presented by Dr Fairgray 

and myself, there would be a material shortfall in capacity.   

                                                           

7
 The 20% and 35% figures refer to the high and low improvement threshold, explained at paragraph 3.7.4a. 
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4.11 My feasibility analysis suggests that:  

4.11.1 even if the ‘numbers based’ filtering process did imply that sufficient 

practical capacity existed (i.e., that Dr Fairgray’s estimates are 

correct, for example), only a portion of this capacity could ever be 

expected to be delivered; and  

4.11.2 therefore any planning approach should build in a robust practical 

capacity buffer to ensure that intensification targets have the best 

chance of being met. 

4.12 My views in this regard are consistent with Mr Mitchell’s comment at 

paragraph 4.4 of his statement where he states that “Council may need to 

significantly increase the enabled development capacity in the Replacement 

Plan within the existing urban area and ensure that the capacity is allocated 

in locations where developers can profitably redevelop the sites rather than 

providing just enough capacity”. 

4.13 In my opinion, the GIS analysis and feasibility considerations together 

suggest that at the very minimum there will be challenges associated with 

the intensification targets, and that in order to achieve Objective 3.3.7 

(Urban growth, form and design) of the Strategic Direction decision, a multi-

pronged approach will be required to encourage the development activity 

required to deliver sufficient new households in Christchurch’s existing 

urban areas by 2028 to achieve an appropriate target. 

5 THE CBRE REPORT 

5.1 The purpose of the CBRE Report was to test the commercial reality of 

whether or not the intensification targets set out in the LURP are 

achievable.  This involved investigating the 'practical' as opposed to 

'theoretical' potential for the delivery of medium density development within 

the residential medium density, residential suburban and residential 

suburban density transition zones.  An explanation of the zoning is set out 

in section 3 of the CBRE Report. 

5.2 The CBRE Report considered first the drivers and constraints that impact 

the supply of suitable development land and then the likely demand on the 

basis that demand ultimately drives development feasibility.  I analysed 

these from a largely practical perspective issues associated with 

development feasibility.  The purpose of this analysis was to ‘frame’ the 

demand on the basis that demand will ultimately drive development 
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feasibility which is essential for the development community to deliver new 

housing product within existing urban areas over the next 14 years (as it 

then was) through to 2028.   

5.3 Having undertaken the above supply, demand and feasibility assessments I 

then worked with Boffa Miskell, Mr Teesdale and Ms McIntyre to develop a 

GIS model to test practical capacity.  This model was developed by: 

5.3.1 Boffa Miskell entering all the theoretical development land within the 

chosen zones; and 

5.3.2 My work with Boffa Miskell, Mr Teesdale and Ms McIntyre to exclude 

from the theoretical capacity that land that in reality could not be, or 

is highly unlikely to be, developed by 2028. 

5.4 I then considered: 

5.4.1 the outcome of the market dynamics of the Christchurch residential 

market from the supply and demand assessment described above; 

and 

5.4.2 the development feasibility issues that may further impact on the 

delivery of new medium density housing as described above; 

to understand additional practical challenges to the provision of 

development capacity. 

5.5 The combination of this data provides a steer as to the gap (if any) between 

the theoretical and practical delivery of medium density housing in the 

existing urban areas of Christchurch City and therefore can be used by 

CCC to inform the appropriate steps required to bridge any gap over time.   

5.6 Based on the discussions I have subsequently had with Dr Fairgray, my 

analysis presented in this statement varies to some extent from the findings 

in my original report, reflecting analysis associated with the appropriate 

target for intensification within the existing urban areas of Christchurch City, 

a slight amendment to the site capitalisation (extent of site improvements 

filter) and the addition of some additional potential capacity from infill 

housing and minor dwelling units. 
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6 DRIVERS AND CONSTRAINTS THAT IMPACT THE SUPPLY OF 

DEVELOPMENT LAND 

Supply Side Analysis – greater Christchurch 

Practical Supply Issues 

6.1 Practical capacity will always fall short of theoretical capacity as there are 

numerous constraints limiting the potential for theoretical capacity to be 

exploited.  In my opinion, there are several material constraining factors to 

freeing up land for medium density residential development, and unlocking 

practical capacity.  These matters are set out in section 4.1 of the CBRE 

Report and these examples include: 

6.1.1 The position, quality, value and tenure of existing buildings can 

impact the ability to feasibly unlock density potential.   

6.1.2 Market dynamics can negatively impact development feasibility.  

Commonly, large (in relative terms) land holdings are required to 

extract maximum intensification and the appropriate urban design 

outcomes.   

6.1.3 The feasibility of intensification (including subdivision and delivery of 

built product) given hazard issues (eg TC3 land issues and minimum 

floor level requirements for flood prone land); 

6.1.4 The fact that there will be instances where public infrastructure is 

insufficient to support intensification; 

6.1.5 Where land has a character housing overlay (such as the Special 

Amenity areas in the operative District Plan), it is unlikely that 

theoretical capacity could be unlocked. 

6.2 Furthermore, I note that the adequacy of infrastructure in locations where 

intensity is targeted can also have a material impact on practical capacity. 

Historical medium density development in Christchurch 

Existing Stock 

6.3 As set out in section 4.2.1 of the CBRE Report, Boffa Miskell provided data 

on existing housing stock, by zone.  This data showed that current density 

in the proposed Residential Medium Density Zone ("RMD") zone is 

18.5h/ha (19.6 h/ha if vacant land is excluded).  As expected, density is 
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lower in the Residential Suburban Transition ("RSDT") and Residential 

Suburban ("RS") zones, and higher in the Living 4 (Four Avenues) ("L4") 

zone8. 

6.4 MBIE has estimated that as at 2013, 87% of greater Christchurch’s housing 

stock is located in Christchurch City while Waimakariri and Selwyn account 

for a further 8% and Selwyn District 5%.9   

6.5 Standalone dwellings within Christchurch City account for 82% of the total 

stock while multi-unit dwellings comprise 18%.  Multi-unit dwelling stock 

(27,685 household units) represents circa 17.7% of total housing stock in 

greater Christchurch, and 26,408 units are located in Christchurch City 

compared to 1,277 in Waimakariri and Selwyn combined.   

Supply of medium density buildings 

6.6 As set out in Section 4.2.2 of the CBRE Report, during the period April 2004 

to April 2014, 80% of new dwelling consents related to standalone buildings 

and there is no evidence that delivery of medium density housing units has 

increased over recent years, both pre and post the earthquake. Chart 1 

(sourced from Statistics NZ and referenced in the CBRE Report) indicates 

how standalone dwellings dominate housing typologies and that there has 

been a downward to flat trend in the delivery of medium to high density 

typologies.   

Chart 1:  Housing typology as a % of new dwelling consents. 

 

                                                           

8
 Now replaced by the CCRZ. 

9
 Pages 97 and 98 of the “Greater Christchurch Housing Market Assessment”, MBIE, April 2013. 
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6.7 To some extent, this is not surprising given that since the earthquakes in 

particular, there has been a material increase in housing delivery in 

Waimakariri and Selwyn and greenfield locations in the south west of 

Christchurch City (locations dominated by standalone housing) at the cost 

of delivery of higher density housing options. 

Delivering new housing units within the RMD zone when so much supply is 

being delivered in greenfield locations 

6.8 Generally, delivery of housing (whether it be standalone or medium/high 

density typologies) on greenfield land just outside the urban fringes of 

Christchurch City is relatively easier than delivering medium density 

housing within existing built up areas.  The key reasons for this are set out 

in section 4.2.4 of the CBRE Report but in summary are: 

6.8.1 Housing developers with a vertically integrated delivery model 

(which is commonplace) can acquire (scale) greenfield development 

opportunities to deliver standardised housing solutions and make a 

margin on the land delivery, construction and development; 

6.8.2 The type of product delivered within these subdivisions (typically 

freestanding homes) is typically characterised by traditional housing 

designs, which have wide market appeal in Christchurch; 

6.8.3 The combination of the above factors means that housing supply in 

greenfield locations is underpinned by strong demand; and 

6.8.4 I discuss demand in the following section, but it is worth noting at 

this point that the greenfield model presents a significant substitution 

issue for delivering medium density within the RMD areas.   

6.9 In larger cities with transport pressures and a vibrant CBD, this substitution 

issue can be overcome. Christchurch does not have a traffic issue (relative 

to other major cities) and the CBD will take time to be established as a 

vibrant urban environment as the central city rebuild evolves.  The wider 

market in Christchurch at present is characterised by traditional buyers 

seeking the ‘kiwi dream’ (standalone house) and while I do expect this 

demand pattern to change, it will take time for this change to have a 

material impact on demand for more intensely developed typologies.   

495 - Crown
Evidence of John Schellekens with appendix

page 16



  Page 16 

7 DEMAND SIDE ANALYSIS – GREATER CHRISTCHURCH 

7.1 The theoretical and practical capacity analysis referenced in the previous 

section is mainly focused on supply issues.  Demand also has a significant 

impact on the LURP's household intensification target for greater 

Christchurch of 20,742 new households by 2028, as it: 

7.1.1 impacts the market’s propensity to accept price points for completed 

medium density product that underpins development feasibility; and  

7.1.2 therefore supports the delivery of new housing units. 

Historical sales trends as a predictor of demand 

7.2 In section 5.1 of the CBRE Report I analysed historic sales data for medium 

density residential housing in Christchurch.   

Chart 3:  Number of medium density sales relative to the total number 

of residential sales (excluding vacant lots) in Greater Christchurch 

 

7.3 On average, across all medium density dwelling types, 2,029 medium 

density residential properties have been sold per year since September 

2007.   
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Chart 4: Number of medium density sales in Christchurch between 

September 2007 and September 2014, by typology 

OYO – “Own-your-own” units 
 

7.4 Of the 14,008 medium density sales reviewed:  

7.4.1 41% fell into the ‘dwelling’ category (includes standalone dwellings 

on small freehold (likely infill) sites and terrace housing);  

7.4.2 55% fell within the own-your-own (‘OYO’) category, which typically 

includes single level cross-lease unit developments; and 

7.4.3 a mixture of apartments, converted flats and purpose built dwellings 

made up the remaining 4% of the medium density sample.   

7.5 The median sale price for sales with a land area greater than 333sqm 

between Sept 2013 and Sept 2014 (excluding vacant lots) was $442,000 

compared to the equivalent ‘medium density’ median sale value over the 

same period of $347,500.  The median floor areas were 140sqm and 

100sqm respectively.  This confirms that there is a materially higher price 

point for freestanding typologies compared to attached typologies. 

7.6 It is important to note that using median house price data for considering 

demand points can be misleading. New medium density development will 

not be feasible at the median price; a price consistent with new housing 

stock (likely at the upper end of the pricing range for particular typologies) 

will be required to support feasible medium density development.  I illustrate 

this in the next section of my statement. 

Summary – demand side analysis 

7.7 In relation to demand, the key themes in relation to delivering medium 

density housing in Christchurch are: 
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7.7.1 The OYO typology (freestanding single level cross-lease units) has 

dominated medium density sales activity in Christchurch; there is 

clearly demand for this typology.  This observation is consistent with 

the traditional nature of the Christchurch housing market.  

7.7.2 OYO typologies can deliver the 30h/ha requirement targeted by 

CCC for the RMD zone10 and this type of development is generally 

feasible.  However, as illustrated in my evidence, there does not 

appear to be adequate land (practical capacity) within the existing 

urban areas of Christchurch City for delivering OYO typologies to an 

extent that this density typology will play a material part in achieving 

the Intensification Targets.  Higher density will therefore be required. 

7.7.3 I acknowledge that consumer demand patters are changing in New 

Zealand, and they are also expected to change in Christchurch.  For 

example, even as recently as three to four years ago, demand for 

terrace housing typologies in Auckland was low, whereas now, 

demand is growing , and this trend appears to also be occurring for 

apartment typologies.  This trend, which I expect (in time) to also 

play out in Christchurch, will assist with achieving the Intensification 

Targets as terrace housing, for example, can achieve densities up to 

40 to 60h/ha, and apartments comfortably over 100h/ha. 

7.7.4 I would expect the OYO typologies to continue to be sought after for 

infill housing in the zones adjoining the RMD (RSDT and RS). 

8 CASE STUDY ANALYSIS 

8.1 The level of intensification within the RMD zones will be dependent on the 

particular characteristics of each location including the characteristics of 

existing land and improvement stock and the market segmentation in each 

suburb.  Typically, I expect two general intensification types: 

8.1.1 Infill Development, representing development of a single site 

normally less than 1,500 sqms with (typically) one housing unit, into 

two or three (commonly) and up to circa 10 housing units.   

                                                           

10
 Required to give effect to Policy 6.3.7 (Residential location, yield and intensification) of the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement. 
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8.1.2 Integrated Developments, where the land parcel is larger and will 

facilitate a more integrated approach and deliver considerably more 

housing units.   

8.2 The underlying feasibility of each of these types of developments differs, 

due to a number of factors such as: 

8.2.1 Economies of scale.  Larger scale development can facilitate design 

and delivery efficiencies. 

8.2.2 Underlying land value.  Generally, land in the Central City tends to 

be characterised by smaller, more valuable, lots which can be costly 

to agglomerate and negatively impact feasibility. 

8.2.3 Existing improvements.  Smaller infill developments are more likely 

to have existing improvements, and if the improvements have 

reasonable value, demolishing them to unlock development potential 

is commonly not economically viable.  It is this issue that the 

improvements value filter used for Boffa Miskell’s GIS testing is 

intended to capture.  Furthermore, if an existing development has an 

earthquake damaged building and the owner does not assign any 

existing value to it, the feasibility of the development could still be 

negatively impacted by demolition costs. 

8.3 To understand the above issues in more detail and assist with the feasibility 

analysis I undertake in the next section of my statement, I undertook 

analysis of actual completed developments ex-post11 in three locations; 

Riccarton, Papanui and Selwyn, which I reference in Appendix JBJS3 of 

my statement. 

8.4 I also undertook analysis on the suburb of Riccarton (Chart 5 below), which 

is referenced in CCC’s section 32 Report as a case study of how medium 

density housing can successfully be delivered in the city.  The net density 

calculated for Riccarton is 37 h/ha.  

                                                           

11
 Analysis of developments that are complete, and sold down. 
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Chart 5: the distribution of net density (h/ha) for homes in the 

Riccarton L3 Area 

 

8.5 On its face, if this level of intensification could be achieved across the other 

proposed RMD zones, this would be supportive of the intensification 

targets.   

8.6 CCC’s section 32 report shows that the majority of the existing stock in 

Riccarton Living Zone 3 areas has a density of between 30 and 40h/ha.  

Since 2000, 48% of the new development in Riccarton have been at a 

density over 40h/ha.  The majority of these developments have been infill 

property due to the lack of existing large lots of vacant land and the extent 

of existing housing stock already developed. 

8.7 Although Riccarton has experienced development at a higher density since 

2000, the quantum of actual development has been limited.  High level 

analysis of the section 32 report data suggests that an average of nine 

housing units per annum (at a density above 40h/ha) have been delivered 

since 2000.  This is a somewhat low number which likely reflects the 

already dense development (that occurred prior to 2000) in this location. 

9 FEASIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS – IMPACT OF SUPPLY 

Introduction 

9.1 The supply of residential housing stock is materially linked to development 

feasibility; developers will not deliver new housing stock if they cannot sell 

completed housing product at a price point and within a reasonable period 
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that covers the cost of the land and building the housing units, as well as a 

reasonable margin for their effort and risk. 

9.2 The drivers of residential property development are complex.  In the context 

of this statement and the analysis that follows in this section, it is important 

to understand the following concepts (which are set out in detail in section 

7.1 of the CBRE Report): 

9.2.1 When developers complete feasibility analysis on a project, in by far 

the majority of cases multiple development scenarios need to be 

tested to optimise the opportunity and ultimately design a 

development approach that balances development cost and market 

demand to provide the developer an appropriate risk adjusted 

development margin.   

9.2.2 It is not unusual for developments to be delivered that are not, on-

face, feasible and indeed may not rationally be feasible by any 

measure because: 

a. Many developers are homebuilders working to a vertically 

integrated delivery model (where they both develop the land and 

build and sell the housing units upon it), where a lower than 

acceptable development margin (being the return to the 

developer after all development costs including land, 

construction in indirect costs) can be offset against a 

construction margin (being the return to a construction 

contractor after all construction costs).  In some cases, the 

builder undertakes the land development as well (from raw land 

through to subdivided lots) and this may provide further margin 

to offset a shortfall in real development margin. 

b. Home building companies dominate delivery of new home 

stock, and a consequence of this business model is that a large 

delivery team is commonly required which needs ongoing 

management that can result in builders acquiring sites to 

develop to keep their teams engaged. I refer to this as ‘building 

pipeline’. 

9.2.3 In established suburbs, a reasonably significant portion of the 

market will be happy to secure a site and develop a house at cost, 

with no development margin.  This obviously introduces a different 
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element in the supply dynamic, but where this occurs, the quantum 

of supply is typically minimal and certainly not a material provider of 

supply in the context of the Intensification Target. 

9.2.4 It is not at all uncommon also for developers to have acquired a site 

and land banked it.  When they do eventually develop the site, they 

will commonly input their land into their feasibility model at cost (as 

opposed to value).  In a market where land prices are rising, this can 

‘falsely’ underpin a development. 

9.3 I also note that the LURP is targeting achieving the intensification objectives 

by 2028.  This will most likely span two property cycles within which 

development metrics, which are primarily driven by demand for completed 

product, will vary, in some cases materially.  While there is upside in the 

development dynamics I observe in the following section (noting for 

example my expectation that the Christchurch market will gradually be more 

attracted to medium density urban development as has occurred in 

Auckland), there is equally downside in the metrics.  The nature of property 

development is that a relatively small change in the demand and pricing for 

completed housing product can have a material (amplified) impact on 

development feasibility. 

Feasibility Analysis 

9.4 In order to review the high density development opportunity in the RMD 

zoned areas, I have reversed engineered the development feasibilities for 

the recent development examples which I summarise as case studies in 

Appendix JBJS3 to my statement.  These development feasibility case 

studies are attached in Appendix JBJS4 to my statement.   

9.5 I am conscious that the feasibility analysis I have undertaken is 'ex post’, on 

developments that have actually occurred and are now complete.  While 

these projects have been delivered, in some cases my analysis suggests 

that they were not feasible, or only marginally feasible.  This is not an 

uncommon observation, and in many cases the reasons referenced above 

provide an explanation for this phenomenon. 

9.6 What my analysis suggests, however, at the very least, is that the feasibility 

of medium density residential development is challenging.  This will create 

additional pressure on achieving the LURP’s intensification objectives.   
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Impact of Existing Improvements 

9.7 The feasibilities considered over the previous sections allow for land at 

cost, with cost being the equivalent of vacant land prices.  Table 2 below 

shows the impact on developer margin if the land input cost is increased as 

a result of having to acquire an improved site, where, for example, the 

actual land input cost increases by 25% and 40% respectively (to reflect the 

cost of acquiring sites with existing improvements). 

Table 2 

Generic Feasibility Vacant Land 

Cost 

Modestly 

improved site 

- vacant land 

value +25% 

Moderately 

improved site 

- vacant land 

value +40% 

Land improvements / cost $200/sqm $250/sqm $280/sqm 

Implied developer margin 15% 7.60% 3.50% 

9.8 An increase in land input cost of 40% almost completely removes developer 

profit and implies a project that cannot be feasibly delivered.  As such, it is 

unlikely that development would occur on sites with material existing 

improvement value, which supports the improvement value filtering criteria 

used by Boffa Miskell. 

10 INTENSIFICATION TARGETS  

Greater Christchurch intensification target 

10.1 The intensification target of 20,742 new households to be accommodated in 

existing urban areas of greater Christchurch by 2028 is set out in the 

LURP.12   

10.2 I understand that the intensification target of 20,742 new households within 

the existing urban areas of greater Christchurch is derived as follows: 

10.2.1 Projected household growth in Greater Christchurch (including 

Christchurch City and the Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts) of 

36,15013 by 2028. 

10.2.2 65.6% of this growth is expected to accrue to Christchurch City 

implying City growth of 23,70014 households to be enabled for the 

                                                           

12
 Table 2, Page 18. 

13
 Per the LURP, Table 1, Page 13 

14
 Per the LURP, Table 1, Page 13 
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period 2012-2028 through a combination of residential 

intensification, brownfield and greenfield development as confirmed 

through Objective 3.3.4(a) and 3.3.7(d) of the Strategic Directions 

decision (and therefore 12,450 new households are expected to be 

provided in the Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts). 

10.2.3 Of the projected growth, the Replacement Plan (consistent with the 

LURP) must target a proportion of the 20,742 households (of 57% of 

the total projected growth of 36,150 households in greater 

Christchurch or 87.5% of targeted City Growth of 23,700) to be 

delivered via intensification of existing urban areas, with the balance 

delivered via greenfield development. 

Intensification target for Christchurch City 

10.3 While the LURP sets an intensification target of 20,742 households by 2028 

in greater Christchurch, it does not (and neither does the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement ("RPS")) apportion this target across greater 

Christchurch.  I am unaware of any agreement among the Christchurch, 

Waimakariri and Selwyn councils as to apportionment. I am also not aware 

of any submissions by Selwyn or Waimakariri councils considering an 

appropriate target for intensification to occur in Selwyn or Waimakariri. 

10.4 I have therefore determined what I consider to be an appropriate proportion 

of the 20,742 households to be provided within the existing urban areas of 

Christchurch City.  In doing so the factors I have considered include: 

10.4.1 the ability of the intensification target to achieve a more liveable city 

with stronger urban communities; 

10.4.2 the better utilisation of existing infrastructure and the ability to avoid, 

or delay, new infrastructure required to service greenfield 

developments; 

10.4.3 the ability of intensification to support Christchurch City recovering 

strongly and sustainably through the earthquake recovery phase and 

into the future; 

10.4.4 that, while it will take time to recover, significant investment is 

planned for the central city that will provide the opportunity, and 

infrastructure and amenity, for intensification in both the central city 

and its immediate surrounds intensification; 
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10.4.5 that of the existing multi-unit dwelling stock in greater Christchurch, 

26,408 units are located in Christchurch City compared to 1,277 in 

Waimakariri and Selwyn (so Christchurch City already has 95% of 

the intensive housing development in greater Christchurch); 

10.4.6 the "principal reasons and explanation" to Objective 6.2.2 of the 

RPS which states that a "significant proportion" of intensification will 

take place in Christchurch City rather than in Selwyn and 

Waimakariri districts;  

10.4.7 the critical importance of development feasibility as discussed in my 

statement above and the need to increase the size of the 

opportunity to ensure that adequate uptake is achieved; and 

10.4.8 the need, as explained in the statement of Mr Ian Mitchell on behalf 

of the Crown, to essentially provide headroom in any allocation for 

ongoing demand and supply and also to ensure that intensification is 

enabled as otherwise the uptake is more likely to be accommodated 

through greenfield developments. 

10.5 In my opinion a simple pro rata application of the 57% threshold (applied to 

the city-wide 36,150 housing projection for establishing the target 

intensification for wider Christchurch) is inappropriate for estimating the 

proportion of the intensification target of 20,742 that should be targeted in 

Christchurch City.  Clearly the size of Christchurch City’s existing urban 

area is materially larger than in Selwyn and Waimakariri and this factor 

alone would suggest a higher target for Christchurch City.   

10.6 57% illustrates the absolute lowest scenario and would imply considerable 

continuing greenfield development at the cost of the LURP's target for 

urban intensification.  In my opinion it would not achieve any of the 

considerations above and would not deliver the LURP's intensification 

target.   

10.7 At the other extreme I do not consider it would be appropriate for 100% of 

intensification for greater Christchurch to take place in Christchurch City.  

Both Selwyn and Waimakariri districts have Key Activity Centres, identified 

in the RPS, where intensification is to be encouraged.  Again, the "principal 

reasons and explanation" to Objective 6.2.2 of the RPS states that "the 

contribution [of Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts] to the overall growth 

pattern is important."   
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10.8 Somewhere within this band from 57% to 100% the correct target lies.  In 

my opinion by far the majority of the 20,742 intensification target for greater 

Christchurch City should occur within existing urban areas in Christchurch 

City.  80% to 90% (of the 20,742 household unit intensification target) 

implies a target range of between approximately 16,600 and 18,700 

households.  I prefer the 90% figure and consider that it is an appropriate 

split that best meets the considerations set out above.  That provides a 

‘target’ for intensification within the existing urban areas of Christchurch City 

of 18,700 households. 

10.9 Dr Fairgray considers the upper bound for intensification to be 79% of the 

Intensification Target (of 20,742 being 16,600 households (rounded)) and 

the lower bound at 66% (being 13,500 households (rounded)).  He has 

drawn on past patterns of residential development in Greater Christchurch, 

and notes that growth in Christchurch between 2001 and 2010 has been 

broadly split between greenfield and intensification.  By adopting 66% and 

79% (effectively 80%), it is clear that Dr Fairgray and I agree that the 

Intensification Target for Christchurch City should be set higher than historic 

trends suggest; I consider it should be set higher than Dr Fairgray for 

reasons highlighted earlier in paragraphs 10.6 to 10.8 of my evidence.    

11 ESTIMATION OF PRACTICAL INTENSIFICATION CAPACITY 

11.1 In order to consider whether the net intensification target is achievable, the 

steps set out in Table 3 below are required. 
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Table 3:  Steps to determine if the net intensification target is achievable.   

 Comment 

Agree a reasonable Intensification Target for Christchurch City – existing 

urban areas 

 

Decide on the proportion of the Intensification Target (for Greater 

Christchurch) that should be supplied within the existing urban areas of 

Christchurch City 

% to be adopted – in my opinion 

90% 

Apply this percentage to the target of 20,742 households to determine the 

number of households required in Christchurch City  

Starting target intensification 

number (20,742) – at 90% = 

18,700 

Estimate the Practical Capacity  

Step A -  Estimate the household units expected to be delivered within the 

Central City Zones  

Estimated by CERA at between 

3,000 and 3,500 

Step B –  Estimate the household units that represent practical development 

capacity by working through the following calculations which 

involves filtering the GIS based gross (theoretical) capacity: 

 Total CCC Rating Parcels within existing urban areas in 

Christchurch City (excluding areas that clearly do not 

represent development capacity (schools, parks, community 

facilities, designated land etc), which could be said to 

approximate theoretical capacity; 

 Less: sites that are unlikely to represent development 

capacity due to factors such as site capitalisation/building 

age, site area thresholds, and sites that are already strata 

titled or cross leased. 

Requires decisions on filtering 

process.  Ideally analysed in 

detail, however, a principles 

based GIS filtering approach has 

been applied (as set out in my 

statement below) 

Step C -  Estimate additional development potential that may have been 

filtered or not recognised by Steps A and B above and needs to 

be added back, and that may be associated with minor dwelling 

units (which can now be developed for family or rental 

accommodation), infill housing (to the extent that this has not been 

appropriately filtered relative to site capitalisation/building age), 

and possibly social housing areas and retirement villages (which I 

discuss later in my statement) for example. 

Ideally analysed in detail, 

however, a principles based 

approach has been applied (as 

set out in my statement below) 

Imply the indicative gap / shortfall (if any) – to the extent that the 

estimated Practical Capacity is less than the Intensification Target 

Implied from above analysis 

11.2 Should a gap/shortfall exist, this would indicate that there will be challenges 

associated with achieving the Christchurch City intensification targets and 

that a more ‘aggressive’ approach to the Replacement Plan provisions 

should be applied. 

11.3 The process I undertook for estimating practical capacity is set out in more 

detail below. 
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Step A 

11.4 In terms of estimating practical capacity within the Central City, I have relied 

on CERA’s estimate for the same, which I have checked at a high level and 

consider reasonable. 

Step B 

11.5 The analysis for Step B involved: 

11.5.1 As explained in my statement above, Boffa Miskell estimated the 

theoretical intensification development capacity for the existing 

urban areas within Christchurch City. 

11.5.2 From this "theoretical" development capacity Boffa Miskell 

removed: 

a. land that clearly does not form part of the development 

capacity such as designated land, industrial and special 

purpose zones, hospitals, schools etc; 

b. strata or cross leased sites (on the basis that these sites 

are highly unlikely to have further intensification potential); 

and 

c. sites that do not meet minimum subdivision site area 

thresholds. 

11.5.3 I advised on the filters to account for site capitalisation and building 

age.  Ultimately, decisions in this regard need to reflect logical 

assumptions informed by development modelling (to the extent 

possible) and general property experience. 

11.5.4 In respect of land capitalisation, my commentary in Section 9 

(Feasibility Considerations) helped to establish the indicative 

threshold where the level of on-site capitalisation (on a site that 

has theoretical development potential) will effectively make 

acquisition for redevelopment non-viable (as it would be 

uneconomic to demolish the improvements to redevelop the land).   

11.5.5 I considered that if the improvement value on an otherwise 

developable site is 25% (arguably 20%) of the total value (which 

would be the case for sites with limited to moderate capitalisation – 
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investment in improvements), this ‘value’ will present as an 

additional development cost and flow directly through to the 

development economics and strain already challenging 

development economics. Subsequently, based on my discussions 

with Dr Fairgray, I adjusted this improvement value range to 20% 

to 35% with a mid point of 27.5%.  

11.5.6 In respect of dwelling age, the filter applied reflected that newer 

dwellings are less likely to be redeveloped over the life of the 

Replacement Plan (within the next 10 years).  A dwelling age of 

less than 35 years was used.  The filtering for this variable 

illustrates that the outputs are not materially impacted by this 

metric.   

11.5.7 This filtering must be considered as high level and indicative.  

There will inevitably be ‘unders and overs’.  

Step C 

11.6 Step C involves adding back in development potential associated with: 

11.6.1 infill housing; and 

11.6.2 minor dwelling units.   

11.7 This step has been established based on comments made by Dr Fairgray 

during the workshop we both attended and my separate discussions with 

him.  While I do add capacity for infill housing and minor dwelling units as 

discussed above, I am mindful that the GIS modelling has a wide estimation 

error and while there will be instances where the filtering process has 

removed sites that are otherwise subdivisible, the modelling generally has a 

bias that overstates, rather than understates, capacity.   

11.8 I discuss infill housing and minor dwelling units in the following paragraphs.  

Dr Fairgray in his statement (at paragraphs 5.35 to 5.44) considers that 

capacity associated with retirement villages and social housing should also 

be added back in; I set out the reasons why I disagree with this approach in 

my evidence below.   

Infill Housing 

11.8.1 Infill housing options involving subdividing an existing site and 

developing an additional dwelling(s) without the need to remove an 
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existing house is commonplace in most markets in New Zealand 

and is a further source of capacity.  Relative to the filtering 

approach that has been modelled by Boffa Miskell, any allowance 

for infill housing should only add back those sites that are 

otherwise subdivisable, but have been filtered out as a result of the 

extent of the value of the improvements (site capitalisation) or 

building age.   

11.8.2 Additionally, the position of existing dwellings will impact on the 

ability to provide infill housing noting the requirement to provide 

adequate access and site area for the new site(s). 

11.8.3 Dr Fairgray has advised that CCC has undertaken some initial 

modelling of example sites that indicates that there may be a 

number of sites that (independent of the Boffa Miskell filtering) 

have potential to provide infill housing.  According to Dr Fairgray 

(at paragraphs 5.22 and 5.32 of his evidence), historic rates of infill 

in Christchurch City show that in the period 2001 to 2010 on 

average there were 881 infill dwellings consented compared with 

869 greenfield dwellings consented, and these statistics indicate 

an annual infill rate ranging between 0.36% and 0.84% (average 

0.57%) of the total dwelling data set. 

11.8.4 As a preliminary estimate, Dr Fairgray has estimated a slower rate 

of infill in the future (presumably given that infill opportunities 

decrease over time and that most new dwellings are on smaller 

land holdings than has been the historic norm) of between 95 to 

105 dwellings per year or say 1,300 to 1,500 dwellings by 2028 

(based on a 14 year period until 2028 being the approximate 

remaining years from the date of my evidence until 2028, whereas 

Dr Fairgray multiplies the annual figure by 16 years reflecting the 

time period from the beginning of the CCRP (2012) to 2028).  I 

have not undertaken any detailed analysis of this potential and nor 

has Dr Fairgray (as I understand it).   

11.8.5 While Dr Fairgray’s estimates appear pragmatic based on the data 

available, there is likely to be some overlap (or duplication) with the 

Boffa Miskell Modelling.  On balance, however, I am inclined to 

accept Mr Fairgray’s estimates on infill housing in the context of 

the overall practical capacity estimation process, as reasonable.  I 
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have therefore used Dr Fairgray's figures in Tables 4 and 5 below, 

albeit over the 14 year instead of 16 year period.   

Minor dwelling units 

11.8.6 Minor Dwelling Units are a source of capacity that is less likely to 

be filtered by the Boffa Miskell modelling.  It is therefore 

appropriate to account for an estimate of capacity from this source. 

11.8.7 CCC has provided to CERA indicative statistics on the number of 

minor dwelling units developed in Christchurch and the average 

between 2003 and 2014 was 19 units per annum.  I understand 

that since December 2013, the occupation options for minor 

dwelling units was relaxed, from family members only, to include 

rental accommodation.  I would expect therefore that the 

development of minor dwelling units will increase given this 

increased flexibility and potential to create a home and income.  I 

am also conscious that by far the majority of forecast population 

growth in Christchurch is within the 65+ age group (approximately 

in equal part between 65 to 74 year olds and 75+ year olds), and 

this could further increase the demand for minor dwelling units. 

11.8.8 Dr Farigray has indicated that CCC has estimated that 59,000 

properties in the RS zone which meet the requirements for a minor 

dwelling unit, based initially on the minimum required site area (for 

development of a minor dwelling unit) of 550 sqms.   

11.8.9 Dr Fairgray estimates on a preliminary basis that 75 to 115 minor 

dwelling units per annum might be expected to be developed (circa 

1,050 to 1,610 units by 2028, again over 14 years).  This is circa 

four to five times the level of development that has occurred 

historically.  I agree that attractiveness of minor housing units is 

likely to increase, although given the consistently very low uptake 

over the past 11 years, I consider a doubling to be more 

appropriate for this exercise at between say 50 and 100 minor 

dwelling units per annum, or 700 to 1,400 by 2028.  I have 

therefore used the figures 1,050 and 1,400 in Tables 4 and 5 

below; the range reflecting my Preferred and Low Scenarios.   
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Retirement Villages 

11.8.10 Dr Fairgray adds for capacity he expects will result from the 

demand for retirement village units.  I agree that as a result of the 

growing aged demographic, retirement units could be a strong 

contributor to household units (notwithstanding that a large 

proportion will occur in greenfield environments, as is currently 

occurring).  However, based on discussions with Brian McAuslan 

from Boffa Miskell, the modelling used to inform practical capacity 

includes capacity that would be used for retirement villages.  

Retirement developers compete for the same land as residential 

developers and, given that the modelling encapsulates residential 

development capacity, it also encapsulates retirement village 

capacity.  I have therefore made no adjustment for this potential 

capacity as it would otherwise be double counting. 

Housing NZ and Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism 

(CHRM) capacity 

11.8.11 Similarly, Dr Fairgray adds for capacity he expects will result from 

Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC) and CHRM capacity.  

Again, I acknowledge that this will be a source of household 

capacity, however, based on discussion with Brian McAuslan from 

Boffa Miskell, the modelling used to inform practical capacity 

includes capacity that is encapsulated in HNZC and CHRM sites 

as the sites are available for these uses.  I have therefore made no 

adjustment for this potential capacity as again it would be double 

counting. 

12 IS THERE SUFFICIENT PRACTICAL CAPACITY WITHIN PROPOSAL 14 

TO MEET THE INTENSIFICATION TARGET? 

Testing practical development capacity 

12.1 I set out below in Table 4 a summary target density versus practical 

capacity under an Preferred and Low Scenario.   Importantly, I have 

considered a Preferred Scenario (which reflects my preferred target of 

90% of the LURP's intensification target for the existing urban areas of 

greater Christchurch to be located in Christchurch City and expected case 

capacity assumptions) and a Low Scenario (which reflects a target of 80% 

of the LURP's intensification target for the existing urban areas of greater 
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Christchurch to be located in Christchurch City and best case capacity 

assumptions) to ‘frame’ the likely range of delivery of new household units 

over the time frame envisaged under the LURP. 

Table 4 

 Preferred 

Scenario 

Low 

Scenario 

Intensification target for Christchurch City – existing urban areas 20,742 20,742 

Proportion of the Intensification Target to be supplied within the existing urban areas of 

Christchurch City 
90% 80% 

Applied to the LURP target of 20,742 households to estimate target households 

required within the existing urban areas of Christchurch City  
18,700 16,600 

Estimate the practical capacity   

Step A:– Estimate the household units expected to be delivered within the Central City 

Zones 3,250 3,500 

Step B: Estimate the household units that represent ‘real’ development capacity by 

working through the following calculation which involves filtering the gross 

(theoretical) capacity.  This is based on Boffa Miskells’s modelling which has:  

 First, estimated the number of land parcels available development by taking 

the CCC rating parcels and filtering (removing) parcels where: 

 The age of the building is less than 35 years (on the basis that newer 

dwellings are less likely to be redeveloped); 

 The titles are strata or cross lease titles (implying they have already been 

subdivided); 

 The improvements value is greater than 27.5% (as a mid point between 

20% and 35%) on the basis that such sites are well capitalised and are 

unlikely to represent development potential; 

 Land area is not large enough under the proposed zones to be 

subdivided (the thresholds being 899 sqms in the RS zone, 659 sqms in 

the RSDT zone, and 599 sqms in the RMD zone  

This results in an estimate of the number of land parcels available for 

development. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

27.5% 35% 

  

2,930 4,291 

Second, estimated how many units can be developed on the land parcels 

available for development, and deduct all existing units on the parcels. 
7630 9,640 

Step C -  Add development potential that may not be captured in the above (Boffa 

Miskell) analysis such as: 

 Minor dwelling units (which as proposed can be developed for family or 

rental accommodation),  

 Infill housing (to the extent that this has not been appropriately filtered 

relative to site capitalisation/building age),  

 Social housing areas and Retirement villages (I do not consider 

necessary as otherwise double counting as explained in my statement 

above). 

  

1,050 1,400 

1,400 1,500 

Nil Nil 

Estimate of Indicative Practical Capacity 13,330 16,040 

Imply the indicative gap / shortfall (if any) – to the extent that the estimated 

Practical Capacity is less than the Intensification Target 

Shortfall 

Say  5,375 

Shortfall 

Say  550 
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12.2 On this basis, under my Preferred Scenario, there will be shortfall of circa 

5,375 units by 2028, whereas under my Low Scenario, practical capacity is 

broadly (rounding the 550 shortfall to nil) consistent with the adjusted target. 

12.3 If I were to take the lowest possible intensification target (at 57% assuming 

a simple pro rata of the intensification target relative to the overall target) of 

11,823 (57% of 20,742) and my Preferred Scenario above of 13,328, then 

this would suggest that there is surplus capacity (of circa 1,500).  For 

reasons discussed earlier, I do not consider this scenario to reflect an 

appropriate intensification target.  

12.4 Overall, I consider that based on this filtering process the chance that 

practical development capacity will fall short of the intensification targets is 

greater than the chance that practical capacity will be sufficient (and in my 

opinion mere sufficiency is not enough for the reasons explained below). 

12.5 Overall, this illustrates that while there are scenarios, which in my opinion 

would be low probability / poor outcome scenarios, where the LURP's 

intensification target and an inappropriate Christchurch City target can be 

met, in my opinion, the more likely scenarios are those that result in a 

shortfall, particularly given the observations I make within the following 

section. 

12.6 For comparative purposes, I set out my analysis alongside Dr Fairgray’s 

analysis in Table 5 below. 
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Table 5 

 

CBRE 

Preferred 

Scenario 

CBRE Low 

Scenario 

(low target 

and high 

capacity) 

Fairgray “High Target”, 

mid point of CBRE’s 

high and low est. and 

midpoint Fairgray est. 

Fairgray “Low Target”, 

mid point of CBRE’s 

high and low est. and 

midpoint Fairgray est. 

Intensification target existing urban areas 20,742 20,742 20,742 20,742 

Proportion of Target to be supplied within the 

existing urban areas of Christchurch City 
90% 80% 79% 66% 

Estimated target households required within 

the existing urban areas of Christchurch City  
18,700 16,600 16,600 16,600 13,500 13,500 

Estimate the practical capacity       

A  Using an improvement value threshold 

of: 

 Estimate of ‘real’ development capacity 

based on Boffa Miskells’s modelling 

27.5% 

(Expected) 

35%  

(High) 

35% 

(High) 

20% 

(Low) 

35% 

(High) 

20% 

(Low) 

7,630 9,640 9,640 6,060 9.940 6.060 

B  Add an estimate for Central City Zones.  

3,000 to 3,500 units 
3,250 3,500 3,250 3,250 3,250 3,250 

C  Add development potential that may not 

be captured in the above (Boffa Miskell) 

analysis: 

 Minor dwelling units  

 Infill housing  

 Social housing areas and Retirement 

villages. 

      

1,050 1,400 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 

1,400 1,500 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 

Nil Nil 2,710 2,710 2,710 2,710 

Estimate of Indicative Practical Capacity 13,330 16,040 18,800 15,220 18,800 15,220 

Imply the indicative shortfall (if any) – to 

the extent that the estimated Practical 

Capacity is less than the Intensification 

Target 

Shortfall 

Say  5,375 

Shortfall 

Say  550 

Surplus 

Say  2,200 

Shortfall 

Say  1,380 

Surplus 

Say  5,300 

Surplus 

Say  1,720 

Fairgray figures adjusted - Retirement and CHRM land removed 
Shortfall 

Say  510 

Shortfall 

Say  4,090 

Surplus 

Say  2,590 

Shortfall 

Say  990 

 

12.7 For the sake of clarity, in summarising Dr Fairgray’s analysis, I considered 

the data illustrated in his Figure 2 on page 27 of his evidence and truncated 

the data points to illustrate the general range of his analysis (as opposed to 

the 8 scenarios he presents in Figure 2).  Specifically, I ran two scenarios 

applying Dr Fairgray’s high and low proportion (of 79% and 66% 

respectively) of the Intensification Target (of 20,742) which is equivalent to 

the two horizontal lines shown in his Figure 2.  I then ran two subsets of 

these scenarios taking the agreed high and low improvement value 

thresholds (35% and 20%) and summarised each relative to Dr Fairgray’s 
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‘midpoint’ estimates for infill housing, minor dwelling units, retirement and 

social housing units (being 5,910 units) based on the average of his ‘Low 

Other’ and ‘High Other’ estimates summarised in Figure 3 on page 25 of his 

evidence. 

12.8 For comparison to Figure 2 on Page 27 of Dr Fairgray’s statement, columns 

one and two of the green columns in Table 5 above are consistent with 

bars eight and two respectively in Dr Fairgray’s chart relative to his 

“Intensification ‘Target’ High”; columns three and four in the above table 

also relate to bars eight and two respectively in Dr Fairgray’s chart, but 

relative to his “Intensification ‘Target’ Low”.  If the retirement and CHRM 

units are removed from Dr Fairgray’s capacity calculation (as I consider 

appropriate), all but the best scenario outcome (low target and high 

capacity) result in a shortfall of capacity. 

Implications of market challenges 

12.9 The body of the previous sections of my statement address a range of 

issues that will, in my opinion, place further challenges on the delivery of an 

appropriate intensification target for Christchurch City.  In summary: 

12.9.1 Feasibility challenges include: 

a. Development feasibility is challenging, and materially 

challenging in the context of delivering density at scale.  So 

even where there is practical capacity, there will be 

considerable friction to the delivery of new medium density 

housing units. 

b. Feasibility can commonly be improved where scale 

opportunities are available, however, agglomerating land 

can be risky and expensive.  Larger scale integrated 

developments will typically be able to deliver better urban 

design outcomes because there is greater flexibility in 

working within the bulk and location provisions of any zone 

and creating better linkages between open (green) space 

and built form.  Such opportunities have greater potential to 

help to ‘prove up the value’ of medium density housing 

options. 

12.9.2 Demand challenges include: 
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a. Limited geographical constraints and significant greenfield 

land supply, which does not necessarily ‘value’ the benefits 

of medium density typologies.  The market favours 

traditional standalone typologies and this preference will 

create challenges with achieving the price points required 

for medium density typologies to be comfortably feasibility. 

b. This will likely change, as has been the case in Auckland 

for example, where even over the past three to four years 

there has been a definite shift in consumer attitudes to 

terrace housing typologies and, to a lesser extent, 

apartments which has lifted price points to a more feasible 

level and stimulated considerable new supply.  

12.9.3 Substitution challenges include: 

a. For many years prior to the earthquake, and on an 

accelerated basis post the earthquake, housing delivery on 

the outskirts of Christchurch (Selwyn and Waimakariri) has 

materially outstripped supply within the main urban 

boundary of Christchurch.  Most housing in Selwyn and 

Waimakariri is delivered by scale housing companies.  

Importantly, this housing can be delivered on a traditional, 

standalone, basis (which the Christchurch market prefers) 

at very affordable price points.   

b. Enticing buyers to substitute standalone housing options on 

a greenfield sites for a smaller terrace / apartment units 

within the existing urban areas of Christchurch City will be 

challenging. 

12.9.4 TC3 Land, Minimum Floor Level areas and SAMS classification 

challenges: 

a. Neither Boffa Miskell nor I have (as yet) undertaken specific 

analysis on the impact of these issues.  Logically, however, 

they will have a negative impact on feasibility.  TC3 Land 

and Minimum Floor Level issues will reduce development 

feasibility (unless the market severely re-prices property 

affected by these limitations so the land price drops to 
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offset the inferior development economics), and property 

subject to SAMS may simply not be developable. 

b. It is possible the additional foundation costs, the 

requirement to lift minimum floor levels and the impact of 

SAMS could place further pressure on achieving 

intensification targets. 

12.10 Furthermore, the adequacy of infrastructure in locations where 

intensification is targeted can also have a material impact on practical 

capacity.  If there is insufficient capacity for various services required to 

facilitate intensification, this can be a material impediment to development. 

13 CONCLUSIONS AND POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS 

13.1 The GIS filtering analysis suggests a shortfall between theoretical and 

practical capacity.  This is the case under both my Preferred Scenario 

filtering (shortfall of circa 5,375 households by 2028) and a Low Scenario 

filtering (shortfall of 550 households by 2028, although relative to the 

accuracy of this process, this could equally be interpreted as there being no 

shortfall).  

13.2 When the additional challenges that I have set out in my statement are 

overlaid, there is in my opinion there is a material challenge associated with 

attaining an appropriate intensification target within existing urban areas of 

Christchurch City.  If for example, for reasons associated development 

feasibility challenges, developers did not seek to acquire and then develop 

sites identified as practical capacity, and as a consequence a significantly 

smaller proportion of the practical capacity was enabled capacity, then 

under almost any scenario presented by Dr Fairgray and myself, there 

would be a material shortfall in capacity.   

13.3 My findings are consistent in this regard with the statement of Ian Mitchell 

who at paragraph 6.11 of his statement for the Strategic Directions hearing 

states that “Greater Christchurch is estimated to have total development 

capacity of over 60,000 dwellings by 2016 with approximately half from 

intensification and infill.  The infill and intensification development capacity 

is the theoretical maximum allowed.  However, it is unlikely that all this 

capacity could be developed due to existing ownership structures and the 

economic feasibility of developing sites with existing improvements 
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(buildings).  Thus the true infill development capacity is likely to be 

significantly lower than 33,000”.   

13.4 Mr Mitchell goes on to point out the other factors that will influence which 

capacity is developed first, including the strength of demand in different 

locations, the availability of development sites and the associated required 

infrastructure, developers’ perception of risk, underlying development 

feasibility and resource consent frictions/costs.  These factors (most of 

which I address) will likely result in a continued strong focus on greenfield 

housing delivery (likely largely outside at the edge of the urban limit) at the 

cost of the infill and brownfield intensification targets. 

13.5 Finally, I note that in Table 2 of his statement Mr Mitchell applies his 

assessment of intensification growth over 20 years to achieve various 

scenarios.  His High scenario, which assumes my preferred 90% target for 

Christchurch City, estimates that an extra 23,400 new households will be 

required within the existing urban areas of Christchurch City.  Mr Mitchell 

adds at paragraph 4.4 of his statement that “Council may need to 

significantly increase the enabled development capacity in the Replacement 

Plan within the existing urban area and ensure that the capacity is allocated 

in locations where developers can profitably redevelop the sites rather than 

providing just enough capacity”. 

13.6 I am not a planner and cannot comment on appropriate planning strategies 

to address what I foresee as a practical development capacity shortfall.  

However, based on my experience with the development community and 

the implications of planning issues on residential development feasibility, 

the following pragmatic policy options are in my opinion worthy of 

consideration: 

13.6.1 Increase the geographical size of, and relax the development criteria 

for, the RMD Zone, in areas close to existing infrastructure and 

amenity such as transport, commercial hubs and open space areas.  

I am conscious, however, that any increase in the size of the RMD 

zone needs to be carefully considered. 

13.6.2 Consider focused higher density sub-zones within the RMD Zone, 

particularly in selected locations close to infrastructure and amenity 

and with good development potential.   
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13.6.3 Where achievable without materially compromising urban and built 

form design outcomes, consider a more permissive and supportive 

planning framework. 

13.6.4 In order to weight development dynamics in favour of infill and 

intensification (and improved infrastructure efficiency), restrict 

development beyond the existing urban edge and potentially realign 

the urban limits in favour of greater development opportunity within 

the existing urban areas. 

13.7 In summary, there are challenges associated with achieving an appropriate 

intensification target within existing urban areas of Christchurch City in my 

opinion.  A multi-pronged approach will be required to encourage the 

development activity required to the intensification targets within existing 

urban areas by 2028.  Failure to do so is likely, in my opinion, to further 

affect the feasibility and delivery of intensification in existing urban areas 

and as a consequence continue to support the existing focus on greenfield 

housing delivery.   

13.8 While ideally more detailed work would have been undertaken to give a 

more definitive guide as to the level of this shortfall, in my opinion the high 

level assessment I have undertaken is appropriate for the hearings panel's 

purposes.    

 

John Schellekens 

20 March 2015 
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14 APPENDIX JBJS1 – CBRE REPORT 
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15 APPENDIX JBJS2 – BOFFA MISKELL / CBRE MODELLING OUTPUT 

  

25 years 35 years 45 years

40% improvement value 5812 5654 5350

35% improvement value 4291

30% improvement value 3382 3311 3195

27.5% improvement value 2930

20% improvement value 2124 2096 2051

35 Years and 65% improvement

Filter Zone RS Zone RSDT Zone RMD Zone (RMD, RS, RSDT)

CCC Rating Unit (parcels) 90232 15075 17674 122981

Designation (none) 90129 15070 17670 122869

Building age (over 35 years) 57011 10859 9978 77848

Single title 45818 7384 5603 58805

Land value ratio (over 65%) 8180 1182 2175 11537

Minimum Site area (zone based) 2143 755 1403 4301

Remove selected parcels (not viable) 2134 755 1402 4291

Outputs

Total area (ha) 392.06 78.37 133.95 604.39

Household results (total area multiplied by 

30hh/ha less existing units)
9627.8 1596.1 2616.5 13840.7

Using parcel area to constrain development 5798 1313 2530 9641

35 Years and 72.5% improvement

Filter Zone RS Zone RSDT Zone RMD Zone (RMD, RS, RSDT)

CCC Rating Unit (parcels) 90232 15075 17674 122981

Designation (none) 90129 15070 17670 122869

Building age (over 35 years) 57011 10859 9978 77848

Single title 45818 7384 5603 58805

Land value ratio (over 72.5%) 5077 679 1600 7356

Minimum Site area (zone based) 1446 402 1091 2939

Remove selected parcels (not viable) 1438 402 1090 2930

Outputs

Total area (ha) 304.33 45.52 106.8 456.66

Household results (total area multiplied by 

30hh/ha less existing units)
7691.9 963.6 2114 10769.8

Using parcel area to constrain development 4776 806 2046 7628

35 Years and 80% improvement

Filter Zone RS Zone RSDT Zone RMD Zone (RMD, RS, RSDT)

CCC Rating Unit (parcels) 90232 15075 17674 122981

Designation (none) 90129 15070 17670 122869

Building age (over 35 years) 57011 10859 9978 77848

Single title 45818 7384 5603 58805

Land value ratio (over 80%) 3810 451 1207 5468

Minimum Site area (zone based) 1047 240 817 2104

Remove selected parcels (not viable) 1040 240 816 2096

Outputs

Total area (ha) 240.89 27.46 84 352.235

Household results (total area multiplied by 

30hh/ha less existing units)
6186.7 583.8 1704 8471.05

Using parcel area to constrain development 3914 491 1656 6061
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16 APPENDIX JBJS3 – CASE STUDIES 

Case Study; Riccarton market 

Characteristics of Riccarton 

In considering Riccarton as a case study to imply intensification potential across 

other proposed RMD locations, it is important to note the following: 

 Riccarton, in general has a slightly younger population than Christchurch 

(median age of 33.2 years compared to Christchurch City median of 38.6 

years) and has fewer over 65 year olds (7.2% against 15% of the total 

Christchurch City population).  Importantly, 26.8% of Riccarton residents own 

their home compared to the Christchurch average of 64.8% implying a high 

proportion of renters, which tend be attracted to cheaper rental price points 

associated with higher density living. 

 This implies a younger, more transient, population than Christchurch as a 

whole, and it is well known that Riccarton is characterised by a high 

proportion of University students.  This type of demographic typically has a 

preference towards smaller units and a buoyant rental market.  These 

demographics will have played a role in driving the development density in 

Riccarton as the rental demand would underpin much of the higher density 

development. 

Following are some examples of development in Riccarton: 

193 Riccarton Road 

This is an example of a higher density development 

comprising a development of 24 units on a 

1,850sqm site (representing a density of 130h/ha).  

These two bedroom apartments were completed at 

the end of 2013 and 18 have sold at an average of 

$364,944 incl. GST for a floor area of 60sqms.  

($6,082 psm).  It is unclear whether the remaining 

six apartments remain unsold or are held as rental investments by the developer. 

15 George Street 

This is an example of a lower density development 

which was completed 2013.  The development 

comprised six townhouses delivered via separate 
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titles on an original development site of 1,530sqm (density of 39h/ha).  The 

average net sale price for these townhouses was $578,400 incl. GST with each 

having a net floor area of 179sqm ($3,231psm) 

Case Study; Papanui 

Characteristics of Papanui 

Despite being only 2kms further away from the CBD than Riccarton, Papanui has a 

significantly different demographic profile.  According to the 2013 census, the 

median age is 42.0 years (compared to 38.6 years in Christchurch City). 20.1% of 

people in Papanui are aged 65 years and over, compared with 15.0% in 

Christchurch. 

Couples with children make up 44.2% of all families in Papanui, (compared to 

39.8% of all families Christchurch City) and 67.3% of households own their 

dwelling compared to 64.8% in Christchurch City.   

These statistics imply materially fewer renters than in Riccarton, and an older and 

more family dominated market.  This drives a different demand which is more likely 

to support lower density townhouse typologies.  In relative terms, standalone 

dwellings on their own sites will be preferred in this market. 

The sales data I have analysed supports this conclusion.  Since Sept 2012, there 

have been no sales of new multi-unit developments and significant subdivisions in 

Papanui.  Of the 10 sales recorded of buildings built after 2010, all were developed 

on individual freehold vacant lots.  The average lot size was 485sqms implying an 

achieved density of 20.6h/ha.  The average sale price for each stand-alone 

dwelling was $691,000 incl. GST and the average floor area was 185sqms. 

3 Mary Street is a good example of a recently built dwelling that sold within the past 

12 months.  It is a standalone dwelling on a corner site and it sold for $695,000 

incl. GST.  The dwelling size is 184sqm and it occupies a slightly larger than 

average site of 610sqm (average density of 16.4h/ha). 

Case Study; Selwyn 

Characteristics of Selwyn 

Although Selwyn is approximately 25km from the CBD, it has good transport links 

to the City Centre and, as discussed previously, has experienced a proportionally 

larger increase in development consents (supply) since 2006, compared 

Christchurch City.   

495 - Crown
Evidence of John Schellekens with appendix

page 45



  Page 45 

Interestingly, between the 2006 and 2013 census, Selwyn had a population 

increase of 32.6%.  The median age is 38.7 years which is consistent with wider 

Christchurch and wider New Zealand.  10.8% of Selwyn residents are over 65 

compared to 15% in Christchurch. 

78.5% of households are owner occupied, compared to 64.8% in Christchurch (and 

26.8% in Riccarton for example). 

Selwyn is therefore characterised by younger families with children with a high 

level of home ownership, indicating more achievable levels of affordability.  The 

sharp rise in population is supported by my market analysis which shows that 

approximately 335 residential dwellings (built after 2010) have sold since 

September 2013.  This is significantly higher of course than supply in the more 

intensely developed and established surburbs, which is not inconsistent with other 

cities where development beyond the traditional urban limit is permitted.  This level 

of demand was evident pre the earthquakes, and has continued strongly post the 

earthquake as replacement housing has been delivered.   

I evaluated a typical Selwyn development in order to establish development 

feasibility parameters and also explored the issue of substitution between an inner 

City higher density development and a suburban home and the drivers that are 

encouraging new build development in these areas at the expense of central city 

densification.  Following is an example of a typical development in Selwyn. 

Aua Street Lincoln 

Since the end of 2010, ten new-build dwellings 

have been delivered and sold on Aua Street in 

Lincoln.  The average site size for each of the 

developments is 555sqm, and the dwellings have 

an average floor area of 180sqm.  The average 

sale price has been circa $515,000 including GST 
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17 APPENDIX JBJS4 – FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 

High density example – Riccarton 

17.1 The following broad assumptions were used to analyse the feasibility of the 

193 Riccarton Road project ex post: 

Development Assumptions 

Sales Price (incl. GST) Say $365,000 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $230psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $2,109psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 

Finance & holding $259,614 

Margin 17.5% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

Total $8.8m 

17.2 The outcome of the reverse feasibility illustrates that with an assumed 

development margin of 17.5%, this 130h/ha development is feasible up to a 

land cost of approximately $529/sqm – i.e., as the land cost increases 

above circa $530/sqm, the margin will drop to an unacceptable level and 

delivering new supply will not be feasible. 

17.3 There have been very few (two) vacant land sales in Riccarton since Sept 

2013, reflecting an average of circa $800/sqm.  Both sales were for sites 

smaller than the 1,530sqm site used for the 193 Riccarton Road 

development, implying that the development site being analysed may have 

been cheaper.   

17.4 In order to make this development feasible at a land cost of $800/sqm, the 

apartments would need to be sold circa 10% higher than what they were 

actually sold for. 

17.5 Overall, it is likely that this type of development is feasible in Riccarton, but 

still challenging, noting that the trade-offs between land cost, development 

margin and end unit selling price is clearly tight.   

Medium density example – George Street, Riccarton 

17.6 The following broad assumptions were used to analyse the ex post 

feasibility of the 15 George Street project: 
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Development Assumptions 

Sales Price (incl. GST)  Say $578,500 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $60psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $1,500psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 

Finance & holding $78,841 

Margin 15.0% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

Total $3.5m 

17.7 I have adopted a slightly lower margin reflecting the slightly lower risk 

typically associated with medium density development compared to high 

density development.  The outcome of the reverse feasibility illustrates that 

with an assumed development margin of 15%, this 39h/ha development is 

feasible up to a land cost of approximately $218/sqm. 

17.8 As with the Riccarton Road example, there is not enough comparative 

vacant land sales data to accurately reflect the likelihood of the delivery of 

this type of building in the Riccarton area.  The site in George Street is 

more than double the size of the two recent comparable sales I have 

available.  If I were to maintain the comparable land cost per 193 Riccarton 

Road of circa $800/sqm, the units would need to be sold some 39% higher 

than they actually sold for.  Notwithstanding my comments earlier, the 

above high level analysis implies that development to a density of circa 

40h/ha will be challenging unless there are owners with existing land 

holdings that ‘owe them less’ than the market cost and who are willing to 

factor land into their feasibility analysis at cost, or where there are other 

reasons why delivery still occurs even though feasibility is tight. 

Low Density example - Papanui 

17.9 I have considered the characteristics of ten newly constructed dwellings in 

Papanui that have sold since September 2013, in the context of the 

feasibility of these projects.  The following broad assumptions were used to 

analyse ex post feasibility: 

Development Assumptions 

Sales Price (incl. GST) $691,000 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $40psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $1,210psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 
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Finance & holding $12,061 

Margin 12.5% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

Total $0.7m 

17.10 The outcome of the reverse feasibility illustrates that at an assumed 

development margin of 12.5% (again lower than an apartment or medium 

density development reflecting lower risk), this 21h/ha development is 

feasible up to a land cost of approximately $364/sqm.  

17.11 Again, comparative data of land value/cost is limited; six vacant land sales 

have occurred since Sept 2012, representing an average land cost of 

$560/sqm.  This suggests on face that in order to be feasible at the 

assumptions noted above, end unit pricing would need to be some 20% 

higher than what was, on average, actually achieved.  Where new 

standalone development is delivered in existing built up urban areas, there 

is a portion of the market that will deliver a new home at cost, with no 

expectation of a margin.  This analysis is high level, and an ‘averaging’ 

analysis of this type is problematic, but it does highlight the challenge of 

feasibly building even freestanding homes (for which there is strong 

demand) in already established locations, where land is scarce prices 

accordingly. 

Suburban Greenfield Example – Aua Road 

17.12 I have considered the ten new dwellings built on Aua Road in Lincoln as an 

indication of the feasibility of a suburban greenfield development in 

Christchurch.  The following broad assumptions were used to analyse ex 

post feasibility: 

Development Assumptions 

Sales Price (incl. GST)  say$591,000 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $40psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $1,300psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 

Finance & holding $10,793 

Margin 12.5% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

Total $0.6m 

495 - Crown
Evidence of John Schellekens with appendix

page 49



  Page 49 

17.13 The outcome of the reverse feasibility illustrates that with an assumed 

development margin of 12.5%, this 18h/ha development is feasible up to a 

land cost of approximately $189/sqm.  

17.14 This is lower than the average section cost in these locations, although, in a 

scale greenfield context, the cost of developed subdivided sections is 

somewhat irrelevant.  Most housing packages in these locations are 

delivered by house builders who either buy the land in its raw state, develop 

and subdivide it, or buy packages of lots at discounted rates with deferred 

settlement terms.  This vertically integrated, scale, delivery model is highly 

efficient and is structured to delivery considerable supply at affordable price 

points. 
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1. Executive Summary

 Introduction 1.1.

1.1.1. Background 

The proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan, which was 

notified by the Christchurch City Council (’CCC’) on the 27th of 

August 2014, has an intensification target of 20,742 new households 

to be accommodated in existing urban areas by 2028, as set out in 

the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP). 

CERA requested that CBRE work in conjunction with Boffa Miskell to 

test the commercial reality of whether the intensification targets set out 

in the LURP are achievable.  This has involved investigating ‘practical’ 

as opposed to ‘theoretical’ potential for the delivery of medium 

density development 

CBRE has approached this paper from both angles, first the drivers 

and constraints that impact the supply of suitable development land 

and second the likely demand on the basis that demand will 

ultimately drive development feasibility which is essential for the 

development community to deliver new housing product.   

This data provides a steer as to the gap between the theoretical and 

practical delivery of medium density housing and therefore helps to 

inform the appropriate steps required to bridge any gap over time. 

 Initial conclusions 1.2.

Our overall observations are the result of two stages of analysis: 

1. Working with Boffa Miskell to establish a basis for filtering 

theoretical demand in relation to, first, the level of capitalisation 

on sites theoretically capable of development and, second, the 

size of sites; and 

2. Undertaking independent work on other intensification 

challenges illustrated primarily by supply and demand dynamics 

and development feasibility constraints. 

We address each separately, and then together, as follows: 

1.2.1. Boffa Miskell and CBRE GIS filtering 

Based on the commentary within the body of this report, in our 

opinion, medium density development on sites with existing 

improvements that are either well or moderately capitalised is 

unlikely, given that it is unlikely to be viable to pay for a capitalised 

site, demolish the improvements and feasibly undertake a housing 

development delivering additional supply.  We have undertaken high 

level modelling to illustrate this point – see Section 7.6 of this report. 

CBRE prepared four different filtering queries as set out in Section 

8.1.1 of this report which Boffa Miskell applied in the GIS model.  

Query 1Query 1Query 1Query 1 filtered out: 

• Properties that have an improvements value greater than 25% of 

the latest Capital Value (implying such property is reasonably 

well capitalised and so would be uneconomic to demolish the 

improvements to redevelop the land); 

• All land parcels smaller than 350 sqms in the RMD zone (on the 

basis that extracting additional density from sites already 

subdivided down to this size is highly unlikely); 

• All land parcels smaller than 850 sqms in the RSDT zone, on the 

basis that sites of this area in this zone cannot be subdivided 

given the minimum net site area of 400 sqms and onsite access 

requirements (particularly for rear lots). 
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The results of Query 1 suggest following: 

- LURP Target Intensification  20,742 dwelling units 

- Adjusted theoretical capacity  12,019 dwelling units 

(via Boffa Miskell testing) 

- Indicative difference between likely  

practical capacity and CCC target ----8,7238,7238,7238,723 dwelling units  

Query 4 Query 4 Query 4 Query 4 Query 4 filtered out: 

• Properties that have an improvements value greater than 40% of 

the latest Capital Value  

• All land parcels smaller than 350 sqms in the RMD zone  

• All land parcels smaller than 850 sqms in the RSDT zone  

The results of Query 4 suggest following: 

-  LURP Target Intensification   20,742 dwelling units 

-  Adjusted theoretical capacity   16,439 dwelling units 

 (via Boffa Miskell testing) 

 Indicative difference between likely  

 practical capacity and CCC target  ----4,3034,3034,3034,303 dwelling units 

Based on both the high and low scenario filtering, there is still an 

expected material shortfall between the CCC target and practical 

capacity. 

1.2.2. CBRE analysis of other practical capacity challenges 

Other challenges likely to impact the potential of the intensification 

targets to be met include: 

Feasibility challenges 

Sections 6 and 7 of this report consider the historical delivery of 

medium density units in three case study locations, and analyse (at a 

high level) development feasibility. 

The key observations of this analysis are that development feasibility is 

challenging, and materially challenging in the context of delivering 

density at scale.  So even where there is practical capacity, there will 

be considerable friction to the delivery of new medium density 

housing units.   

Demand challenges 

Section 5 of this report considers residential demand in the wider 

Christchurch market.   

One of the main issues with feasibility at present is that the New 

Zealand market, and particularly Christchurch which has no 

geographical constraints and has not experienced any significant 

greenfield land supply issues, is quite traditional and does not 

necessarily ‘value’ the benefits of medium density typologies.  The 

market favours traditional standalone typologies and will not therefore 

pay prices that are required for medium density typologies that ease 

feasibility challenges.   

This will likely change, with price points for medium density housing 

lifting relative to standalone typologies and thus supporting delivery of 

new supply.  The change in demand patterns will, however, take time 

and will at least for some considerable time place challenges on 

feasibly delivering medium density housing typologies. 

Substitution 

For many years prior to the earthquake, and on an accelerated basis 

post the earthquake, housing delivery on the outskirts of Christchurch 

(Selwyn and Waimakariri) has materially outstripped supply within the 
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main urban boundary of the wider city.  Most housing in Selwyn and 

Waimakariri is delivered by scale housing companies with a delivery 

model than can deliver housing at scale.  Importantly, this housing 

can be delivered on a traditional, standalone, basis (which the 

Christchurch market prefers) at very affordable price points.  For 

example: 

• A three (possibly four) bedroom home with double garage on a 

400 to 500 sqm site can be acquired in some subdivisions in 

Selwyn and Waimakariri for circa $450,000 to $525,000 

including GST; 

• Within the RMD area, the price required to make the cost of 

delivering a two bedroom terrace house with one to two car 

garaging feasible, is likely to be $425,000 to $475,000 

including GST. 

• On this basis, enticing buyers to substitute the standalone house 

on a greenfield site for a smaller terrace house closer to the city 

will be challenging. 

In larger cities with transport pressures and a vibrant CBD, this 

substitution issue can be overcome; Christchurch does not have a 

traffic issue and the CBD is unlikely to be established as a vibrant 

urban environment for many years as the central city rebuild evolves.   

The wider market in Christchurch at present is characterised by 

traditional buyers seeking the ‘kiwi dream’ (standalone house) and it 

will take time before this demand pattern changes materially.  

Notwithstanding this, we do expect demand patterns to change (as 

has occurred in Auckland for example over the past four years, with 

greater acceptance of medium and, to some extent, high density 

typologies), depending on how housing supply trends in Christchurch. 

TC3 land, minimum floor level areas and SAMS classification 

Neither Boffa Miskell nor CBRE have (as yet) undertaken specific 

analysis on the impact of these issues.  Logically, however, they will 

have a negative impact on feasibility and depending on how these 

issues evolve, potentially a material impact. 

It is possible that the additional foundation costs, the requirement to 

lift minimum floor levels and the impact of character housing areas 

could place further pressure on CCC’s intensification objectives. 

We reiterate that CBRE’s commentary is based on high level analysis 

and observations; further analysis and validation is required to firm up 

some of our opinions. 

1.2.3. Conclusions 

The GIS filtering analysis alone suggests a material shortfall between 

theoretical and practical capacity. 

When the additional challenges that we have set out above are 

overlaid, there is clearly a material challenge associated with the 

intensification targets. 

In our opinion, this suggests that more work is required to understand 

this issue in greater detail and scope the Proposed Plan so that it 

provides greater opportunity for the intensification targets to be met. 

 Potential additional analysis required 1.3.

As noted, much of the analysis referenced in this report has been 

undertaken at high level only, and would benefit from further 

analysis/validation, including: 

• Additional, more granular, analysis on the GIS data, including in 

relation to TC3, minimum floor level issues and the potential 

impact of SAMS; 
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• Additional work on other target intensification locations such as 

Phillipstown, Linwood and Addington, to understand the 

likelihood of material intensification being achieved in these 

locations; 

• Additional analysis on historic demand by typology, including for 

example, the own-your-own (OYO) category which dominates 

historic supply, to understand more fully the likelihood of 

differing typologies being delivered; and 

• Additional analysis on agglomeration opportunities and 

challenges to understand the potential for larger land holdings 

to delivery materially higher density to offset the challenges with 

smaller scale intensification. 

2. Introduction and approach 

 Introduction 2.1.

CERA requested that CBRE work in conjunction with Boffa Miskell’s 

GIS team to test the commercial reality of whether the intensification 

targets set out in the LURP are achievable.  CBRE has:  

• provided the GIS testing criteria used by Boffa Miskell to test 

practical capacity and has assisted with interpreting the resulting 

analysis; and  

• provided high level commentary on additional issues (drivers 

and constraints) that are likely to impact the ultimate quantum of 

medium density development likely to occur within the main 

urban areas of Christchurch over the next 18 years. 

In order to gain a broader understanding of the ‘practical’ as 

opposed to ‘theoretical’ potential for the delivery of medium density 

development, a reasonably accurate measure of suitable 

development land needs to be identified, as well as the likely delivery 

of new housing units. 

CBRE has approached this paper from both angles, first the drivers 

and constraints that impact the supply of suitable development land 

and second the likely demand on the basis that demand will 

ultimately drive development feasibility which is essential for the 

development community to deliver new housing product.  This data 

provides a steer as to the gap between the theoretical and practical 

delivery of medium density housing and therefore helps to inform the 

appropriate steps required to bridge any gap over time. 

Please note that this report has been prepared in a condensed time 

frame and the analysis underpinning our opinions have necessarily 

been high level; further, more detailed, work is required in some 

areas to validate our opinions.  Notwithstanding this, however, CBRE 

has completed previous more detailed work on the Residential 

Chapter in Christchurch, and this has been useful in forming our 

opinions, particularly in relation to the challenges associated with 

development feasibility. 

We reference the metric household units per hectare (h/ha) in this 

report.  Typically, this metric is a gross measure (reflecting the number 

h/ha measured across a gross site area (including roads for 

example).  Where we reference densities across individual lots, the 

measure is net. 

 Approach 2.2.

Our approach to considering practical capacity has been to: 

1. Work with Boffa Miskell to establish a GIS testing framework for 

excluding from theoretical capacity land (that is otherwise 

referenced as theoretical capacity) that in reality cannot be 

developed, or is highly unlikely to be developed by 2028; 
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2. Consider other issues that might impact the supply of land, such 

as the impact of TC3-type land, minimum floor level impositions, 

difficulties in agglomerating land to facilitate development SAMS 

overlays that might impact developability, and the impact of 

existing infrastructure on development potential.   

3. Undertake a review of the Christchurch residential market in the 

context of how market dynamics impact supply and demand for 

housing; and 

4. Consider development feasibility issues that may further impact 

the delivery of new medium density housing units. We summarise 

our analysis as follows: 

3. Existing and proposed zones 

 Operative zoning regime 3.1.

Christchurch currently operates under living zones, as follows:  

• The Living 1 ZoneLiving 1 ZoneLiving 1 ZoneLiving 1 Zone covers most suburban living environments of 

the city and provides principally for low density, permanent living 

accommodation.  The zone provides for subdivision up to a 

maximum density of one unit/dwelling per 450sqm of land (net).  

Development controls include a maximum building height of 8 

metres while site coverage is dependent on building height and 

whether or not a garage is provided, but would typically be 

between 31% and 40% of net site area. 

• The Living 2 ZoneLiving 2 ZoneLiving 2 ZoneLiving 2 Zone permits subdivision up to a maximum density 

of one unit/dwelling per 330sqms of land. This zone is typically 

located close to the central city area and suburban centres and 

requires less open space than the more suburban Living 1 Zone.  

The permitted site coverage under the living 2 Zone is 40% or 

45%, depending on building height. 

• The LLLLiving iving iving iving 3 3 3 3 ZZZZoneoneoneone allows for the 'town house' typologies and 

requires a minimum net site area for subdivision of 300sqms for 

vacant sites; there is no required maximum number of units per 

site. Calculations are based on a ratio of floor area to land 

area. For residential development, a residential floor area ratio 

of up to 0.8 is permitted. 

• The Living 4 ZoneLiving 4 ZoneLiving 4 ZoneLiving 4 Zone has the same minimum net site area as the 

Living 3 Zone, but permits a floor area ratio of up to 1.2 (Living 

4A and 4C) or 1.4 (Living 4B). Most of the land in this zone falls 

within the Four Avenues area covered by the Central City 

Recovery Plan, and is not modified by the Proposed Replacement 

District Plan. 

 Proposed zonings 3.2.

3.2.1. ‘Residential Medium Density’ (RMD) zone 

This proposed zone replaces the Living 3 and Living 4 Zones (where 

these are outside the area of the Central City Recovery Plan). It 

stipulates minimum site density requirements (intended to provide 30 

household units per ha (‘h/ha”) as a minimum), being: 

• not less than 1 unit for sites less than 400sqm; 

• not less than 2 units for sites between 400sqm and 650sqm; 

• not less than 3 units for sites between 650sqm and 900sqm; 

• not less than 1 unit per 300sqm for sites over 900sqm. 

Site coverage is 45% and the height limit is 9m in most areas (or up 

to 11m depending on roof pitch). 

The minimum net site area for subdivision is 400sqm. 
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3.2.2. Residential Suburban Transition (RSDT) Zone 

This proposed zone is generally equivalent to the Living 2 Zone, with 

the same provision for one unit/dwelling per 330sqm, and a 

maximum height of 8m. The maximum permitted site coverage is 

35% for single units. There is some additional provision for small 

scale one-storey multi-unit residential complexes, with up to three 

units permitted on a site, and a maximum site coverage of 40%.  

3.2.3. Residential Suburban (RS) Zone 

The Residential Suburban Zone is the equivalent of the Living 1 Zone, 

permitting one unit/dwelling per 450sqm and a maximum height of 

8m. Maximum site coverage is 35%. Provision for multi-unit 

complexes is similar to that in the RSDT Zone, but this provision can 

only be used by social housing providers.   

3.2.4. Living 4 (Four Avenues) Zone 

For the purposes of this report the Living 4 Zones within the four 

avenues is analysed using the same provisions as the operative City 

Plan.  The living 4 zones are not modified by the Proposed 

Replacement District Plan. 

Refer to the zone description under Section 3.1. 

4. Supply side analysis – greater Christchurch 

 Practical capacity issues 4.1.

Practical capacity will always fall short of theoretical capacity as there 

are numerous constraints limiting the potential for theoretical capacity 

to be exploited.    

In our opinion, there are several material constraining factors to 

freeing up land for medium density residential development, and 

unlocking theoretical capacity, including for example, the fact that: 

• The position, quality, value and tenure of existing buildings can 

impact the ability to feasibly unlock density potential.  For 

example: 

o A 1,000 sqm site might have potential for 3 to 4 units, but 

if a large, well capitalised and high value dwelling has 

been built on the site, it is unlikely that it would be feasible 

to demolish the house to unlock the additional unit 

potential; 

o If a site has potential for 10 units, but has already been 

developed as 6 strata title units, it is unlikely that it would 

be feasible to demolish the units to secure the full 

development potential of the land, let alone get all six 

owners to agree to the same; 

• There will be instances where public infrastructure is insufficient 

to support intensification, even if theoretically possible; 

• The feasibility of intensification (including subdivision and 

delivery of built product) is likely to be negatively impacted by 

extraordinary development costs associated with, for example, 

TC3 land issues and minimum floor level requirements for flood 

prone land; 

• Where land has a character housing overlay (SAM), it is unlikely 

that theoretical capacity could be unlocked. 

 Historic medium density development in Christchurch  4.2.

4.2.1. Existing stock 

Boffa Miskell has provided the following data on existing housing 

stock, by zone: 
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ZoneZoneZoneZone    Existing UnitsExisting UnitsExisting UnitsExisting Units    
Existing Existing Existing Existing 

DensityDensityDensityDensity    

Existing Density excluding Existing Density excluding Existing Density excluding Existing Density excluding 

Vacant LandVacant LandVacant LandVacant Land    

RMD 17,333 18.5 19.6 

RSDT 15,070 14.2 14.7 

RS 90,056 11.5 11.8 

L4 2,863 23.0 27.2 

Current density in the proposed RMD zone is 18.5h/ha (19.6 h/ha if 

vacant land is excluded).  As expected, density is lower in the RSDT 

and RS zones, and higher in the L4 zone.   

MBIE has estimated that 87% of greater Christchurch’s housing stock 

is located in Christchurch City while Waimakariri and Selwyn account 

for a further 8% and Selwyn District 5%.  Standalone dwellings 

account for 82% of the total stock while multi-unit dwellings comprise 

18%.  Of the multi unit dwelling stock, 26,408 units are located in 

Christchurch City compared to 1,277 in Waimakariri and Selwyn 

combined.   

In greater Christchurch alone, an estimated 80% of stock comprises 

standalone dwellings with multi-unit dwellings comprising 20% 

(Source; ‘Greater Christchurch Housing Market Assessment’’ 

conducted by MBIE (Apr 2013)). 

4.2.2. Supply of medium density buildings 

During the period April 2004 to April 2014, 80% of new dwelling 

consents related to standalone buildings and there is no evidence that 

delivery of medium density housing units has increased over recent 

years, both pre and post the earthquake. The charts that follow 

(sourced from Statistics NZ) represent:  

• the percentage of new dwelling consents by typology between 

April 2004 and April 2013; and 

• new dwelling consents by district, and the general trend: 

This chart indicates how standalone dwellings dominate and that 

there has been a downward to flat trend in the delivery of medium to 

high density typologies.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To some extent, this is not surprising given that since the earthquake 

in particular, there has been a material increase in housing delivery in 

Waimakariri and Selwyn (locations dominated by standalone 

housing), as shown below: 
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4.2.3. Annual new residential building consents issued 

The number of new dwelling consents in Greater Christchurch has 

decreased on an annualised basis over the last eight years relative to 

Selwyn and Waimakariri.  This decline was therefore apparent prior to 

the earthquakes and reflects greenfield development outside greater 

Christchurch.  

More recently, however, since March 2013, building consents have 

increased markedly, especially in Greater Christchurch which had a 

further 2,692 residential consents between April 2013 to the end of 

February 2014.  Notwithstanding this trend, new dwelling growth has 

still been strongest to the south west of the city and in the surrounding 

districts of Selwyn and Waimakariri. 

4.2.4. Delivering new housing units within the RMD zone when so much 
supply is being delivered outside greater Christchurch… 

Generally, delivery of housing (whether it be standalone or 

medium/high density typologies) on greenfield land just outside the 

urban fringes of greater Christchurch is relatively easier than 

delivering medium density housing within existing built up areas.  The 

key reasons for this are: 

• Housing developers with a vertically integrated delivery model 

(which is commonplace) can acquire (scale) greenfield 

development opportunities to deliver standardised housing 

solutions and make a margin on the land delivery, construction 

and development; 

• The type of product delivered within these subdivisions (typically 

freestanding homes) is typically characterised by traditional 

housing designs, which have wide market appeal in 

Christchurch; 

• The combination of the above factors means that housing supply 

is underpinned by strong demand; 

• We discuss demand in the following section, but it is worth 

noting at this point that the greenfield model presents a 

significant substitution issue for delivering medium density within 

the RMD areas.  For example:  

o A three (possibly four) bedroom home with double garage 

on a 400 to 500 sqm site can be acquired in some 

subdivisions in Selwyn and Waimakariri for circa $450,000 

to $525,000 including GST; 

o Within the RMD area, to price required to make the cost of 

delivering a two bedroom terrace house with one to two car 

garaging feasible, is likely to be $425,000 to $475,000 

including GST. 

o On this basis, enticing buyers to substitute the standalone 

house on a greenfield site for a smaller terrace house 

closer to the city will be challenging. 

In larger cities with transport pressures and a vibrant CBD, this 

substitution issue can be overcome; Christchurch does not have a 

traffic issue and the CBD is unlikely to be established as a vibrant 

urban environment for many years as the central city rebuild evolves.  

The wider market in Christchurch at present is characterised by 

traditional buyers seeking the ‘kiwi dream’ (standalone house) and it 

will take some time before this demand pattern changes materially.   

5. Demand side analysis – Greater Christchurch 

The theoretical and practical capacity analysis referenced in the 

previous section is mainly focused on supply issues.  Demand will also 

have a significant impact on the household intensification target of 

20,742 new households by 2028, as it will impact the market’s 

propensity to accept price points for completed medium density 
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product that underpins development feasibility, and therefore supports 

the delivery of new housing units. 

 Historical sales trends as a predictor of demand 5.1.

In order to review demand we have analysed historic sales data for 

medium density residential housing in Christchurch, using sales data 

from Property Guru.   

The following chart illustrates the total number of medium density 

sales relative to the total number of residential sales (excluding vacant 

lots) in Greater Christchurch: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The total data set was based on all residential sales between 

September 2007 and September 2014 excluding sales vacant lot and 

non-bonafide sales.  The total dataset included a total of 39,422 

sales across all residential dwelling types; 14,008 (35%) of these 

sales fell within the medium density category, which were selected on 

the following basis:  

• Sales with land areas of less than 333sqms.  333sqms is the 

maximum land area that can be developed in order to meet the 

proposed target density of 30 units per hectare; and 

• Sales with a land area of nil, which will capture larger 

developments which are strata titled or cross leased (in which 

case there is no defined land area per unit). 

Although this analysis will not result in the perfect data set, a sense 

check of the results indicated that the likely margin of error is 

immaterial.  On average, across all medium density dwelling types, 

2,029 medium density residential properties have been sold per year 

since September 2007.  The following chart illustrates the number of 

medium density sales in Christchurch between September 2007 and 

September 2014, by typology: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OYO – “Own-your-own” units 

Of the 14,008 medium density sales reviewed:  

• 41% fell into the ‘dwelling’ category (includes standalone 

dwellings on small freehold sites and terrace housing);  

• 55% fell within the own-your-own (‘OYO’) category, which 

typically includes single level cross-lease unit developments.   
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• A mixture of apartments, converted flats and purpose built 

dwellings made up the remaining 4% of the medium density 

sample.   

The median sales price for sales with a land area greater than 

333sqm between Sept 2013 and Sept 2014 (excluding vacant lots) 

was $442,000 compared to the equivalent ‘medium density’ median 

sale value of $347,500.  The median floor areas were 140sqm and 

100sqm respectively.    

It is important to note that using medium house price data for 

considering demand points can be misleading. New medium density 

development will not be feasible at the medium price; a price 

consistent with new housing stock (likely at the upper end of the 

pricing range for particular typologies) will be required to support 

feasible medium density development.  We illustrate this in the next 

Section of this report. 

 Summary 5.2.

In relation to demand, the key themes in relation to delivering 

medium density housing in Christchurch are: 

• The OYO typology (freestanding single level cross-lease 

dwellings) has dominated sales activity in Christchurch; there is 

clearly demand for this typology and this observation is 

consistent with the traditional nature of the Christchurch market; 

• OYO typologies can deliver the 30h/ha requirement sought by 

CCC and this type of development is generally feasible.  

However, as illustrated earlier in this report, there does not 

appear to be adequate land (practical capacity) in the RMD 

zone for delivering OYO typologies to an extent that this density 

typology will play a material part in achieving the CCC 

intensification targets.  Higher density will therefore be required; 

• Notwithstanding this, we acknowledge that consumer demand 

patters are changing in New Zealand, and they are also 

expected to change in Christchurch.  For example, even as 

recently as three to four years ago, demand for terrace housing 

typologies in Auckland was low, whereas now, demand is 

growing strongly for terrace housing as evidenced by the 

Stonefields and Hobsonville Point developments.  Demand for 

suburban apartments has similarly improved in Auckland over 

recent times.  This trend will assist CCC’s objectives as terrace 

housing, for example, can achieve densities up to 40 to 60h/ha, 

and apartments comfortably over 100h/ha; 

• We would expect the OYO typologies to continue to be sought 

in the zones adjoining the RMD (RSDT and RS); 

6. Christchurch Case Studies 

 Introduction 6.1.

The level of intensification within the RMD zones will be dependent on 

the particular characteristics of each location including the 

characteristics of existing land and improvement stock and the market 

segmentation in each suburb.  Typically, we would expect two general 

intensification types; 

• Infill Development, representing development of a single site 

normally less than 1,500 sqms with (typically) one housing unit, 

into two or three (commonly) and up to circa 10 housing units.  

These developments are typically carried out by small to medium 

scale developers; and  

• Integrated Developments, where the land parcel is higher and 

will facilitate a more integrated approach and deliver 

considerably more housing units.  Developers of integrated, 

scale, developments are generally more sophisticated and they 
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will sometimes embark on a strategy to agglomerate land 

holdings to create a better overall opportunity. 

The underlying feasibility of each of these types of developments 

differs, due to a number of factors such as; 

• Economies of scale.  Larger scale development can facilitate 

design and delivery efficiencies; 

• Underlying land value.  Generally, land in the Central City tends 

to be characterised by smaller, more valuable, lots which can be 

costly to agglomerate and negatively impact feasibility. 

• Existing improvements.  Smaller infill developments are more 

likely to have existing improvements, and as referenced in the 

filters applied to Boffa Miskells GIS testing, if the improvements 

have reasonable value, demolishing them to unlock 

development potential is commonly not economically viable.  

Furthermore, if an existing development has an earthquake 

damaged building and the owner does not assign any existing 

value to it, the feasibility of the development could still be 

negatively impacted by demolition costs. 

We explore the above issues and also the impact of general market 

dynamics via three case studies; Riccarton and Papanui, and the 

Selwyn: 

 Case Study; Riccarton 6.2.

Appendix 3 of the section 32 report for the Residential Chapter 

references Riccarton as a case study of how medium density housing 

can successfully be delivered in the city.  The net density calculated 

for Riccarton is 37 h/ha., and the following chart illustrates the 

distribution of net density for homes in the Riccarton L3 Area: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On face, if this level of intensification could be achieved across the 

other proposed RMD zones, this would be supportive of the 

intensification targets.   

The council study shows that the majority of the existing stock in 

Riccarton L3 areas has a density of between 30 and 40.  Since 2000, 

48% of the new developments in Riccarton have been at a density 

over 40h/ha.  The majority of these developments have been infill 

developments due to the lack of existing large lots of vacant land and 

the extent of existing housing stock already developed. 

Although Riccarton has experienced development at a higher density 

since 2000, the quantum of actual development has been limited.  

High level analysis of the CCC data suggests that an average of nine 

housing units per annum (at over a density of 40h/ha) have been 

delivered since 2000.  This is a somewhat immaterial number which 

likely reflects the already dense development (that occurred prior to 

2000) in this location. 
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6.2.1.  Characteristics of Riccarton 

In considering Riccarton as a case study to imply intensification 

potential across other proposed RMD locations, it is important to note 

the following: 

• Riccarton, in general has a slightly younger population than 

Christchurch (median age of 33.2 years compared to 

Christchurch City median of 38.6 years) and has fewer over 65 

year olds (7.2% against 15% of the total Christchurch City 

population).  Importantly, 26.8% of Riccarton residents own their 

home compared to the Christchurch average of 64.8% implying 

a high proportion of renters, which tend be attracted to cheaper 

rental price points associated with higher density living. 

• This implies a younger, more transient, population than 

Christchurch as a whole, and it is well known that Riccarton is 

characterised by a high proportion of University students.  This 

type of demographic typically has a preference towards smaller 

units and a buoyant rental market.  These demographics will 

have played a role in driving the development density in 

Riccarton as the rental demand would underpin much of the 

higher density development. 

Following are some examples of development in Riccarton: 

193 Riccarton Road 

This is an example of a higher 

density development comprising a 

development of 24 units on a 

1,850sqm site (representing a 

density of 130h/ha). 

These two bedroom apartments 

were completed at the end of 

2013 and 18 have sold at an 

average of $364,944 incl. GST for a floor area of 60sqms.  ($6,082 

psm).  It is unclear whether the remaining six apartments remain 

unsold or are held as a rental investments by the developer. 

15 George Street 

This is an example of a lower 

density development which was 

completed 2013.  The 

development comprised six 

townhouses delivered via 

separate titles on an original 

development site of 1,530sqm 

(density of 39h/ha).  The average 

net sale price for these townhouses was $578,400 incl. GST with 

each having a net floor area of 179sqm ($3,231psm) 

 Case Study; Papanui 6.3.

6.3.1. Characteristics of Papanui 

Despite being only 2kms further away from the CBD than Riccarton, 

Papanui has a significantly different demographic profile.  According 

to the 2013 census, the median age is 42.0 years (compared to 38.6 

years in Christchurch City). 20.1% of people in Papanui are aged 65 

years and over, compared with 15.0% in Christchurch. 

Couples with children make up 44.2% of all families in Papanui, 

(compared to 39.8% of all families Christchurch City) and 67.3% of 

households own their dwelling compared to 64.8% in Christchurch 

City.   

These statistics imply materially fewer renters than in Riccarton, and 

an older and more family dominated market.  This drives a different 

demand which is more likely to support lower density townhouse 
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typologies.  In relative terms, standalone dwellings on their own sites 

will be preferred in this market. 

The sales data we have analysed supports this conclusion.  Since Sept 

2012, there have been no sales of new multi-unit developments and 

significant subdivisions in Papanui.   Of the 10 sales recorded of 

buildings built after 2010, all were developed on individual freehold 

vacant lots.  The average lot size was 485sqms implying an achieved 

density of 20.6h/ha.  The average sale price for each stand-alone 

dwelling was $691,000 incl. GST and the average floor area was 

185sqms. 

3 Mary Street is a good example of a recently built dwelling that sold 
within the past 12 months.  It is a standalone dwelling on a corner 
site and it sold for $695,000 incl. GST.  The dwelling size is 184sqm 
and it occupies a slightly larger than average site of 610sqm (average 
density of 16.4h/ha). 

 Case Study; Selwyn 6.4.

6.4.1. Characteristics of Selwyn 

Although Selwyn is approximately 25km from the CBD, it has good 

transport links to the City Centre and, as discussed previously, has 

experienced a proportionally larger increase in development consents 

(supply) since 2006, compared Christchurch City.   

Interestingly, between the 2006 and 2013 census, Selwyn had a 

population increase of 32.6%.  The median age is 38.7 years which 

is consistent with wider Christchurch and wider New Zealand.  10.8% 

of Selwyn residents are over 65 compared to 15% in Christchurch. 

78.5% of households are owner occupied, compared to 64.8% in 

Christchurch (and 26.8% in Riccarton for example). 

Selwyn is therefore characterised by younger families with children 

with a high level of home ownership, indicating more achievable 

levels of affordability.  The sharp rise in population is supported by 

our market analysis which shows that approximately 335 residential 

dwellings (built after 2010) have sold since September 2013.  This is 

significantly higher of course than supply in the more intensely 

developed and established surburbs, which is not inconsistent with 

other cities where development beyond the traditional urban limit is 

permitted.  This level of demand was evident pre the earthquakes, 

and has continued strongly post the earthquake as replacement 

housing has been delivered.   

In the next section of this report we have evaluated a typical Selwyn 

development in order to establish development feasibility parameters 

and also explored the issue of substitution between an inner City 

higher density development and a suburban home and the drivers 

that are encouraging new build development in these areas at the 

expense of central city densification.  Following is an example of a 

typical development in Selwyn. 

Aua Street Lincoln 

Since the end of 2010, ten new-build dwellings have been delivered 

and sold on Aua Street in Lincoln.  The following photo is an 

example: 

The average site size for each 

of the developments is 

555sqm, and the dwellings 

have an average floor area of 

180sqm.  The average sale 

price has been circa 

$515,000 including GST 
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7. Feasibility Considerations 

 Introduction 7.1.

The drivers of residential property development are complex.  In the 

context of this report and the analysis that follows in this section, it is 

important to understand the following concepts: 

• When developers complete feasibility analysis on a project, in by 

far the majority of cases a number of (typically multiple) 

development scenarios need to be tested to optimise the 

opportunity and ultimately design a development approach that 

balances development cost and market demand to provide the 

developer an appropriate risk adjusted development margin.  In 

by far the majority of cases, the first iteration will not deliver an 

adequate margin (and may indeed deliver no margin); 

• It is not unusual for developments to be delivered that are not, 

on-face, feasible and indeed may not rationally be feasible by 

any measure.  Some of the reasons why this occurs are that: 

o Many developers are homebuilders working to an 

integrated delivery model where a lower than acceptable 

development margin can be offset against a construction 

margin.  In some cases, the builder undertakes the land 

development as well (from raw land through to subdivided 

lots) and this may provide further margin to offset a shortfall 

in development margin; 

o A consequence of being a scale house builder is that a 

large delivery team is commonly required.  Managing a 

large delivery team can be complex, and such businesses 

are required to manage their business through peaks and 

troughs in the market and manage the associated 

difficulties with staffing.  This can result in builders acquiring 

sites to develop to keep their teams engaged; we refer to 

this as ‘building pipeline’. 

• In established suburbs, a reasonably significant portion of the 

market will be happy to secure a site and develop a house at 

cost, with no development margin.  This obviously introduces a 

different element in the supply dynamic, but where this occurs, 

the quantum of supply is typically minimal and certainly not a 

material provider of supply in the context of CCC’s 

intensification aspirations. 

It is not at all uncommon also for developers to have acquired a site 

and land banked it.  When they do eventually develop the site, they 

will commonly input their land into their feasibility model at cost (as 

opposed to value).  In a market where land prices are rising, this can 

‘falsely’ underpin a development. 

We are conscious that the following feasibility analysis is ’ex post’ on 

developments that have actually occurred.  While these projects have 

been delivered, in some cases our analysis suggests that they were 

not feasible, or only marginally feasible.  This is not an uncommon 

observation, and in many cases the reasons referenced above provide 

an explanation for this phenomenon. 

What our analysis does suggest, however, at the very least, is that the 

feasibility of medium density residential development is challenging, 

and this will create additional pressure on achieving CCC’s 

intensification objectives.  In order to review the high density 

development opportunity in the RMD zoned areas, CBRE has reversed 

engineered the development feasibilities for the recent development 

examples and case studies discussed in Section 6 of this report. 

 High density example – Riccarton 7.2.

The following broad assumptions were used to analyse the feasibility 

of the 193 Riccarton Road project ex post: 
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Sales Price (incl. GST) $364,944 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $230psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $2,109psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 

Finance & holding $259,614 

Margin 17.5% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    $$$$8.8m8.8m8.8m8.8m    

The outcome of the reverse feasibility illustrates that with an assumed 

development margin of 17.5%, this 130h/ha development is feasible 

up to a land cost of approximately $529/sqm    ––––    i.e., as the land cost 

increases above circa $530/sqm, the margin will drop to an 

unacceptable level and delivering new supply will not be feasible. 

There have been very few (two) vacant land sales in Riccarton since 

Sept 2013, reflecting an average of circa $800/sqm.  Both of which 

were smaller than the 1,530sqm site used for the 193 Riccarton Road 

development, implying that the development site being analysed may 

have been cheaper.   

In order to make this development feasible at a land cost of 

$800/sqm, the apartments would need to be sold circa 10% higher 

than what they were actually sold for. 

Overall, it is likely that this type of development is feasible in 

Riccarton, but still challenging, noting that the trade-offs between 

land cost, development margin and end unit selling price is clearly 

tight.   

 Medium density example – George Street, Riccarton 7.3.

The following broad assumptions were used to analyse the ex post 

feasibility of the 15 George Street project: 

Development AssumptionsDevelopment AssumptionsDevelopment AssumptionsDevelopment Assumptions    

Sales Price (incl. GST) $578,400 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $60psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $1,500psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 

Finance & holding $78,841 

Margin 15.0% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    $$$$3.53.53.53.5mmmm    

We have adopted a slightly lower margin reflecting the slightly lower 

risk typically associated with medium density development compared 

to high density development.  The outcome of the reverse feasibility 

illustrates that with an assumed development margin of 15%, this 

39h/ha development is feasible up to a land cost of approximately 

$218/sqm. 

As with the Riccarton Road example, there is not enough comparative 

vacant land sales data to accurately reflect the likelihood of the 

delivery of this type of building in the Riccarton area.  The site in 

George Street is more than double the size of the two recent 

comparable sales we have available.  If we were to maintain the 

comparable land cost per 193 Riccarton Road of circa $800/sqm, 

the units would need to be sold some 39%    higher than they actually 

sold for.  Notwithstanding the comments within Section 7.1 of this 

report, the above high level analysis implies that development to a 

density of circa 40h/ha will be challenging unless there are owners 
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with existing land holdings that ‘owe them less’ than the market cost 

and who are willing to factor land into their feasibility analysis at cost, 

or where there are other reasons why delivery still occurs even though 

feasibility is tight. 

 Low Density example - Papanui 7.4.

We have considered the characteristics of ten newly built Papanui 

dwellings that have sold since September 2013 in the context of the 

feasibility of these projects.  The following broad assumptions were 

used to analyse ex post feasibility: 

Development AssumptionsDevelopment AssumptionsDevelopment AssumptionsDevelopment Assumptions    

Sales Price (incl. GST) $691,000 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $40psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $1,210psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 

Finance & holding $12,061 

Margin 12.5% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    $0.7$0.7$0.7$0.7mmmm    

he outcome of the reverse feasibility illustrates that at an assumed 

development margin of 12.5% (again lower than an apartment of 

medium density development reflecting lower risk), this 21h/ha 

development is feasible up to a land cost of approximately 

$364/sqm.     

Again, comparative data of land value/cost is limited; six vacant land 

sales have occurred since Sept 2012, representing an average land 

cost of $560/sqm.  This suggests on face that in order to be feasible 

at the assumptions noted above, end unit pricing would need to be 

some 20% higher than what was, on average, actually achieved.  

Where new standalone development is delivered in existing built up 

urban areas, there is a portion of the market that will deliver a new 

home at cost, with no expectation of a margin.  This analysis is high 

level, and an ‘averaging’ analysis of this type is problematic, but it 

does highlight the challenge of feasibly building even freestanding 

homes in already established locations, where land is scarce and 

commonly at a premium. 

 Suburban Greenfield Example – Aua Road 7.5.

We have considered the ten new dwellings built on Aua Road in 

Lincoln as an indication of the feasibility of a suburban greenfield 

development in Christchurch.  The following broad assumptions were 

used to analyse ex post feasibility: 

DeDeDeDevelopment Assumptionsvelopment Assumptionsvelopment Assumptionsvelopment Assumptions    

Sales Price (incl. GST) $590,868 per unit 

Infrastructure & sit works $40psm 

Avg Construction costs (above ground) $1,300psm 

Development Contributions $23,000 per unit 

Contingency 5% 

Finance & holding $10,793 

Margin 12.5% 

GST 15.0% 

Selling costs 3.0% 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    $0.6$0.6$0.6$0.6mmmm    

The outcome of the reverse feasibility illustrates that with an assumed 

development margin of 12.5%, this 18h/ha development is feasible 

up to a land cost of approximately $189/sqm.     

This is lower than the average section cost in these locations, 

although, in a scale greenfield context, the cost of developed 
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subdivided sections is somewhat irrelevant.  Most housing packages 

in these locations are delivered by house builders who buy the land in 

its raw state, develop and subdivide it, build houses on the sites and 

sell the same.  This vertically integrated, scale, delivery model is 

highly efficient and is structured to delivery considerable supply at 

affordable price points. 

 Impact of Existing Improvements 7.6.

The feasibilities considered over the previous sections allow for land 

at cost, with cost being the equivalent of vacant land prices.  The 

table below shows the impact on developer margin if the land input 

cost is increased as a result of having to acquire an improve site, 

where, for example, the actual land input cost increases by 25% and 

40% respectively (to reflect the cost of acquiring sites with existing 

improvements). 

Generic FeasibilityGeneric FeasibilityGeneric FeasibilityGeneric Feasibility    Vacant Land Vacant Land Vacant Land Vacant Land 

CostCostCostCost    

Modestly Modestly Modestly Modestly 

improved improved improved improved 

site site site site ----    vacant vacant vacant vacant 

land vland vland vland value alue alue alue 

+25%+25%+25%+25%    

Moderately Moderately Moderately Moderately 

imimimimproved proved proved proved 

site site site site ----    vvvvacaacaacaacant nt nt nt 

land vland vland vland value alue alue alue 

+40+40+40+40%%%%    

Land improvements / cost $200/sqm $250/sqm $280/sqm 

Implied developer margin 15% 7.60% 3.50% 

An increase in land input cost of 40% almost completely removes 

developer profit and implies a project that cannot be feasibly 

delivered.  As such, it is unlikely that development would occur on 

sites with material existing improvement value. 

8. Proposed District Plan capacity analysis 

Our overall observations are the result of two stages of analysis: 

• Working with Boffa Miskell to establish a basis for filtering 

theoretical demand in relation to, first, the level of capitalisation 

on sites theoretically capable of development and, second, the 

size of sites; and 

• Undertaking independent work on other intensification 

challenges illustrated primarily by supply and demand dynamics 

and development feasibility constraints. 

We address each separately, and then together, as follows: 

 GIS Analysis undertaken by Boffa Miskell and supported 8.1.
by CBRE 

8.1.1. Summary and review of Boffa Miskell Work 

The total area proposed to be zoned ‘Residential Medium Density’ 

(“RMD”) within greater Christchurch is approximately 936.6 hectares, 

including existing roads and open space.  The table below illustrates 

theoretical dwelling capacity at different average densities, together 

with the actual current density (highlighted green): 

DensityDensityDensityDensity    Number of Dwellings Number of Dwellings Number of Dwellings Number of Dwellings     

66h/ha 62,443 

50h/ha 46,830 

33h/ha 31,216 

25h/ha 23,415 

18.5/ha 17,333 (current) 

20h/ha 18,732 

h/ha – Housing units per hectare 

Source; Boffa Miskell 
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If vacant land is excluded (53 hectares) current density increases to 

19.6h/ha.   

The following table sets out the number of housing units required to 

be delivered within the RMD zone annually until 2028 to achieve the 

density ranges referenced in the table above, and by inference the 

remaining dwellings required to be delivered outside the RMD zone to 

achieve the LURP target.   

DensityDensityDensityDensity    House Units required House Units required House Units required House Units required 

in the RMD zone per in the RMD zone per in the RMD zone per in the RMD zone per 

annum (until 2028) annum (until 2028) annum (until 2028) annum (until 2028) 

to reach indicated to reach indicated to reach indicated to reach indicated 

DensityDensityDensityDensity    

Total housing Total housing Total housing Total housing 

units required units required units required units required 

between between between between now now now now 

and 2028and 2028and 2028and 2028    

Remaining housing Remaining housing Remaining housing Remaining housing 

units to be built in units to be built in units to be built in units to be built in 

the balance zones the balance zones the balance zones the balance zones 

to achieve LURP to achieve LURP to achieve LURP to achieve LURP 

targettargettargettarget    

20h/ha 95 1,330 19,323 

25h/ha 409 5,726 14,610 

30h/ha 724 10,136 9,887 

35h/ha 1,039 14,546 5,154 

40h/ha 1,355 18,970 411 

To summarise:  

• If the RMD zone achieved average density of just over 

approximately 40h/ha, then the entire LURP housing target 

could be met within the 936.6 hectares zoned RMD.   

• In order for the RMD to meet an average density target of 

30h/ha, 724 units would need to be delivered annually prior to 

2028 (equivalent to 10,136 housing units in total) and 9,887 

would need to be delivered over the balance circa 9,000 

hectares encompassed within the remaining Residential 

Suburban Transition Zone (RSDT), Residential Suburban zone 

(RS) and the Living 4 zone within the Four Avenues.   

Testing theoretical capacity 

Boffa Miskell has used four queries to filter sites that are unlikely 

represent a feasible development opportunity to deliver additional 

density.   

QueryQueryQueryQuery    FiltersFiltersFiltersFilters    

1111    Remove: 

� Properties that have an improvements value greater than 

25% of capital value (implying such property is reasonably 

well capitalised and so would be uneconomic to demolish 

the improvements to redevelop the land); 

� All land parcels smaller than 350 sqms in the RMD zone 

(on the basis that extracting additional density from sites 

already subdivided down to this size is highly unlikely, 

given bulk and location and access requirements); 

� All land parcels smaller than 850 sqms in the RSDT zone 

(on the basis that sites of this area in this zone cannot be 

subdivided). 

2222    Per 1 above, but improvement value threshold lifted to 30%. 

3333    Per 1 above, but improvement value threshold lifted to 35%. 

4444    Per 1 above, but improvement value threshold lifted to 40%. 

These filters were established with the assistance of CBRE to ensure 

that the parameters were backed up by rational market observations.  

For example, the work referenced in Section 7 (Feasibility 

Considerations) of this report helped to establish the indicative 

threshold where the level of on-site capitalisation (on a site that has 

theoretical development potential) will effectively make acquisition for 

redevelopment non-viable.  In essence, in relation to Query 1 for 

example, if the land cost is 25 – 30% more (which would be the case 

for sites with limited to moderate capitalisation – investment in 

improvements), this additional cost will flow through directly to the 
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development economics and strain already challenging development 

economics. 

The following table illustrates analysis of a range of ‘strawman’ target 

densities, broadly appropriate for the proposed city zones, against the 

filtered theoretical dwelling capacity:  

ZoningZoningZoningZoning    Target Target Target Target 

DeDeDeDensitynsitynsitynsity    

Achievable 

theoretical 

development 

assuming    query1query1query1query1    

Achievable 

theoretical 

development 

assuming    query 4query 4query 4query 4    

Central City 100 4,120 4,453 

Residential Medium 

Density (RMD) 

30 2,609 3,910 

Residential 

Suburban Density 

Transition (RSDT) 

25 1,017 2,260 

Residential 

Suburban (RS) 

15 4,274 5,817 

TotalTotalTotalTotal        12,01912,01912,01912,019    16,43916,43916,43916,439    

DifferenceDifferenceDifferenceDifference    from LURP from LURP from LURP from LURP 

intensification target (20,742)intensification target (20,742)intensification target (20,742)intensification target (20,742)    

----8,7238,7238,7238,723    ----4,3034,3034,3034,303    

We note that for the Central City, our assumptions allow for the 

greater density permitted under the Mixed Use and Business Core 

zones, which, if anything, are optimistic.  This table illustrates that if 

reasonable target densities are assumed against the filtered sample 

using Boffa Miskell’s analysis (noting for example, that the target 

density for the East Frame is 100h/ha, and CCC is targeting 30 h/ha 

in the RMD, etc), there is a material shortfall under both the Query 1 

and Query 4 parameters.  

This suggests that based simply on the Boffa Miskell/CBRE filtering, 

CCC intensification targets will not be met. 

 CBRE considerations 8.2.

8.2.1. Summary of CBRE work 

The body of this report addresses a range of additional issues that 

will, in our opinion, place further challenges on delivery of CCC’s 

intensification targets.  In summary: 

Feasibility challenges 

Sections 6 and 7 of this report consider the historical delivery of 

medium density units in three case study locations, and analyse (at a 

high level) development feasibility. 

The key observations of this analysis are that development feasibility is 

challenging, and materially challenging in the context of delivering 

density at scale.  So even where there is practical capacity, there will 

be considerable friction to the delivery of new medium density 

housing units. 

Feasibility can commonly be improved where scale opportunities are 

available, however, agglomerating land can be risky and expensive.  

From CCC’s perspective, larger scale integrated developments will 

typically deliver better urban design outcomes and help to ‘prove up 

the value’ of medium density housing options. 

Demand challenges 

Section 5 of this report has considered residential demand issue in the 

wider Christchurch market.  One of the main issues with feasibility at 

present is that the New Zealand market, and particularly Christchurch 

which has no geographical constraints and has not experienced any 

significant greenfield land supply issues, is quite traditional and does 

not necessarily ‘value’ the benefits of medium density typologies.  The 

market favours traditional standalone typologies and will not therefore 

pay prices that are required for medium density typologies that ease 

feasibility challenges.   
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This will likely change, as has been the case in Auckland for example, 

where even over the past four years there has been a definite shift in 

consumer attitudes to terrace housing typologies and, to a lesser 

extent, apartments which has lifted price points to a more feasible 

level and stimulated considerable new supply.  

The change in demand patterns will, however, take time and will at 

least for some considerable time place challenges on feasibly 

delivering medium density housing typologies. 

Substitution 

For many years prior to the earthquake, and on an accelerated basis 

post the earthquake, housing delivery on the outskirts of Christchurch 

(Selwyn and Waimakariri) has materially outstripped supply within the 

main urban boundary of the wider city.  Most housing in Selwyn and 

Waimakariri is delivered by scale housing companies with a delivery 

model than can deliver housing at scale.  Importantly, this housing 

can be delivered on a traditional, standalone, basis (which the 

Christchurch market prefers) at very affordable price points.  For 

example: 

• A three (possibly four) bedroom home with double garage on a 

400 to 500 sqm site can be acquired in some subdivisions in 

Selwyn and Waimakariri for circa $450,000 to $525,000 

including GST; 

• Within the RMD area, to price required to make the cost of 

delivering a two bedroom terrace house with one to two car 

garaging feasible, is likely to be $425,000 to $475,000 

including GST. 

• On this basis, enticing buyers to substitute the standalone house 

on a greenfield site for a smaller terrace house closer to the city 

will be challenging. 

In larger cities with transport pressures and a vibrant CBD, this 

substitution issue can be overcome; Christchurch does not have a 

traffic issue and the CBD is unlikely to be established as a vibrant 

urban environment for many years as the central city rebuild evolves.  

The wider market in Christchurch at present is characterised by 

traditional buyers seeking the ‘kiwi dream’ (standalone house) and it 

will take some time before this demand pattern changes materially.   

TC3 Land, Minimum Floor Level areas and SAMS classification 

Neither Boffa Miskell nor CBRE have (as yet) undertaken specific 

analysis on the impact of these issues.  Logically, however, they will 

have a negative impact on feasibility and depending on how these 

issues evolve, potentially a material impact. 

It is possible the additional foundation costs, the requirement to lift 

minimum floor levels and the impact of character housing areas 

could place further pressure on CCC’s intensification objectives. 

9. Conclusions 

The GIS filtering analysis alone suggests a material shortfall between 

theoretical and practical capacity.   

When the additional challenges that we have set out above are 

overlaid, there is clearly a material challenge associated with the 

intensification targets. 

In our opinion, this suggests that more work is required to understand 

this issue in greater detail and scope the Proposed Plan so that it 

provides greater opportunity for the intensification targets to be met. 
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