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MAY IT PLEASE THE HEARINGS PANEL: 

1. The Hearings Panel has asked for submissions from counsel on ways in 

which agglomeration of residential properties within Christchurch City might 

be able to be incentivised through Proposal 14 (Residential) of the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan") for the 

purpose of enabling greater residential intensification. 

2. This memorandum discusses, with reference to the evidence, options for 

incentivising land agglomeration, both through the planning framework 

within the Replacement Plan and outside of it.  It has been prepared with 

assistance from the Crown's expert witnesses in the residential hearing, 

drawing upon evidence given by them (and other witnesses) at that hearing. 

Background 

3. As outlined by Mr Schellekens and Dr Fairgray, agglomeration has benefits 

by enabling intensification to occur in a more efficient manner.1  

Development outcomes achievable on larger sites (created through 

agglomeration) are generally better from a housing supply and 

intensification perspective than individual, smaller, site by site 

developments by reason of the fact that the impact of site constraints on 

land (such as boundary setbacks, building envelopes, vehicle access and 

parking, open space and other built form requirements) is effectively 

reduced, enabling more intensive development for a given quantum of land.  

Furthermore, agglomerated (larger) sites are generally more attractive to 

developers due to the potential for economies of scale and better urban 

design outcomes.2 

4. However, as Mr Schellekens said in evidence,3 land agglomeration for 

housing intensification is challenging for developers to achieve. 

A summary of challenges for developers in achieving site agglomeration for 

the residential developments 

5. Purchasing multiple sites at reasonable costs in a reasonable timeframe is 

often difficult.  The key issues are:  

                                                
1
 Mr Schellekens' evidence at paragraphs 6.1.2, 8.1.2 and 8.2.1 and section 6.1 of Appendix JBJS1; Dr Fairgray's 

rebuttal evidence on behalf of the Council at paragraphs 3.18 and 6.4; Dr Fairgray's oral summary of his evidence 
(transcript, p 158, lines 35-37). 
2
 Mr Schellekens' evidence at paragraphs 6.1.2, 8.2.1 and 12.9.1(b) and section 6.1 of Appendix JBJS1.   

3
 Mr Schellekens' evidence at paragraph 8.2.2; Mr Schellekens' oral summary of his evidence (transcript, p 357, 

lines 31-34); Mr Schellekens' response to Ms Scott during cross-examination (transcript, p 368, lines 1-12). 
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(a) The need for there to be willing vendors for each property, enabling 

purchases at sustainable prices.  Vendors "holding out" for a non-

sustainable premium is a common issue faced by prospective 

developers.4 

(b) The fact that, to compensate for risk, the benefits of agglomeration 

have to offset the premium required to acquire adjoining sites by more 

than the direct costs associated with achieving the agglomeration of 

sites,5 particularly where the agglomeration process is staggered and 

takes time.  A long and/or staggered acquisition process creates a 

significant risk for developers.  Increased development costs (such as 

higher holding costs) need to be covered by a developer in order for a 

return to be realised that exhibits an appropriate risk/reward balance.6  

The total development cost for medium to high density developments is 

typically, proportionately, considerably more than is the case for lower 

density developments.7  Projects of this type are complex and tend to 

be able to be undertaken only by developers that are sufficiently 

capitalised, resourced and experienced.  There are few such 

developers in New Zealand.8  

6. To achieve the benefits of the increased yield that agglomerated sites can 

produce, developments generally require a proportion of apartment and/or 

relatively dense terrace house development.  This type of development 

(apartment development in particular) is generally more challenging from a 

construction and marketing perspective compared to detached infill housing 

development, and would tend to require more complex car parking 

solutions.  This is particularly the case in Christchurch at present as the 

market acceptance of (demand for) medium density typologies over 

traditional (detached) housing is still developing and this situation exposes 

developers to increased market risk relative to markets in other cities where 

medium density housing is regarded by the market as being more 

attractive.9   

                                                
4
 Mr Schellekens' responses to Ms Scott during cross-examination (transcript, p 368, lines 1-12) and responses to 

Panel questioning (transcript, p 373, lines 37-44); Dr Fairgray accepted under cross-examination by Mr Radich 
that "holding out" can be a challenge (transcript, p 170, line 1). 
5
 Mr Schellekens' evidence, section 9, provides a general discussion of development feasibility, including the need 

for the developer to be compensated for risk. 
6
 Mr Mitchell's responses to Panel questioning (transcript, p 352, lines 3-11). 

7
 Mr Schellekens' evidence, Appendix JBJS4. 

8
 Mr Teesdale's responses to Panel questioning (transcript, p 146, lines 25 to 28). 

9
 Mr Schellekens' evidence at paragraphs 7.7.1, 7.7.3 and 12.9.2 and section 1.2.2 of Appendix JBJS1 under the 

headings 'Demand challenges' and 'Substitution'; Mr Teesdale's responses to Panel questioning (transcript, p 145, 
lines 22-27). 



 

BF\52877655\11 Page 4 

7. For these reasons, incentivising and ultimately achieving enhanced 

agglomeration in existing urban areas is challenging and there is no 'silver 

bullet'.  A light-handed approach will be unlikely to improve the prospects of 

greater agglomeration, or larger integrated development outcomes, being 

achieved.  A firm, multi-pronged, approach is likely to be required. 

8. This memorandum provides a suite of conceptual options for the Hearings 

Panel to consider.   

Options for amending the Replacement Plan to incentivise land 

agglomeration for residential intensification 

9. The following options could be implemented through the Residential 

Proposal. 

(a) Continue the Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM):  Enable 

the 'EDM' provisions to continue to apply beyond the current expiry 

date of the end of 2018.10 

(b) Provide policy guidance for development on large sites:  Provide a 

policy framework that supports having more "relaxed" standards 

applied to larger sites, and to guide decision-makers on the increased 

scale and density of housing that would not comply with the "usual" 

standards. 

(c) Amend built form standards in zones that provide for more 

intensive residential development (particularly the RMD Zone and 

the Central City Residential Zone, which forms part of Stage 2):  

Amend built form standards in the zones that support more intensive 

residential development on sites larger than 1500m2.  This could be 

achieved through relaxing standards and rules that would enable more 

efficient intensification to take place within agglomerated (larger) sites.  

Potential changes that the Hearings Panel could consider include: 

(i) allowing increased heights, both in terms of maximum building 

heights, and height in relation to boundaries (recession planes).  

This could enable multi-storey developments (e.g. a 17m building 

height may enable 5-6 storeys); 

(ii) increasing permitted site coverage; 

                                                
10

 Rule 14.7.1.4 currently provides that the EDM provisions will cease to have effect on 31 December 2018. 
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(iii) providing additional flexibility for alternative parking options, 

particularly in areas that are accessible to the central city and key 

activity centres and/or good public and active transport options;  

(iv) reducing minimum outdoor living space requirements, particularly 

in areas with access to quality public open space and local 

amenities; 

(v) reducing notification requirements.  

10. Options of this type will provide some incentive to agglomerate land and 

create opportunities for comprehensive apartment developments, but are 

unlikely, on their own, to have a material impact on the incidence of land 

agglomeration. 

11. A further option involves an extension of the use of the EDM "floating" zone 

on any 1500m2 or larger site throughout the city, effectively enabling 

development consistent with the RMD zone.  However, this option would 

have to be managed very carefully to avoid adverse outcomes associated 

with inadvertently enabling intensified development to occur in unsuitable 

locations (e.g. where there is no existing or planned infrastructure capacity 

or community facilities). 

Broader options to incentivise land agglomeration for residential 

intensification 

12. Other options for incentivising agglomeration are available, although they 

exist outside of the current planning process.  These options include:  

(a) Special Housing Areas:  As Joanne Doyle said in evidence,11 the 

Christchurch Housing Accord, established pursuant to the Housing 

Accords and Special Housing Areas Act 2013, did not introduce special 

Housing areas in Christchurch, relying instead on the LURP’s 

provisions for medium density housing, which have been carried 

through to the Residential Proposal through the Enhanced 

Development Mechanism and the Community Housing Redevelopment 

Mechanism.  However, in order to maximise the prospects of 

intensification through agglomeration, components of the Special 

Housing Area ("SHA") approach taken in Auckland might be 

                                                
11

 Ms Doyle's evidence at paragraphs 4.2, 5.3 and 7.8 



 

BF\52877655\11 Page 6 

considered for application within the Christchurch context.  These 

components include: 

(i) Identifying, or allowing applications for, and designating specific 

areas for housing intensification, particularly on large and 

infrastructure-enabled sites, and sites which generally support the 

locational criteria for walkability to key amenities.  SHAs in 

Auckland evolved from a priority to push through housing supply 

and have commonly involved rezoning land on the urban fringe. 

Rezoning land on the urban fringe is not appropriate in 

Christchurch but the same general approach may have merit on 

identified sites within existing urban areas.  Any such approach 

may be better enabled if it was combined with the creation of a 

Housing Office of the type mentioned in subparagraph (b) below. 

(ii) Establishing carefully the criteria for choosing target development 

sites and locations.  Key criteria might be: 

(1) Scale – there is likely to be little value in focusing on 

developments that will yield less than, say, 15 units; 

(2) Availability of infrastructure – including waste water, storm 

water, water supply and power; 

(3) Amenity – transport, schools, community, local amenity; 

(4) Market attractiveness; 

(5) Ability to catalyse other development.12 

(b) Housing Office:  The Council could set up a 'housing office', providing 

a beginning to end service for all Council functions on intensified 

housing developments.  The primary purpose of the housing office 

would be to enable housing intensification and to take an enabling 

approach in order to make the process simpler and faster for 

developers on a range of matters such as resource consenting, 

development contributions, building consents and infrastructure 

approvals and delivery.  The office could essentially provide a one-

stop-shop for the right projects13, and could enforce strict Council 

                                                
12

 Catalysing other development might include delivering a new style of density and selling the property 
successfully such as to encourage developers elsewhere in Christchurch to deliver a similar product, whereas 
enabling other development could involve a town Centre regeneration where a supported development might give 
the centre the ‘kick start’ required to stimulate its development. 
13

 Determining the "right" projects might be based on criteria such as those outlined at the end of subparagraph (a) 
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response timeframes.  It could also play a role in assisting developers 

to undertake land agglomeration.   Such an entity could perform 

functions similar to those of the Auckland Housing Project Office, which 

was established in October 2013 to help tackle Auckland's housing 

shortage and help boost the building of affordable homes in Auckland 

under the Auckland Housing Accord.14 It is understood that this 

approach has proven to be successful. 

(c) Infrastructure-enabling approach:  The Council could enable 

development through an enabling approach to the provision of 

infrastructure.  As outlined at the hearing, infrastructure is a key issue 

and is commonly overlooked.   There are broadly three categories of 

infrastructure service: 

(i) areas with known infrastructure capacity; 

(ii) areas with unknown capacity; and 

(iii) areas with no capacity. 

Alternative infrastructure solutions can be provided to enable 

development in each of these areas.   In areas with no capacity, 

developments could provide site specific onsite solutions and not pay 

the relevant component of development contributions.  Some of these 

alternative approaches could be signalled in the Replacement Plan. 

(d) 'Targeted' Development Contribution Rebate – The Council could 

provide development contribution rebates (or reductions) for the scale 

of a development or targeted delivery of specific housing 

typologies/densities.  In the Central City, the Council has approved a 

development contribution rebate for residential development that meets 

design standards.15 There are a range of options available but 

development contributions could be waived or reduced where 

development exceeds a certain number of units in a comprehensive 

development. 

(e) Partnering with the private sector to develop public land:  

Council/Crown-owned sites that are large enough to achieve residential 

                                                
14

 The Auckland Housing Office was created to administer the special housing areas in Auckland and clear 
boundaries were set for its operation. A housing office without a special housing area framework would need to 
have clear boundaries for its functions (for example, it might only work on projects where more than 50 units can 
be delivered), otherwise the targeted advantage might be lost. 
15

 Christchurch City Three Year Plan 2013-16, Volume 2, pg 61. 
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intensification as exemplar sites could be developed in partnership with 

the private sector (current examples are provided through the East 

Frame and MBIE projects).  Ideally, an appropriately mandated 

Development Authority (see below) would be established to deliver this 

type of development. 

(f) Development Authority:  Development Authorities ("DA") with a 

mandate to drive intensification opportunities and partner with the 

private sector could be established to help address development 

issues.  If well capitalised – and ideally with ownership of key Council 

owned sites (as opposed to delegated authority over sites) – DAs can 

take an active role in strategic land purchases.  Potentially, a DA could 

act to prevent land banking.  For example, when creating a scale 

development opportunity and selling it to a developer to deliver, a DA 

can attach a caveat to that land so that, if the developer has not 

developed the site within a set period, the DA can purchase the land 

back at, for example, 80% of the amount for which it was sold. 

13. The implementation of initiatives of this type would be likely to need clear 

authority and governance arrangements, coupled with targeted promotion to 

the development and finance industries, in order to be successful. 

Conclusion 

14. Agglomeration is likely to be a key factor in achieving intensification targets. 

However, there would appear to be no simple or single solution to achieve 

it.  While planning changes are likely to assist in encouraging 

agglomeration, it is likely that, in order for 'the dial to be turned' sufficiently, 

they would need to be combined with a more comprehensive suite of 

measures of the type suggested in this memorandum. 

Dated  2 June 2015 
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