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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Philip Mark Osborne.  I hold the position of 

Economist at Property Economics Ltd.  I have held this position since 

2004.   

1.2 I am an economic consultant for the company Property Economics 

Ltd, based in Auckland.  My qualifications include Bachelor of Arts 

(History/Economics) (1994), Masters in Commerce (1997), a 

Masters in Planning Practice (2002) from the University of Auckland 

and I have provisionally completed my doctoral thesis in 

developmental economics.   

1.3 I have advised local and regional councils throughout New Zealand 

in relation to economic impacts, industrial and business land use 

issues as well as strategic forward planning.  I also provide 

consultancy services to a number of private sector clients in respect 

of a wide range of property issues, including economic impact 

assessments, commercial and industrial market assessments, and 

forecasting market growth and land requirements across all property 

sectors. 

2 CODE OF CONDUCT 

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

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I 

agree to comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the 

material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from 

the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within my area 

of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the evidence 

of another person.   

3 SCOPE  

3.1 I have been engaged by the Housing New Zealand Corporation 

(Housing New Zealand) to provide evidence on the economic 

issues relating to the Housing New Zealand submission on the 

additional areas of Residential Medium Density (RMD) zone notified 

by the Christchurch City Council following a direction from the Panel 

in the Residential Stage 1 decision.  My evidence relates to the 

economic significance of intensified residential development as well 
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as the ability for the pRDP and the additional areas of RMD zoned 

land to achieve the overall intensification goals.   

3.2 My evidence relates to key high level economic objectives identified 

and addressed in the pRDP.  The economic focus is based around 

the provision of residential housing and the relief sought by Housing 

New Zealand in relation to these objectives.  The primary issue 

addressed within this evidence is the potential outcomes of key 

residential policies and rules and whether these meet the higher 

order objectives of the plan.   

3.3 In forming my opinion regarding the Housing New Zealand position I 

have made reference to relevant sections of the pRDP as well as the 

submission on this proposal made by Housing New Zealand.  I have 

also read and make comment on the evidence of Dr Douglas 

Fairgray1 and Mr William Blake2 for Council as well as Mr John 

Schellekens3 for the Crown and Ms Stephanie Styles and Ms Jane 

Rennie for Housing New Zealand.   

4 HOUSING NEW ZEALAND SUBMISSION 

4.1 Housing New Zealand is the largest residential property owner in 

Christchurch, with over 6,100 (approximately 5% of the City’s 

residential stock) residential dwellings covering over 300 hectares of 

residential land.  I understand that Housing New Zealand is 

concerned to ensure that sufficient areas of RMD zoned land are 

available to ensure housing capacity, affordability and choice, not 

just for its own land holdings but also across the community. 

4.2 The extent of the RMD zoning finally settled upon will ultimately 

influence Housing New Zealand’s ability to deliver an adequate and 

appropriate level of social and affordable housing to meet the needs 

of the people of Christchurch.  In supporting the additional RMD 

zoning as notified around Papanui (Northlands), Linwood (Eastgate), 

and Hornby and in seeking additional areas as sought in its 

submission , it is my understanding that Housing New Zealand is 

looking to ensure the effectiveness of its role in meeting the pRDP 

                                       
1 Evidence dated 11 March 2015  
2 Evidence dated 8 June 2016 
3 Evidence dated 20 March 2015 
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objectives of providing for growth in a quality intensified urban form 

together with the efficient utilisation of its own resources.  

4.3 The Housing New Zealand submission opposes the Lower Height 

Limit Overlay as it pertains to the RMD for the locations identified 

for the same reasons.  Housing New Zealand does not consider that 

the height limitations give effect to the Stage 1 Residential 

objectives and are not adequately supported by analysis in the 

accompanying section 32 report.   

5 PROPOSED PLANS ABILITY TO MEET INTENSIFICATION 

TARGETS 

5.1 Providing for the City’s future residential development requirements 

is a key tenet of the pRDP including within the Strategic Directions 

objectives.  This general proposition is coupled with identified 

targets within the LURP (Table 1 page 13) which seek to provide for 

residential development in existing urban areas, within Christchurch 

City, Waimakariri District and Selwyn District (as opposed to simply 

relying on greenfield expansion).   

5.2 The proportion of intensified residential development expected to be 

accommodated within greater Christchurch is not disaggregated 

between the three territorial authorities which raises some 

uncertainty when looking specifically at Christchurch City.  This 

matter was a point of concern in early evidence presented by Dr 

Fairgray and Mr Schelleken to the pRDP hearings (March 2015).   

5.3 In his evidence Dr Fairgray adopted two points he identified as low 

and high proportions4.  These proportions represented a simple pro 

rata share for Christchurch City of the total dwellings sought in the 

existing urban area of greater Christchurch and a higher ‘target’ of 

70% for Christchurch City.   

5.4 The evidence of Mr Schelleken disagreed with the proportions 

considered by Dr Fairgray, citing the 2013 MBIE report ‘Greater 

Christchurch Housing Market Assessment’, as identifying that 

Christchurch City currently accommodates 87% of dwellings in 

greater Christchurch and 95% of its intensive housing.  In 

                                       
4 Dr Fairgray, EIC 11 March 2015, paragraph 3.3 page 6 
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paragraphs 10.1. to 10.9 of his evidence Mr Schelleken outlines the 

reasoning behind his recommended proportional figure of 90%.   

5.5 Given the current housing market in Christchurch and the 

competitive nature of its intensive housing I would be more closely 

aligned with the proportion suggested by Mr Schelleken.  The levels 

of amenity and efficiency required for the market to accept more 

intensive housing development are more likely to be realised in the 

centres accommodated within Christchurch City than in the 

remaining Districts.  As such, the rate of intensification within 

Christchurch City will need to be higher to meet the LURP and pRDP 

objectives. 

5.6 In paragraphs 5.15 to 5.49 Dr Fairgray then assesses what he 

identifies as “other main sources” (paragraph 5.49) of potential 

residential capacity .  These include a raft of potential development 

options from infill to retirement housing and social housing 

provision.  In reviewing the assumptions in the Boffa Miskell model 

utilsed in the CRBE report it is apparent that the model, utilised to 

assess the practical capacity, has included both the land that would 

be utilised for retirement villages and Housing New Zealand land.  

The exclusion of this ‘double counting’ further reduces the potential 

residential development capacity outlined in Dr Fairgray’s evidence.  

5.7 The evidence of Mr Schelleken considers these inclusions and 

surmises that the most likely outcome is a shortage of residential 

capacity to meet the intensification objectives.  I agree with Mr 

Schelleken’s concerns that the most likely outcome is a shortfall in 

development capacity under the current provisions.  I understand 

that the Panel reached a similar conclusion in its decision on the 

Residential Proposal (Decision 10). 

5.8 Further to this, it is important to consider the efficient operation of 

the Christchurch housing market.  Evidence presented at the 

Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan Hearings for MBIE by David 

Hermans highlights this issue.  He states ‘We consider a well-

functioning housing market requires a large number of potential 

development opportunities to be available, so that developers and 

prospective homeowners have a wide variety of choices, and so that 
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downward competitive pressure is applied to land prices across the 

city.’5 

5.9 The MBIE evidence also states that ‘In addition, given ‘development 

chance’ — that is, the observation that the owners of feasible sites 

may not wish to realise the development potential, or may wish to 

develop to a sub-optimal density for lifestyle reasons — then the 

feasible capacity in existing urban areas needs to be significantly 

more than projected demand in order to ensure enough 

redevelopment opportunities are realised.’6 

5.10 It is clear from the evidence of Mr Schelleken that the current level 

of zoning in Christchurch City will struggle to meet future 

development requirements.  Compounding this is the need in the 

market for feasible capacity that is significantly more than projected 

demand to result in an efficient and well-functioning housing 

market.  It is therefore my position that the feasible capacity 

enabled by Stage 1 of the pRDP is unlikely to meet the objectives of 

intensification and good urban form without the additional areas of 

RMD as notified and those added by Housing New Zealand.  

6 RESIDENTIAL DENSITY AND THE ECONOMICS OF CENTRES 

6.1 An important consideration in evaluating the merits of the notified 

RMD areas and the additional Housing New Zealand sites is the 

potential economic benefits (balanced against potential risks) 

provided to the relevant centres of Linwood, Hornby and Papanui in 

providing increased opportunity for a greater residential yield with 

respect to dwelling numbers around the higher order Key Activity 

Centres (KAC) of the city. 

6.2 My evidence has already identified that the current RMD zoning is 

unlikely to realise the requisite residential yield to meet the 

residential densities necessary to meet the intensification objectives 

of the LURP.   

6.3 This limited residential redevelopment potential spread across the 

centre network means  few centres are likely to experience a 

significant population boost to a level where it would provide a 

                                       
5 Statement of Evidence of MBIE, 15 March 2016, paragraph 15.17.1 
6 Statement of Evidence of MBIE, 15 March 2016, paragraph 15.17.2 
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material economic boost to the centre.  This, in my opinion, 

represents a missed opportunity to provide sufficient residential 

intensification opportunities.  The additional sites identified by 

Housing New Zealand seek to improve the residential development 

opportunities around the identified centres thereby improving the 

centres viability as well as contributing to the overall targets of 

intensification.   

6.4 From an economic perspective, many centres across the 

Christchurch network are struggling to perform their role and 

function successfully in the market and provide a quality retail 

offering in an environment that meets consumer expectations in 

today’s environment, i.e. Linwood (Eastwood).  Increased 

competition, changing retail formats, and evolution in the way 

retailers offer goods and services to the market has altered 

shopping patterns markedly over the last 10-15 years.  This is not 

necessarily a ‘bad thing’, simply a reflection of ‘normal’ market 

workings in a competitive consumer goods sector. 

6.5 This has diminished the relevance of many (typically older) centres 

in Christchurch, and depleted their economic and employment base 

in many instances, as well as the economic return from public 

investment in infrastructure and services in these centres. 

6.6 The proposed increase in RMD areas provides an opportunity for the 

market to deliver an increased volume of higher density residential 

development in the RMD zone around centres to a level where it 

would provide a greater economic benefit to a centre’s performance 

and economic and social wellbeing of the communities it primarily 

services  This would be in the form of  increased sales performance, 

larger population base in surrounding centre locales, increased local 

employment opportunities, increased accessibility to public transport 

infrastructure, increased market efficiencies, increased return on 

investment on public expenditure (particular upcoming public 

transport initiatives), etc. 

6.7 The proposal for an extension to the Papanui, Linwood and Hornby 

RMD zoning (including the additional Housing New Zealand areas) 

allows more of the higher density residential development potential 

closer to areas with the highest levels of amenity, services and 
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infrastructure (centres) rather than suburban environs around the 

city. This position is borne out in the summary of Dr Fairgray’s 

evidence in paragraph 8.10 which states, ‘Accordingly, in my view, 

the larger centres – including KACs – which are able to offer a wide 

range of goods and services are most appropriate to act as foci for 

intensification.’ 

6.8 Additional to this is the increased market flexibility of the dwelling 

typologies that are likely to be developed, and increased opportunity 

and certainty for the market, to deliver higher residential densities 

close to the city’s main centre and public transport networks.   

6.9 To balance this consideration there is a need to consider the 

economic risks associated with enabling a greater provision of RMD 

around these centres.  From an economic perspective there is 

potential for higher density residential development to occur 

marginally further away from the centre initially.  However, in my 

opinion the additional areas notified in Papanui, Hornby and Linwood 

are in closer proximity to a centre than many alternative locations 

given such a small proportion of the RMD is commercially viable to 

develop.  In reality, given the RMD viability numbers are so low on a 

proportional and nominal basis, it is likely both notified RMD areas, 

the additional Housing New Zealand sites and some more suburban 

locations will be required to ensure the level of residential dwellings 

yielded meet the Christchurch residential intensification targets. 

6.10 The greater risk in my view is not extending the RMD, and the likely 

outcome of a more dispersed development pattern (and the 

associated economic cost / inefficiencies), and objectives around 

residential intensification around centres not being realised.  Having 

a greater volume of higher density dwellings (and therefore people) 

within close proximity to higher order centres in my opinion 

represents a significantly better economic outcome for Council, 

developers, the community and the centres themselves than the 

current level of provision as notified in Stage 1. 

7 THE ABILITY OF THE STAGE 1 RMD AREAS TO MEET 

OBJECTIVES WITHOUT THE NOTIFIED ADDITIONAL AREAS 

7.1 In my opinion the existing areas of RMD (without the additional 

notified areas or the Housing New Zealand requested areas) will fail 
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to deliver on the pRDP objectives to provide for future residential 

capacity within the existing urban areas.  This failure will also 

undermine achievement of  the economic efficiencies and benefits 

underlying the higher density development proposition espoused by 

both the LURP and pRDP. 

7.2 Of specific concern is the likely market response around timing of 

future residential development in areas around the KAC’s and the 

adverse implications this could have on undermining the assessed 

residential capacity over the timeframe of the pRDP.   

7.3 The likely market response to retaining lower density zonings in 

these areas is that new development will adhere to these lower 

densities.  This results not only in a loss of residential capacity now 

but for decades to come as the  land resource is not developed to 

satisfy the future market potential, but simply to satisfy the need for 

short term economic viability of any given development.   

7.4 Commercial economic realities around the ‘life’ of residential 

development (i.e. probably 50 years plus as a minimum) means that 

such development would remove the site’s ability to be redeveloped 

within this timeframe.  The implications of this is that the theoretical 

capacity would be undermined for a considerable period of time 

compromising both the current and future potential for the market 

to deliver residential densities necessary for the city.  This could 

have the effect of actually amplifying residential demand and 

capacity in areas outside the KAC’s (and even greenfield sites) due 

to lack of supply and residential opportunities within existing urban 

areas. 

7.5 An additional downstream consequence of the likely market outcome 

outlined above is that the absorption of greenfield land for 

residential development will be at a faster rate than both anticipated 

or desired.  This flows on to increasing the likelihood that the 

targeted intensification levels have a greater propensity to be 

compromised.  Under such a scenario this proportional split is likely 

to be rebalanced with the greenfield proportion, increasing to a level 

such that it could even be equal to, if not greater than, the 

brownfield proportion. This is not consistent with the shift to more 
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housing being provided by way of intensification as sought by the 

LURP. 

7.6 This will likely also have significant implications for infrastructure 

development around the city and Christchurch Council’s capital 

expenditure programmes over the long term.  This also increases 

the risk profile to Christchurch City Council significantly in terms of 

potential capital expenditure and increases the level of investment 

uncertainty for both the market in terms of residential location and 

Christchurch Council in respect of capital expenditure investment 

requirements over the medium to long term to accommodate 

anticipated residential demand.  

7.7 This lower density outcome also increases the cost of residential 

development as a result of higher Christchurch City Council 

development contributions required to accommodation higher 

greenfield development and growth than envisaged and likely 

‘factored into’ longer term infrastructural investment (and 

maintenance), and lowers economic and land use efficiencies due to 

a less compact urban form. 

8 POTENTIAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF REZONING ADDITIONAL 

RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY LAND 

8.1 A key consideration in the relief sought by Housing New Zealand is 

its ability as a property owner and social housing provider to meet 

the high level pRDP objectives of a quality and intensified urban 

form. 

8.2 Having considered the potential shortfalls resulting from a deficit in 

residential development capacity, it is important to consider how the 

additional RMD can more appropriately meet this need, not just for 

Housing New Zealand, but for land owners in these areas in general.  

8.3 There are a variety of economic benefits related to the higher level 

objectives that are likely to result from additional RMD land 

including but not restricted to: 

(a) Housing New Zealand’s ability to produce an integrated diverse 

higher density product; 

RMD-126 and FS 1-4
Housing NZ Corp

Evidence of Phillip Osborne
Page 11 of 19



 

10 

(b) The efficiency gains from a highly motivated land owner with 

agglomerated sites; 

(c) The potential impact on the provision of social housing within 

the Region; 

(d) The long-term perspective of land owners increasing marginal 

densities thereby meeting capacity rather than motivated by 

'quick' market turnover; 

(e) Existing infrastructure capacities; 

(f) Greater levels of locational choice; 

(g) Providing more diverse lower cost housing options; and  

(h) Reducing the potential for a centres' based land banking 

situation in certain locations.   

8.4 As a significant property owner Housing New Zealand is in a 

relatively unique position with regard to its ability to help facilitate 

the high level objectives of the plan.  Its ability to aggregate sites in 

an efficient and timely manner provides additional certainty to the 

market in terms of the ability to achieve the stated intensification 

objectives as well as their viability.   

8.5 Housing New Zealand’s operational and development decisions are 

not based around a standard development timeframe but seek to 

maximise land efficiencies with longer term considerations.  It is this 

approach that increases the propensity for sites to reach their 

development capacity rather than that capacity being undermined 

by short term motivations.   

8.6 The relief sought by Housing New Zealand is likely to result in an 

increase of residential capacity within Christchurch City.  This 

increase improves the ability of the plan to meet the objectives of an 

intensified existing urban area, while providing greater certainty 

within the residential market and reducing the pressure for 

greenfield development.   

8.7 Diverse locational and lifestyle choice are clear considerations within 

the pRDP.  An issue raised in the preceding section relates to the 
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risk of the Stage 1 RMD areas limiting housing choices, especially for 

affordable housing.  An overly restrictive plan has the potential to 

not only curtail overall capacity within the residential market, but 

also ‘pigeonhole’ new social and affordable housing development to 

specific locations.  While it is agreed that these locations typically 

exhibit greater degrees of efficiency relating to transportation and 

accessibility etc., it is important both from a social and economic 

perspective that flexibility is provided to the community in the form 

of choice.   

8.8 Choice is also important from a development perspective with areas 

of intensification, often restricting development participants and 

thereby producing situations of development stagnation and 

potential land banking.   

8.9 Finally, Housing New Zealand provides for a specific sector of the 

residential housing market.  While the provision of affordable 

housing has received significant attention more recently, social 

housing is a key consideration for a community’s overall economic 

and social wellbeing.  The provision of this housing need is dynamic 

with Government seeking to provide the private sector with the 

opportunity to supply this demand.  However, Housing New Zealand 

plays, and will continue to play, a pivotal role in the supply of this 

market.  In this market Housing New Zealand offers a diversity of 

product that is likely to be reduced in a market that will seek the 

lowest cost options.   

9 LOCALISED DEVELOPMENT VIABILITY 

9.1 The evidence of Mr Blake for Council outlines the factors that he 

believes determine the propensity for redevelopment within the 

identified RMD zoning.  Mr Blake’s evidence outlines several factors 

that the market generally considers when assessing the potential for 

redevelopment.   

9.2 There are several concerns I have regarding the assessment and 

direction of Mr Blake’s evidence.  While I agree, for the most part, 

with the market and site variables that influence the likelihood of 

redevelopment in paragraph 4.2 (c), Mr Blake states that ‘zoning in 

itself does not create value’.  I disagree with this statement.  The 
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zoning of any given site determines in large part the type and level 

of activity that can occur on it.   

9.3 Inevitably within the economy there are activities that generate 

greater and more valuable levels of activity.  For example 

commercially zoned land that allows for greater levels of density 

attracts greater values than similar land with lower levels of 

development permitted.  Apart from the activities themselves 

generating greater values, the level of activities generate improved 

values also.  The example utilised by Mr Blake does not disprove 

this, low density beachfront property can be valued higher than 

inner city residential in some cases.  This simply illustrates the fact 

that sometimes the value of locational attributes can outweigh the 

increased value bought about by allowing more intensive activity.  

At the very least, zoning can be said to release value that would not 

otherwise be realised.   

9.4 This value is significant in considering Mr Blake’s evidence.  The 

viability and feasibility of redevelopment is inherently linked to the 

degree of zoned activity.  As the level of rezoning and intensity 

increase so too does viability and the potential for redevelopment.  

In the case of Mr Blake’s assessment the greater the level of 

potential development (and therefore land value per square metre) 

the lower the proportional sacrifice of improvement value.  For 

example, removing a new house to produce 3 houses may not be 

viable but if there is the opportunity to develop 15 dwellings the 

forgone asset may represent a viable loss.   

9.5 While I acknowledge the use of existing data in the viability 

assessment undertaken by Mr Blake, it is important to place this into 

context.  The viability of residential development is dynamic.  

Having taken part in the development of the ACDC15 model utilised 

by the PAUP hearing panel to understand the viable capacity for 

Auckland housing I am aware of the significant impact time can 

have on expected changes in viability.  The model utilised for the 

Auckland hearing assessed viable capacity for the 10-year period of 

the plan and illustrated the dramatic change that can occur over 

time especially in localised areas.   
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9.6 As outlined earlier Housing New Zealand is not always limited to 

general market considerations and has the ability not only to assess 

residential redevelopment long term but also in light of contiguous 

sites.  As stated by Mr Blake in his paragraph 4.12, this ability to 

aggregate sites and provide economies of scale increases the 

likelihood of redevelopment.   

9.7 Finally, the directions of the LURP, RPS and pRDP seek to intensify 

residential development within the existing urban area.  As outlined 

above the provision of this under the Stage 1 RMD area is unlikely 

to meet future requirements.  While the viability for redevelopment 

has been addressed in the evidence of Mr Schelleken, the position of 

Mr Blake appears to be these areas are unlikely to redevelop.  As 

previously stated the propensity for redevelopment is linked to 

zoning.  Therefore, a potential response to Mr Blake’s evidence is to 

provide more enabled capacity through increased RMD zoning, 

thereby increasing the viable capacity in these locations.   

10 RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY LOWER HEIGHT LIMIT 

OVERLAY 

10.1 It is my understanding that, as part of, the RMD zoning at Papanui, 

Linwood and Hornby the Council proposes to apply a Residential 

Medium Density Lower Height Limit Overlay.  It is my understanding 

the aim of this overlay is to limit the development height to 8m as 

opposed to the RMD limit of 11m.  Essentially the development 

impact of such an overlay is to limit the height of residential 

buildings under it to 2 as opposed to 3 storeys.   

10.2 In considering the justification for such an overlay it is important 

that the section 32 provides some understanding as to the potential 

costs and benefits that result from implementing the overlay.   

10.3 For Housing New Zealand, the proposed overlay (which by default 

increases compliance, consenting and development costs, and 

increases investment risk and uncertainty in relation to obtaining a 

resource consent for development) not only impacts on its sites 

directly affected by an overlay, but the development potential of 

blocks of land associated with these sites, and of which only part 

maybe actually affected by the overlay, i.e. the development 

feasibly and potential of a wider block of land could be adversely 
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affected and ‘at risk’, not just the sites directly affected by the 

overlay.   

10.4 Therefore, the effects of the overlay may cast a wide shadow on the 

market and residential capacity.  This amplifies the potential lost 

residential development opportunity further which in reality is 

broader than the identified 3 metres. The inability to develop to 3 

storeys may undermine the viability of whole sites, resulting in a 

lost opportunity for any intensification.  It is not clear that the cost 

to the community of this lost potential, and land and infrastructure 

inefficiencies has been appropriately considered. 

10.5 The Lower Height Limit overlay effectively reduces the density of 

development available within a zone.  As outlined previously a 

potential cost associated with reduced density in existing urban 

areas is the increased requirement for residential greenfield 

development at the urban rural interface around Christchurch, which 

is basically representative of increased urban sprawl.  This outcome 

has the potential to significantly elevate costs to the community and 

will require significant increases in Council capital expenditure to 

fund the infrastructure required to service this growth.  These 

increased capital expenditure costs are not ‘one offs’ but ongoing 

costs due to the perpetual maintenance required to keep the 

infrastructure in appropriate ‘working order’.  

10.6 This more fulsome picture of potential costs of Council’s proposed 

RMD overlay at Papanui, Linwood and Hornby does not appear to 

have been undertaken or even considered in Council’s analysis to 

date, masking the ‘true’ net cost benefit position of Council’s 

approach.  As such Council’s proposed approach is without 

substance and falls well short of what I would consider the requisite 

Section 32 analysis of the potential costs and benefits to justify such 

an approach.   

10.7 I consider Council’s approach is likely to run counter intuitive to the 

higher level strategic planning direction within the pRDP for 

residential development and the proposed geospatial distribution of 

such activity within Christchurch.  

10.8 It is my opinion that the implementation of an overlay in the RMD 

zoning around these KACs has the potential to incur significant 

RMD-126 and FS 1-4
Housing NZ Corp

Evidence of Phillip Osborne
Page 16 of 19



 

15 

economic costs that should be considered in the breadth of 

application of this overlay.  As such I believe that the assessment of 

economic impacts should form the basis for the level at which the 

overlay should be assessed.  In terms of the Housing New Zealand 

position this economic assessment is fundamental as this is the key 

area that is lacking from the justification for the proposed overlay.   

10.9 The primary cost that underpins the extent of dependant costs 

associated with the proposed overlay is the direct impact upon 

urban development itself.  A clear objective of the Council’s 

Replacement Plan is the intensification of residential development 

options within the existing urban environment.  A crucial aspect to 

the success of this objective is the developable capacity that exists 

under the pRDP within existing urban areas.  While theoretical 

capacity under the plan is considered sufficient to meet expected 

growth, the economic viability of a significant proportion of this is in 

question and the current sufficiency of capacity unlikely to meet 

demand.  

10.10 With significant levels of residential growth expected over the next 

decade the location of this growth plays a major role in the 

efficiency and well-being of Christchurch and the community.  

Essentially the loss of residential capacity within urban brownfield 

areas increases the pressure on development in greenfield locations 

and so reduces overall infrastructure and land use efficiencies.   

10.11 The loss of residential development capacity that is likely to result 

from the cumulative effect of the overlay is potentially significant 

enough to generate costs such as: 

(a) Increased greenfield development; 

(b) Reduced development viabilities; 

(c) Increased house prices; 

(d) Decreased land efficiencies; 

(e) Increased marginal and total infrastructure costs; 

(f) Increased congestion; 
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(g) Loss of agglomeration benefits; 

(h) Dispersed employment activity; 

(i) Inefficient community infrastructure utilisation; 

(j) Reduced community value; 

(k) Reduced economic competiveness; and 

(l) Reduced amenity. 

10.12 In assessing the potential net economic position, I am unable to 

identify any economic benefits associated with the proposed overlay 

limiting the residential development height in this specific RMD 

zoning.    

11 CONCLUSION 

11.1 The ability for Christchurch to produce an efficient and affordable 

place to live is based on its ability to intensify residential 

development into the existing urban area.  This objective is a clear 

direction of the Strategic Directions and other higher order 

documents and needs to be coupled with a clear message to the 

market regarding the potential redevelopment capacity that exists in 

appropriate locations.    

11.2 The provision of intensified residential activity is not only necessary 

for residential amenity and accessibility but for the commercial 

viability and competitiveness of the centres themselves.   

11.3 When considering the potential shortfall represented, in part, by the 

provision of RMD in Christchurch it is important to recognise the 

potential costs of a housing market that does not function well.  

Increased private costs are coupled with less efficient and effective 

public infrastructure as well as falling levels of competitiveness.   

11.4 It is my economic opinion that the provision of greater capacity of 

RMD, and the removal of the Lower Height Limit Overlay as sought 

by the Housing New Zealand in Papanui, Linwood and Hornby 

represents an appropriate means by which to meet the objectives of 

the plan due to:  
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(a) The potential inability for the market to supply sufficient 

capacity and diversity under the current pRDP provisions;  

(b) The inappropriate application of this overlays and controls to 

HNZ properties;  

(c) The provision of greater residential diversity and density 

around KACs;  

(d) Provides increased certainty regarding the long-term urban 

form outcome;  

(e) Provides greater confidence and certainty within the market 

regarding the effectiveness of intensification;  

(f) Reduces the potential for pressure to development additional 

greenfield sites; and  

(g) Increases the provision of a diverse range of affordable and 

social housing options.    

11.5 It is my expert opinion that the relief sought by Housing New 

Zealand will better achieve the objectives of intensified and 

appropriate residential development.   

 
 

 

Philip Osborne  

16 June 2016  
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