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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

| am the Director of Urban Economics (UE) Limited. For the past 25 years, |
have been providing consulting services in the fields of urban economics,
property market analysis and property development advisory. For the past
23 years, | have owned and managed two consulting firms that have
provided services in these fields.

| hold a Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln University, a Master of
Planning from the University of Auckland, and a Dissertation in Urban
Economics from the London School of Economics and Political Science.

| have undertaken over 2,500 economic and property market assessments
for a range of private and public sector clients.

CODE OF CONDUCT

Although this is not a hearing before the Environment Court, | record that |
have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Withesses contained in the
Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to comply with it.

| confirm that the issues addressed in this brief of evidence are within my area
of expertise, except where | state that | have relied on the evidence of other
persons. | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might
alter or detract from the opinions | have expressed.

INTRODUCTION

My evidence evaluates the economic costs and benefits of the proposed
rezoning of 31.6 ha of Rural Zoned land at 1861 Ongaroto Road to Rural
Residential Zone. This relies on previous analysis in my initial Cost Benefit
Analysis dated 10 January 2023 and Request for Further Information dated
25 July 2023.

In addition, | have reviewed the economic matters raised in South Waikato
District Council’s s 42A report and public submissions on the plan change.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

In summary, my evidence concludes:

e The proposal will meet demand for lifestyle properties within the
District, that is not otherwise being met.

e The proposal will bring additional residents and holiday home
occupants to the district, increasing total growth and economic
activity.

e The Waipamu Station development, near to the proposed
development, provides market evidence that the development has
market potential.

e The proposed development would results in significant economic
benefits, in terms of additional GDP and employment.



e The proposal displaces a small amount of agricultural production
activity.

e On balance, the proposal has notable economic benefits and
negligible economic costs, and is recommended for approval.

GROWTH IN LIFESTYLE PROPERTY DEMAND

Figure 1 shows the regions that achieve the highest rates of ‘net internal
migration’, as a percentage of total population growth (internal migration is
the net number of people moving into a district or region) This shows the
regions that are considered most attractive places to relocate to, which is an
important consideration in terms of social and economic development. The
key drivers are affordable housing and a high amenity lifestyle. The top
performers are Northland, Tasman and Otago, which are well known lifestyle
locations, and Canterbury, which accommodates New Zealand’s most
affordable large city. Waikato also performs well, with 36% of growth from
net internal migration, reflecting its affordable housing opportunities. This,
however, confirms that high amenity lifestyle locations have significant
potential to attract new households into a region, and this is relevant
consideration for this proposed development.

Figure 1: Regional Internal Migration Trends 2018-2023

2018-2023
Net Internal
Region Net Internal Population | Migration % of
Migration Growth Population

Growth
Northland 7,530 12,700 59%
Tasman 2,740 5,100 54%
Canterbury 25,500 53,800 47%
Otago 6,280 13,500 47%
West Coast 680 1,500 45%
Waikato 15,000 41,200 36%
Bay of Plenty 5,260 25,700 20%
Taranaki 1,570 8,200 19%
Manawati-Whanganui 1,300 10,300 13%
Marlborough 240 2,100 11%
Hawke's Bay -1,310 6,600 -20%
Gisborne -620 2,800 -22%
Wellington -6,500 12,100 -54%
Auckland -109,200 200,800 -54%
Southland -1,650 2,200 -75%
Nelson -1,230 1,600 -77%

Source: Statistics NZ
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Figure 2 shows the type of properties that have been built in the immediate
area surrounding the proposed development (Whakamaru and Mangakino,
including Waipamu Estate).

It is evident that the majority of dwellings are now classified as baches (50%
- noting these may have been worker homes originally) and lifestyle
properties (10%), while 40% are classified as other (predominantly
suburban). This provides market evidence that there is an established bach
(holiday home) and lifestyle (many of which will be permanent homes)
market in Whakamaru and Mangakino, reflecting the high amenity lifestyle
offered by the lakes and proximity to other attractions near Taupo. In this
regard, the proposal would function as a combined lifestyle and bach/holiday
home development.

Figure 2: Historical Dwelling Completions by Type (Whakamaru and
Mangakino, including Waipamu Estate).

Dwelling Type

1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2022|Total| %

Bach

315 31 29 25 10 3 3 1 2 0 |420|50%

1
Lifestyle 0 2 22 8 5 2 1 5 21 17 2 | 85 | 10%
Other 0 37 65 50 76 26 14 17 24 20 1 |330|40%
Total 1 354 118 87 106 38 18 25 46 39 3 |835|100%

Source: Cotality
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EXISTING HOUSING MARKET SUPPLY & DEMAND

Figure 3 shows the key suburban and lifestyle settlements in and around
Whakamaru and Mangakino. Figures 3-6 provide more detailed aerial
imagery for each. These urban and lifestyle settlements comprise the
market within which the proposed development would occur if approved.

The main points to note are:

¢ Mangakino is the largest town, with approximately 370 dwellings.
These are conventional suburban scale dwellings, on sites of
around 800m?2 on average. They were largely built in the 1940’s -
1960’s to service the construction of Atiamuri and Ohakuri hydro
schemes, built 1959 -1961.. Currently, a standard dwelling in
Mangakino sells for $300,000-$500,000. Whilst these were
originally built as worker accommaodation, largely for the dam, the
majority (52%) are now used for baches.

¢ Whakamaru comprises two small urban settlements, with
approximately 70 dwellings. They were largely built in the 1950’s -
1960’s to provide accommodation for those working on the
Whakamaru Power Station (built in 1952). Currently, a typical
dwelling in Mangakino sells for $200,000-$400,000. These
dwellings predominantly occupied by local residents, with a smaller
proportion used for baches.

e Waipamu is the most recent addition to the locality. Itis a
managed farm park development, with around 50 lots ranging from
3,000-5,000m?. It was brought to the market in the mid 2010’s and
is fully sold down and largely developed. The majority of sections
have houses, with those remaining likely to be developed for
holiday or retirement housing, at a suitable time for the owner (i.e.



upon retirement). This is an up-market development, with many
sections having outstanding lake views, with access to a boat
ramp, tennis court, walking tracks and other shared facilities.
Presently there are 3 sections for resale on the market, with
dwellings currently selling for $1.1-1.6 million. As a farm park,
there is a management structure, which does reduce the market
attractiveness. Nevertheless, the Waipamu Station development
confirms a strong market exists for premium lakeside lifestyle
properties in this locality. This is a useful market benchmark for
the proposed development. The following link provides a video of
the development?.

14. | consider the proposed Quigley development conforms with the historical
pattern of growth in Whakamaru and Mangakino, with a high amenity
lifestyle focus. Mostly notably, the Waipamu development, introduced in the
mid 2010’s, is now largely completed, and this now enables a new similar
development to enter the market to meet ongoing demand for this type of
housing. It is my expectation that if approved, the Quigley development
would take 6-8 years for completion, sufficient to meet growth for the
foreseeable future.
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https://www.bing.com/videos/riverview/relatedvideo?pglt=297&g=Welcome-+to+Waipamu+Station&cvid
=ec23cfaallc841a3b936c64e6742874b&gs_lcrp=EgRIZGdIKgYIABBFGDkyBggAEEUYOTIGCAEQA
BhAMgYIAhAAGEDSAQc1OTVgMGOxqAIASAIA&PC=U531&ru=%2fsearch%3fpglt%3d297%26q%3d
Welcome%2bto%2bWaipamu%2bStation%26cvid%3dec23cfaallc841a3b936c64e€6742874b%264gs_|
crp%3dEgRIZGdIKgYIABBFGDkyBggAEEUYOTIGCAEQABhAMgYIAhAAGEDSAQC1OTVMGoXxgAI
AsAlA%26FORM%3dANSPA1%26PC%3dU531&mmscn=vwrc&mid=1DD7C1DBC46AEA61BDA91D
D7C1DBC46AEA61BDA9&FORM=WRVORC&nth=1&msockid=d84dd559a3bc11f0834d269cc17e520
e



Figure 3: Key Urban & Lifestyle Settlements
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Figure 5: Whakamaru
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ON-SITE INFRASTRUCTURE ECONOMIC VIABILITY

Several submitters (e.g. M Lord) have claimed the lack of onsite services,
notably power supply, is a constraining factor for the proposed development.
Figure 7 presents the per site costs of private and public services for the
proposed development.

In summary, private services have an annual per site cost of $6,000, and
public services have an annual per site cost of $4,620. The difference, of
circa $1,400 per annum, is relatively negligible, given the overall value of the
properties in the proposed development. On this basis, the proposed
development will be economically viable for onsite services. More generally,
it is worth noting that lifestyle properties predominantly rely on on-site
wastewater and water, and some rely on on-site power, and this does not
present any material economic constraints for this type of property.

Figure 7: Onsite Infrastructure Economic Viability

Private Total Cost Annual Cost

Services (debt payments)

Power $50,000 $4,000

Wastewater $15,000 $1,200

Water $10,000 $800

Total $75,000 $6,000

Public Public System  Annual Cost Annual User

Services Cost (debt payments) Charges Total
Power $2,000 $160 $2,500 $2,660
Wastewater $7,000 $560 $500 $1,060
Water $5,000 $400 $500 $900
Total $14,000 $1,120 $3,500 $4,620

Source: UE, Various
ECONOMIC COSTS & BENEFITS

With regard to s 32(1(b) and 32(2) of the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA), the economic costs and benefits of the proposed development are
outlined below.

The economic benefits resulting from the proposed development are as
follows:

e The proposed development would result in an increase in population
within the South Waikato District. This is growth that would
otherwise occur elsewhere, i.e. if demand for this type of lifestyle
housing is not met, then households that demand waterfront
properties would likely relocate out of the district (e.g. to Coromandel
or the Far North).

e The construction of the proposed development would support
approximately 198 FTE jobs and contribute $28.3 million to GDP.
Given the development would support housing that would otherwise
not occur, this is considered to be a net economic benefit. However,
if a more conservative net impact (of 50%) is adopted, the
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construction of the proposed development would contribute a net
additional 99 FTE jobs and approximately $13.6 million (present
value, discounted at 4% p.a. over 3 years) to district GDP.

e The ongoing expenditure of households at the proposed
development is estimated to contribute approximately $1.1 million
p.a. and support/generate 12 FTE jobs p.a. Given the development
would support housing that would otherwise not occur, this is
considered to be a net economic benefit. However, if a more
conservative netimpact is adopted, household expenditure resulting
from the proposed development would contribute approximately
$0.5 million to GDP and support 6 additional jobs p.a. This equates
to a present value of $10.2 million over a 30-year period. This
additional expenditure would support approximately 186 FTE jobs
over a 30-year period across the district.

e In total, the proposed development would result in a significant net
benefit to the South Waikato District. It is estimated that the
proposed development would result in a net present value of $27.3
- $54.6 million and support an additional 284 - 568 FTE jobs over the
base case forestry use of the site.

e Additionally, the proposed development would increase the range
and quality of accommodation on offer for tourists in the surrounding
area (i.e. Airbnb etc.).

The economic costs resulting from the proposed development are as
follows:

e The proposed development would result in the loss of land currently
utilised for forestry, with an estimated value-added contribution to
GDP of $0.01 million p.a., or a present value of $0.1 million over a
30-year period.

RESPONSE TO SUBMITTERS

| have reviewed a summary of submissions and have specifically considered
several submissions that raise economic matters. | address these briefly as
follows.

M Lord

The submitter raises that the proposal will displace rural production land. |
have considered this matter in my evidence, and conclude that the proposed
development would not otherwise occur, would have significant benefits,
and that these would outweigh the loss of rural production. | note that the
site has relatively low rural production value, being suitable for forestry.

The submitter considers there is a lack of infrastructure to support a lifestyle
development. Rural and lifestyle development typically rely on onsite
infrastructure which demonstrates that this is not a material constraint to
lifestyle development.

The submitter raises that the proposal will displace rural production land. |
have considered this matter in my evidence, and conclude that the proposed
development would not otherwise occur, would have significant benefits,
and that these would outweigh the loss of rural production. | note that the
site has relatively low
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A Lord

The submitter raises that the Waipamu Station development has struggled
and has vacant sections and that this suggests there is not market potential
for the proposed development. | have reviewed the Waipamu Station
development and conclude that it is fully sold, with the majority of properties
developed with houses. The remaining undeveloped lots are likely in the
process of development. Only 2-3 properties are on the market for sale, and
these are re-sales. This indicates a new development is required to meet
ongoing lifestyle property demand growth in the district.

H Woodward

The submitter raises that the proposal does not address local housing
needs. | consider that there is ongoing demand for lifestyle properties, as
confirmed by the successful completion of the Waipamu Station
development, and the general growth in lifestyle and holiday housing across
New Zealand. Lake Whakamaru offers a level of amenity that is suitable to
attract lifestyle and holiday property owners.

S Bolt

The submitter raises that the proposal will place additional pressure on
health, education and housing. The proposal would increase the number of
people that utilise local economic and social services, which tends to
improve rather than reduce their viability.

The submitter raises that the proposal may be partially developed which
would have negative impacts. | consider there is sufficient demand for the
proposed development, and it would take approximately 6-8 years for
completion.

In general, | consider my evidence to address the key economic matters
raised by submitters.

RESPONSE TO S42A REPORT

Mt Steve Gow, the Economic Development Manager at SWDC, has
reviewed the application?. He concludes:

“In summary, a development of this nature has a positive economic
benefit in the sense it provides housing options not commonly
available and assists in attracting investment and new businesses
to the region based upon delivering higher-quality housing and
lifestyle solutions.”

Mr Gow and | agree that the proposed development will have a positive
economic benefit, and also that the type of housing provided is not
commonly available, and will be attractive to new residents and owners of
new businesses looking to establish. In this regard, the proposed
development would support housing that would not otherwise occur in the
district. It is therefore a net economic benefit, i.e. a benefit that would not
otherwise occur.

2 Memo to Karla Putt, dated 26.09.25.



CONCLUSIONS

31. The proposal has notable economic benefits, and negligible economic costs,
and is therefore recommended for approval.



