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Memorandum 
To: Jake Hughes, Hughes Developments Limited 

Cc: Rachel Murdoch, Greenwood Roche 

From: Natalie Hampson, Savvy Consulting Limited 

Date: 6 July 2026 

Subject: Addendum to the Referral Economic Assessment for Bangor Village for the 

Purpose of the Substantive Application  

Introduction 

1. My name is Natalie Dianne Hampson. I am the owner and director of Savvy Consulting

Limited. In October 2025 I prepared a comprehensive economic assessment of the proposed

Bangor Village project (“the Project”) for Hughes Developments Limited’s Fast-track referral

application. That Economic Assessment (“EA”) report is appended to this memorandum.1

2. The purpose of this memorandum is to provide some further supporting information to be

read in conjunction with the EA report. This includes:

a. addressing information that was not available at time of the referral application,

namely final lot counts and sizes and the economic costs and benefits of

infrastructure required to service the Project (Section 1);

b. providing further detail and/or discussion on themes that were raised in a peer

review of the EA report undertaken in January 2026 by Formative on behalf of

Environment Canterbury as part of the referral process (“Economic Peer Review”)

(Section 2); and

c. updating my conclusions on economic benefits of the Project and the extent of those

benefits in light of a) and b) above (Section 3).

3. It is recommended that the EA report is read prior to reading this memorandum to reflect

the order in which they were drafted.

Code of Conduct 

4. Although this is not an Environment Court proceeding, I confirm I have read and am familiar

with the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, contained in the

Environment Court Practice Note 2023, and agree to comply with it.  My qualifications as an

1 While the Economic Assessment report has been written with reference to “Savvy’s” views and expertise, 
they are wholly my views and expertise as the sole author (unless otherwise stated). 
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expert are set out in Appendix 1 of my EA report appended to this memorandum. Other than 

where I state that I am relying on the advice of another person, I confirm that the issues 

addressed in this assessment are within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider 

material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

 

Section 1: Assessment Update 

 

5. The Project involves the subdivision and development of the site (being 130 ha located 

between Bangor Road and West Coast Road (State Highway (“SH”) 73 and identified in the 

Selwyn Partially Operative District Plan (“District Plan”) as development area DEV-DA3) to 

create 741 residential allotments and supporting infrastructure and landscaping to enable 

the creation of a new residential neighbourhood on residentially zoned land, immediately 

adjoining the existing township of Darfield.   

6. The components of the Project include: 

a. Subdivision of the site and associated land development (including earthworks) to 

create: 

i. 741 allotments to enable the establishment of 741 dwellings.   

ii. Allotments to support infrastructure and for vesting to Selwyn District 

Council as recreation reserves. 

b. Landscaping and development of green spaces. 

c. Construction of associated infrastructure and utilities. 

7. Based on information available at the time of preparing the EA report, my key findings were 

that the Project would deliver a residential development that is significant in scale at the 

district and Canterbury region level, in a way and location that supports a compact urban 

form and helps meet the needs of future household growth in Darfield. The construction of 

the Project, inclusive of the residential dwellings enabled (but excluding infrastructure 

upgrades required to deliver the Project), was estimated to catalyse between $2020258-295 

million of total direct, indirect and induced value added for the regional economy in present 

value terms depending on the final residential allotment yield. This total value added impact 

equates to total employment years of between 3,270-3,740 full time equivalents (“FTE”). 

These gross economic impacts were estimated to be spread over an indicative development 

period of 11.5 years. 

8. The combined economic benefits of the Project were considered to be of significance at the 

regional level. Darfield is identified in the District Plan as a Service Township and in 

Waikirikiri Ki Tua Future Selwyn as a Strategic Town which is projected to experience 

substantial growth. Ensuring that Darfield’s urban zoned land develops efficiently is an 

important economic outcome for the district and region. In contrast, the economic costs or 

disbenefits of the Project were considered minimal. 
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9.  The following sub-sections address some of the refinements of the Project which have 

occurred in preparation for the substantive application that are relevant the EA report. 

Confirmation of lot numbers and size distribution 

 

10. As noted above, the final subdivision plan has now confirmed that 741 residential allotments 

will be provided. As this falls within the 700-800 range assessed in the EA report, no changes 

are considered necessary to the existing gross economic impacts that were modelled using 

Input-Output multiplier analysis. While I have not updated that aspect of the analysis, I have 

updated some other calculations and/or analysis from the EA report within this 

memorandum based on the confirmed yield of 741. 

11. One aspect that has changed slightly from the indicative master plan I relied on for the 

referral application is the range of lot sizes and the percentage distribution of lot sizes for the 

Project. Section 3.1.1 of the EA Report (including Figure 3.2) showed an indicative count and 

percentage share of lots by four broad size bands as understood at that time.  The smallest 

lot size has decreased to 594sqm and the largest lot size is confirmed at 1.11 ha. The average 

lot size for the Project now sits at 1,303sqm, but the median lot size is 838sqm.  Figure 1 

replaces Figure 3.2 in the EA Report.  Adopting the same size thresholds, it shows that 52% 

of the lots will be less than 850sqm, 35% will be between 850-1,250sqm, 7% will be between 

1,250-3,500sqm and 6% will be greater than 3,500sqm. 

Figure 1 – Final Mix of Lot Sizes in the Proposed Subdivision Plan 

 

Economic effects of infrastructure upgrades and investment     
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12. At the time of preparing the EA report, further detail on infrastructure requirements were 

unknown.  As part of the substantive application, I have been advised (by Davie Lovell-Smith) 

of both the nature and indicative financial cost of additional three waters and roading 

infrastructure planned to be delivered for the Project to mitigate its effects on existing 

infrastructure capacity while also providing wider economic benefits for the current and 

future Darfield community.  

13. While further detail is provided in other technical reports, the key infrastructure 

recommendations are identified as: 

a. An upsized rising main as part of a pressurised wastewater network on the site. 

The site sits outside the gravity network catchment of the new (and emerging) 

wastewater network in Darfield. The proposed rising main is needed for the site to 

connect to the reticulated wastewater network that Council is extending through the 

township. A pressurised network on-site will provide better control of the volume 

and variability of flows to the Pines Treatment Plant (net additional cost of the 

upsized rising main is indicatively $250,000). 

b. A new water supply main between Bangor Road and the Council Water Supply 

Facility located on the northern boundary of the site. This pipe is proposed to be 

larger than technically required to service the demand of the proposed development 

(total cost estimated at $330,000, with the net additional cost for the larger 

diameter pipe estimated at $165,000). 

c. Subject to NZTA confirmation at the time, an intersection upgrade where SH 73 and 

Bangor Road (SH 77) meet to manage the service and safety levels of that 

intersection with the additional vehicle traffic generated by the Project once it 

reaches 550 occupied lots (indicative cost $1.2 million).2  

d. An intersection upgrade where McLaughlins Road and Bangor Road meet to 

manage the service and safety levels of that intersection with the additional vehicle 

traffic generated by the Project (indicative combined cost of $250,000). 

e. A new pedestrian crossing on Bangor Road connecting the site to the shared path 

on the southern side of Bangor Road. The cost of the crossing is included in (d) 

above. 

f. Shared path construction and upgrade along Bangor Road/SH 77 to the SH 73 

intersection. This will enhance active transport (walking/cycling from the new 

pedestrian crossing to the High School and on to SH 73 (indicative cost of $340,000). 

14. These infrastructure costs are over and above the roading and reticulated service costs 

associated with the land development within the site (i.e. the civil engineering costs) that are 

 
2 The final cost is not yet confirmed, but $1.2 million is indicative of developing a new roundabout in 2026 
prices.  
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already captured in the land development expenditure modelled in the EA report.3  In total, 

these infrastructure upgrades have a value estimated at $2.370 million and will be paid for 

by the applicant (with no direct costs to Council or NZTA).4 The direct expenditure will 

stimulate additional upstream flow-on economic impacts in the Selwyn District and regional 

economy (discussed further below). 

15. In gross terms, the proposed additional infrastructure will generate economic benefits for 

the wider community (over and above servicing the needs of the Project). These benefits 

include: 

a.  The additional capacity factored into the design of the wastewater rising main will 

enable the existing zoned land east of the site (circa 43 ha, zoned a combination of 

General Residential, Large Lot and General Industrial and comprising DEV-DA6 and 

DEV-DA10), and the circa 63 ha of Urban Growth Overlay north of the site, to 

connect and directly discharge to the Council’s wastewater network as they also sit 

outside the gravity network catchment. These areas are mapped in Figure 2. 

Effectively, the proposed investment by the applicant ensures that the entire north-

west segment of Darfield Township is infrastructure ready for wastewater as 

Council’s pending installation of sewer pipes along the main roads (i.e. to the 

boundary of those land parcels) will not, in and of itself, be sufficient to enable those 

greenfield areas to connect to the wastewater scheme.  This is a modest cost saving 

for those existing landowners of zoned and future urban land adjacent to the site 

that will not be passed on to future residents/businesses in those developments and 

will improve the commercial feasibility of development anticipated by the District 

Plan in those areas.5 

 
3 Section 3.3 EA Report. 
4 I have assumed no cost-sharing arrangements with Council for the purpose of this memorandum.  
5 Council’s dwelling demand and capacity modelling assumed DEV-DA6 and DEV-DA10 are already commercially 
feasible, but the smaller land area of those sites (with lower dwelling yields) means that any infrastructure 
upgrades that they may have faced in the absence of the Project would have a greater relative impact on their 
commercially feasibility. 
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16. Overall, these wider economic benefits generated by the Project’s infrastructure investments 

will be experienced over extensive areas of the current and future Darfield community. 

17. It is important to acknowledge that under the status quo provisions, DEV-DA3 anticipates 

some infrastructure investment that would provide for longer term intensification of the site 

(in addition to any infrastructure upgrades that would be necessary (if any) to mitigate 

externalities of the development on the wider roading, water supply and wastewater 

networks). While it is not known what Council may consider appropriate future proofed 

infrastructure if the site was developed as anticipated by the District Plan, Davie Lovell-Smith 

has indicated that some sort of wastewater pipe connection6 and larger diameter water 

supply pipe (although not as large as the one proposed) may have been the sort of 

investment required under the status quo to address the gravity constraint and at least 

match the water supply capacity already identified in the 2054 Infrastructure Strategy. This is 

assuming that development of the site anticipated by DEV-DA3 would be required to connect 

to the wastewater network (to avoid proliferation of septic tanks) even if some of the lots in 

the short-medium term would have been of a sufficient size to allow for onsite dispersal.7 

Conversely, it is not likely that under status quo development provisions for the site that the 

oversized wastewater rising main and SH 73-SH 77 intersection upgrade would have been 

required, nor the pedestrian crossing or shared path upgrade.   

18. This means in net terms (should the counterfactual scenario be relevant to the evaluation), 

the wider economic benefit of the proposed water supply connection described above is not 

necessarily fully net additional or attributable to approval of the Project.8 However, the wider 

benefits of the upsized wastewater rising main, pedestrian crossing, shared path upgrade, 

and both roading intersection upgrades are net additional and attributable to the approval of 

the Project.   

19. While the above infrastructure costs/upgrades are not expected to incur any direct costs to 

Council, the Economic Peer Review identified that long-term funding burdens of Project 

infrastructure on ratepayers should also be considered. I have been advised from Davie 

Lovell-Smith that: 

a. Upgrades to the capacity of the wastewater treatment plant are already being 

planned to cater for Darfield’s growth, and so no net additional costs are attributable 

to the Project over the long term. 

b. No upgrades of the water supply facility on the northern boundary of the site will be 

required to enable the Project. 

 
6 The cost of a standard water pipe connection was already accounted for in the civil engineering cost 
assumptions used to model employment value added impacts of construction.  
7 I have seen references on a Council webpage to not requiring large lot residential properties to connect to the 
new wastewater scheme, but I am unsure if this this exception is targeted at existing large lot residential areas 
or applies to new large lots in greenfield development areas.  
8 Under an alternative but potentially realistic counterfactual of no development on DEV-DA3 for at least the 
short-medium term, the gross benefits of that infrastructure are also the net benefits in that time frame. 
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c. All infrastructure on the site will be vested to Council. The larger diameter water and 

wastewater pipe do not generate any greater whole of life costs for Council to 

maintain. All infrastructure will be designed to Council standards and under Council 

approval to ensure operational costs are minimised. Generally, the rates paid by the 

properties the water supply main and wastewater rising main will serve are expected 

to easily cover operational costs. The same applies to roading and reserves within 

the site.  

20. Considering the likely full lifecycle costs of the proposed infrastructure, no net additional 

funding or long-term financial burdens (disbenefits) are anticipated for the Council, 

ratepayers or NZTA as a result of the Project.9  

21. Having assessed the additional information provided on infrastructure investment and 

upgrades for the Project, no changes are required to the conclusions of minimal economic 

costs or disbenefits set out in the EA report. As above, this is because there are no increased 

direct or whole of life costs to Council or ratepayers expected to accommodate the Project 

within existing and planned network infrastructure. 

22. In terms of the gross economic impacts of the Project, the EA report acknowledged that 

additional infrastructure investment would stimulate further value added and employment 

(over and above the civil and dwelling construction of the site itself). This has now been 

quantified as a gross injection of approximately $2.37 million of additional output. If 

assigned wholly to the heavy and civil engineering construction sector, Table 2 shows that 

based on national average multipliers, this could equate to an additional $0.6 million in 

direct valued added (and $2.0 million in indicative total value added) and equate to the 

equivalent of 5 direct FTE jobs (for one year) (and 15 FTEs if including indicative indirect and 

induced employment impacts).  As per the EA report, the value added impacts are expressed 

in 2020 dollars. As all but the SH 73-77 upgrade are expected to occur early in the Project 

timeline, around half of these impacts likely closely matches the present value impacts (i.e. 

limited discounting would apply). The present value of the expenditure on the SH 73-77 

upgrade would require discounting over an indicate 8-11 years,10 which is broadly equivalent 

to halving the GDP impact attributable to that half of the direct expenditure.  

23. In terms of what weight should be given to these additional quantified gross economic 

impacts of the Project (from a benefits perspective), a small portion (7%) is not net 

additional to upgrades likely under status quo provisions,11 and a large share of the 

remainder is to mitigate the impacts of the Project on the roading network. However, around 

21% of the gross impacts relates to volunteered upgrades that provide for wider community 

benefits.   

 
9 This contrasts with potential risks described in the EA report of relatively lower ratepayer revenue to cover 
the costs of future-proofed infrastructure on the site under the status quo planning provisions. 
10 Based on an indicative residential dwelling build rate of 53-74 per annum and allowance for stage 1 
earthworks.  
11 Being the portion of the water supply main cost estimated to be required under the status quo. 
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Table 2 – Indicative Economic Impacts of the Proposed Infrastructure Upgrades (Undiscounted) 

 

24.  The EA report stated, based on information available at the time, that “infrastructure costs 

on and off the site would have a neutral effect on economic wellbeing at the Darfield or wider 

Selwyn District level” (page 42). This is no-longer accurate as while the costs of the 

infrastructure upgrades proposed will still be passed on to the purchasers of sections on the 

site by the applicant, there are clearly economic benefits to the wider community from those 

upgrades that will be felt in the short, medium and long term. These economic benefits are 

much broader than signalled in Section 4.1 of the EA report (last bullet point),12 and further 

enhance the significance of the Project’s regional benefits (discussed further in Section 3 

below).  

25. An updated table outlining the indicative economic impacts of the Project (undiscounted) 

based on 741 lots and including the proposed infrastructure upgrades is set out below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
12 Only the wider benefits of the wastewater infrastructure were identified (but not specified) at the time.  

Direct 
Impact

Indirect 
Impact

Induced 
Impact

Total 
Impact

Infrastructure Development
FTEs (annual average) 5               7               4               15             
Value Added ($2020m) 0.6$         0.9$         0.5$         2.0$          

Gross Household Income ($2020m) 0.4$         0.4$         0.2$         1.0$          

Source: StatisticsNZ, Savvy Consulting, Client Inputs. Results are in $2020 and employment terms.
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Table 2A – Indicative Economic Impacts of the Project (Undiscounted) 

 

 

Section 2: Further Discussion in Response to the Economic Peer Review 

 

26. This section provides further discussion in response to the key critiques contained in the 

Economic Peer Review. These critiques (and misinterpretations) can be summarised as 

follows: 

a. The lens through which economic benefits have been measured in the EA report. 

b. Because the Project transfers/displaces housing supply from other zoned locations it 

means that the benefits of the Project’s housing supply are not significant as they 

are not net additional. 
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c. House prices under the Project won’t be materially different from what is delivered 

across Darfield township and so the Project cannot claim the benefit of delivering 

more affordable housing.  

d. The rate of housing construction (uptake) assumed on the site for impact modelling 

purposes is unrealistic and a much slower uptake scenario should be applied with 

lower net present value. 

e. The modelled upstream economic impacts on value added/employment are claimed 

as economic wellbeing benefits. 

27. In addition, as the limitations of multiplier analysis used for economic impact modelling have 

been a regular focus in the discourse of economic benefit assessment under the FTAA, I have 

bolstered my discussion of those limitations for completeness as part of this section (and 

inserted that prior to (e) above.   

Overview of the perspective taken in the EA report on economic effects of the Project 

 

28. An important feature of the Project is that the site is already zoned for urban development 

through an underlying Large Lot Residential zoning and a site specific development 

framework (identified as development area DEV-DA3 in the District Plan).  Those status quo 

planning provisions require a low density development form in the short-medium term but 

with consideration given to designing and installing infrastructure  to cater for future (long-

term) intensification of the residential sections. 

29. The EA report has considered (in Section 3.1) the economic implications of the status quo 

planning provisions which dictate higher upfront infrastructure costs on the site recoverable 

from a lower yield of sections. I found that these provisions create a financially risky situation 

for the landowner that is likely to render the land commercially unviable to develop in the 

short-medium term.  

30. Delaying development of this large and strategically located site in the Darfield urban area 

until such time as there are more commercially viable development rules in place is a worst-

case, yet realistic counterfactual scenario if the substantive application for the Project is not 

approved. This outcome will have adverse flow-on effects for the economic wellbeing of the 

Darfield community by reducing the competitiveness of the housing market in the short-

medium term (by taking out the opportunity for another greenfield development area to 

enter the market). It will also likely hamper the development of even more centrally located 

development areas in the north-west segment of Darfield13 – an area that has yet to realise 

its urban development potential compared to other parts of the township (as evident in 

Figure 4) – further delaying opportunities for a more integrated and connected urban form.14  

 
13 DEV-DA6 and DEV-DA10. 
14 The south-south-east segment is also lagging behind in development.  
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a. There is no express statutory requirement in the FTAA to adopt or apply a particular 

counterfactual. 

b. When a panel identifies the benefits that a project will deliver it is implicitly asking 

what the position would be without the project, therefore explicit consideration of 

one or more counterfactual scenario may be a useful evaluative tool. 

c. It is open to a panel to conclude that a proposal delivers regional or nationally 

significant benefits irrespective of which counterfactual is adopted or irrespective of 

a counterfactual (i.e. they may choose to rely on net or gross benefits). 

d. In evaluating net economic benefits using a counterfactual scenario, the current 

planning status and use of the site is “the most concrete reference point” and can be 

considered the ‘base case’ or “baseline against which to measure the additional 

housing, infrastructure and economic activity generated by the project” [396].   

34. I consider that if a counterfactual scenario is applied in the evaluation of economic benefits 

of the Project, that the status quo planning provisions are the relevant starting point. Two 

different perspectives could be taken:   

a. Comparing the development outcomes of the Project against a worst-case 

counterfactual of no likely development of the site in the short-medium term 

because of the potential commercial implications of those status quo provisions. This 

is akin to adopting the gross benefits of the Project (i.e. the benefits delivered by 741 

residential sections and associated dwellings compared with no dwelling likely 

supplied on the site in the short-medium term).  

b. A more conservative approach is to compare the development outcomes of the 

Project against the status quo development form anticipated by the District Plan 

(despite being unlikely to meet the commercial feasibility test in practice).17  

35. The more conservative option (b) has been adopted to describe net Project economic 

benefits in the EA report (Section 4.1), on the basis that a status quo planning baseline is 

more consistent with RMA assessment principles. Gross benefits are still readily interpreted 

from the EA report in my view despite taking this net benefits approach, and in some cases 

both the gross and net benefits have been explicitly quantified. 

36. This approach means that the EA report has focussed on comparing development outcomes 

of the Project in terms of differences in site density, yield, housing typology, amenity, 

commercial feasibility, affordability, and market competition effects relative to those 

outcomes anticipated on the site under the status quo provisions. Where appropriate these 

different development outcomes are also considered in the context of Darfield’s wider 

 
17 While the Council’s dwelling demand and capacity modelling treated the site as commercially  feasible, this 
high level model does not appear to have taken into account the implications of the planning provisions for 
DEV-DA3.  
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development patterns and economic wellbeing. For example, the EA report describes how 

the Project increases the overall dwelling capacity (efficiency) of zoned urban land in Darfield 

relative to the status quo provisions and in turn delays the need for live zoning of Future 

Growth Overlays that will remove highly productive land used for land based primary 

production.  

37. I clarify this approach as, at times, the Economic Peer Review focussed on the similarities 

(and therefore less distinguishable benefits) of the development outcomes of the Project to 

other recent greenfield development areas in Darfield, rather than the material changes that 

the Project’s approval would deliver on the DEV-DA3 site. That is not the correct assessment 

lens in my opinion as it disregards a relevant counterfactual and at the same time, ignores 

the gross benefits delivered by the Project. That said, the EA report also acknowledges that 

the Project deliberately seeks to deliver housing supply that is complementary to other 

zoned land in Darfield  (and particularly the General Residential Zone) for the very reason 

that that density is:  

a. more appropriate for the central/accessible location of the site; and  

b. more closely meets projected housing needs in Darfield (in terms of type, price and 

relative affordability) in the short-medium (and long) term relative to greater supply 

of large lot residential sections anticipated on the site by the District Plan in the 

short-medium term. 

38. Overall, the EA report reflects a spatially explicit approach to assessing the economic effects 

of the Project with site specific and wider economic benefits and costs/disbenefits carefully 

distinguished and expressed in net terms.18 This is a conservative approach to ensure that 

economic benefits are not overstated while acknowledging the position taken in recent FTAA 

decisions that a counterfactual is not a requirement and gross economic benefits may be a 

valid basis for evaluation. In any event, I consider that net economic benefits of the Project 

meet the threshold of being regionally significant for a housing project. Therefore, a gross 

benefit approach would only strengthen that conclusion.             

Transfer and Displacement Effects 

 

39. This section provides further discussion around the issues of transfer effects,19 whether the 

Project influences Darfield’s growth drivers, the relevance of urban growth displacement 

effects and the net additionality of economic benefits and construction impacts. 

 
18 The economic impacts of construction catalysed by the development (which are described separately from 
economic wellbeing benefits) are still presented in gross terms.  
19 Whether transfer or displacement effects (such as transferring housing demand from other locations to the 
Project site (if approved)) are treated as a ‘counterfactual scenario’ or part of ‘the counterfactual scenario’ 
depends on how the counterfactual scenario is described and used in an economic assessment. In the case of 
this memorandum and the EA report, the counterfactual was (to be conservative) focussed on the alternate 
development outcome of the site itself (using baseline or status quo zoning provisions). In this context, even 
development of the site under the counterfactual scenario would have result in transfer effects of housing 
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40. The EA report acknowledges that there is a large quantum of residential development 

capacity already zoned in the Darfield township relative to expected housing demand.20 

Under the status quo planning provisions, the site (DEV-DA3) contributes to that 

development capacity, but only to a minor extent relative to the Project master plan (and for 

a narrower range of section sizes and dwelling types).  In proposing to increase the capacity 

(yield) and diversity of section sizes on the DEV-DA3 site, the following points are relevant: 

a. There are no material risks (disbenefits) to increasing the surplus of housing 

development capacity so long as the capacity contributes to a well-functioning urban 

environment and, in this case, the developer bears the cost of necessary 

infrastructure investments and upgrades. 

b. The Project will not influence the growth trajectory of Darfield. Increasing housing 

capacity in a township with surplus capacity and no likely latent demand, and where 

that proposed additional capacity is complementary to other forms of dwelling 

capacity already provided, would not have any impact on underlying housing 

demand. It will not attract any household growth from beyond the township (i.e. 

from elsewhere in Selwyn District or Greater Christchurch) than would otherwise 

have been expected based on recent trends – rather, it simply gives those new 

households more choice of housing locations within Darfield.   

c. As the Project is responding to household growth in Darfield, not influencing the 

quantum of growth that Darfield attracts, no increase in car dependency (a potential 

disbenefit) can be attributed to the Project. On the contrary, the Project ensures 

more people can live closer to the Darfield commercial zones over the long term.  

d. The Project does not “commit” dwelling growth to the site.21 Rather, it provides a 

more intensive development opportunity to provide for housing growth in Darfield 

(as a permitted activity on the lots created). As stated above and in the EA report, 

the Project will compete for housing demand in the Darfield township – promoting a 

more competitive housing market at certain housing densities than the status quo 

DEV-DA3 provisions.22  

e. In economic assessments, opportunity costs are sometimes discussed in the context 

of greenfield development reducing the opportunity for growth to occur in more 

central, intensified areas, particularly where a local authority has a policy framework 

to support intensified development options. This disbenefit does not apply in 

 
demand, so the ‘process’ of transfer effects is not unique to the Project being approved in this case. In 
residential consent applications where the land was not already zoned for housing, different approaches to 
potentially useful counterfactuals and transfer/displacement effects may apply i.e., it will be context specific.    
20 See for example section 2.3.1 of the EA report.  
21 See Economic Peer Review, page 12. Applying assumptions that the residential dwelling build out rate may 
take place over a 10 year period, for example, is not saying that housing growth will be forced to occur on the 
site in that time period, only that it may be reasonable for it to capture that level of demand if sections are 
released in that time period.   
22 In the NPS-UD, competition and better meeting housing needs is considered a positive economic outcome.  
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Darfield or to this Project, which is already zoned urban land.  The Project will deliver 

more section sizes already being developed across other existing zoned areas in 

Darfield that better meet the nature of household demand growth and in a location 

that complements, rather than detracts from, good urban form outcomes, 

particularly with regard to encouraging more households to live close to the centre 

of town.  

f. The extent to which the Project may decrease the rate of development achievable in 

other zoned growth areas in Darfield which may adversely affect private sector cost 

recovery or change the commercial feasibility of already planned private 

development staging, is not a relevant economic disbenefit of the Project. This same 

process would apply under the status quo provisions if developed.23  

g. In terms of any growth sequencing risks and inefficiencies for publicly funded 

infrastructure investment (a potential concern raised by the Economic Peer Review), 

this would seem most relevant for wastewater infrastructure given that this 

infrastructure is relatively new in Darfield (discussed previously). Council is currently 

in the process of installing pipes that (as a priority over the existing residential areas) 

reach the boundary of current growth areas of Darfield to avoid further proliferation 

of septic tanks.24  Laying pipes in existing residential areas where septic tanks already 

exist is indicatively scheduled over the short, medium and long-term in three 

stages.25 The growth areas shown (see link in footnote 25) as priority network 

extension areas cover all of the existing development areas of Darfield, inclusive of 

DEV-DA3. This suggests that the Project does not alter any sequencing of 

expenditure already planned by Council on wastewater infrastructure.   

 

I anticipate that a relevant consideration for Council will be the projected revenue 

from new wastewater connections needed to help recover the cost of the new 

wastewater pipeline from the treatment plant, the Darfield wastewater pump and 

initial pipework to the growth areas.26 However, I consider that the likely effect of 

the Project on the potential rate of wastewater connections (and therefore revenue) 

coming from new residential growth areas in the township will be neutral on cost 

recovery for Council. As above, this is because the Project is not expected to impact 

the total annual growth of new housing on site sizes required to connect to the new 

wastewater scheme – only the location of where that growth may occur in Darfield 

in any one year.  Any new connections to the wastewater scheme in the Project site 

would be expected to generate the same level and rate of revenue for Council as 

 
23 Under the status quo, DEV-DA3 would compete mostly with other development areas containing Large Lot 
Residential Zone.  Under the Project, it could compete with all greenfield development areas (containing both 
residential zones).  
24 Grip.co.nz shows that pipes have been laid on Telegraph and Kimberly roads to date, but I understand that 
pipes to DEV-DA3 will be in place to match Project timing.  
25 https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/services/water/wastewater/darfield-wastewater.  
26 This is particularly the case as cost recovery in existing residential areas will be lower and uncertain, as for 
most houses, paying to connect to the wastewater scheme will be optional.  
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may be expected from status quo growth across Darfield over the short-medium 

term.    

41. Based on the discussion above,  and consistent with the findings of the EA report in Section 

4.2, I consider that there are no economic disbenefits or opportunity costs that extend 

beyond Darfield that are attributable to the Project. Nor are there any economic disbenefits 

or opportunity costs within Darfield that I consider material or applicable, including in 

relation to infrastructure sequencing and public investment efficiency. In short, there are no 

material undesirable urban form outcomes from the housing supply proposed by the Project. 

42. The Expert Panel for the Ashbourne Fast Track Application found (at paragraph [517] of its 

decision) that ‘displacement’ or transfer effects should be accounted for in economic benefit 

assessment but only if that displacement or transfer effect is determined to be an economic 

disbenefit. It went on to conclude that “if the displacement is not determined to be an 

economic disbenefit, then there is no requirement to account for it in an assessment of 

significant regional or national benefits”.  The Homestead Bay decision adopted the 

Ashbourne approach. 

43. I consider that the potential for transfer effects should be acknowledged (as a matter of best 

practice) and this was the approach in the EA report. I also acknowledged that the gross 

economic impacts arising from construction of the project would not necessarily be net 

additional to the economy.27  However, I agree that viewing displacement from the 

perspective of ‘disbenefits’ is a useful approach for dealing with transfer 

effects/displacement under the Act (particularly for housing projects as housing supply is 

explicitly identified as meeting the purpose of the Act in s 22).  On that basis, I consider that 

the following paragraph contained in Section 3.3 of the EA report is already aligned with 

Ashbourne approach (emphasis added): 

 

“Savvy acknowledges that depending on when the development of the Site occurs, it may be 

transferring economic impacts that would have been generated on other residential 

development sites (i.e. it is sustained by a transfer of demand). This occurs when the 

development competes for demand at the same time as other developments. However,  

competition in the market is considered positive in economic terms, and as such, transfer 

effects of construction impacts are not considered to detract from the economic impacts or 

significance of the Project”. 

44. When setting aside transfer effects in accordance with the Ashbourne approach (due to no 

associated disbenefits in the spatial pattern of growth in the short-medium term), I maintain 

that the gross economic impacts arising from the construction of the Project are significant 

in absolute terms. 

Delivering relatively more affordable housing 

 

 
27 Further discussion on this approach can be found in Section 3.3 and Appendix 6 of the EA report. 
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45. In keeping with the overall conservative approach to assessing benefits, the EA report 

(Section 3.2 and summarised in Section 4.1) describes a benefit of the Project as delivering 

‘more’ affordable housing compared with status quo provisions for the site whereby more of 

the site’s sections would be large lots, with correspondingly larger houses and higher overall 

section and dwelling costs.28 The marginal price differences between Project outcomes and 

the status quo housing outcomes have not been quantified, but have been informed by 

examination of recent sales data between new Large Lot Residential and General Residential 

Zone areas where differences in housing size and value is readily observed when section sizes 

differ.  

46. This comparison perspective is clarified here as the Economic Peer Review sought to 

compare the potential dwelling values on the site  against “the current average sales price in 

Darfield of $665,000” and on that basis, considered that the Project would not deliver more 

affordable housing than elsewhere in Darfield.  The Peer Review took that sales figure from 

Appendix 4 of the EA report, which is in fact the median (not average) dwelling sales price for 

the Darfield census area unit (“CAU”) which covers only the central area of the Darfield 

township and not the newer subdivision areas that fall within the Kirwee CAU in that 

dataset. Notably, the Kirwee CAU had a median dwelling sales price of $805,500 at that time, 

and the EA report states in Appendix 4 that my expectation was that the median price for the 

whole township likely fell between those two numbers. As confirmation of this, REINZ29 

states that the current median sales price for the whole township is currently $729,000. This 

median sales price has been within the range of $590,000-$880,000 over the last 12 months. 

Importantly, this median sales price includes a mix of older central dwellings (which have 

lower values) and new dwellings (which achieve higher values). 

47. While comparing potential dwelling values for the Project with the rest of Darfield township 

was not the focus of the EA report, or the point of the benefit statement, I take this 

opportunity to provide further detail on implied dwelling costs associated with my modelling 

assumptions of construction economic impacts.  Table 3 below provides the underlying detail 

from my modelling, updated to reflect the finalised lot count and sizes. It shows that based 

on the indicative building footprints for each of the proposed section size bands, and the 

assumption of average construction costs of $3,000/sqm, that dwelling construction costs 

could range between $555,000 and $900,000. Importantly, more than half of the dwellings 

potentially delivered by the Project are in the lowest price band which means the weighted 

average construction costs is likely closer to $638,000 and median construction price for the 

Project is likely $555,000.    

 
28 I also note that the EA report does not claim that the Project delivers affordable housing per se (i.e. relative 
to household incomes and ability to pay). The project will deliver market housing. 
29 https://www.realestate.co.nz/insights/canterbury/selwyn/darfield (extracted on 24 May 2026). Median sales 
price will vary depending on when the site is viewed. 



20 
 

 

 

Table 3 – More Detailed Breakdown of Dwelling Construction Impact Inputs (Building Costs Exclude 

Section Prices and Do Not Represent House and Land Sales Prices) 

  

48. These costs do not include the cost of the sections for a house and land package.  As such, a 

comparison with recent sales prices in Darfield township (should that be relevant – and it is 

my view that it is not pertinent to the benefits assessment) is not straightforward. However, 

the REINZ website shows plenty of recent sales of new dwellings of different sizes that I 

consider would be directly comparable to the sales prices inferred in the EA report if section 

costs were included.  

49. Ultimately, the Project will be competing with new housing supply in other greenfield 

development areas in Darfield township and on that basis, it is expected that there will be a 

degree of similarity between house and land prices where they offer comparable section and 

dwelling sizes/qualities to the market. It is for this reason that the EA report had not 

focussed on comparison of Project dwelling prices with wider Darfield.   

50. To reiterate, the Project will deliver a substantially more affordable mix of dwellings in the 

medium term in this part of Darfield Township than would otherwise be likely under current 

DEV-DA3 provisions.30 It therefore contributes more new housing supply at the lower end of 

the price range for Darfield and less new housing supply at the upper end of the price range 

associated with large lot residential sections. In this context, I consider the relative housing 

affordability benefit of the Project is a valid one. 

Development timeframes and net present value effect 

 

51. The EA report (Section 3.3) has modelled indicative economic impacts that would be 

associated with a single scenario of development timing that covers final engineering 

approvals, staged land development and then incremental dwelling construction to give a 

total development period of 11.5 years. The Economic Peer Review challenged the dwelling 

 
30 Indicatively, at 162 dwellings on lots of 6,000 as assumed for the site in the Council’s HDCA capacity 
modelling (which is more linked to the underlying zoning rather than a subdivision plan that would be possible 
under DEV-DA3 provisions), this would, under my dwelling size assumptions, generate 100% of houses in the 
300sqm size range. i.e. all at $900,000 construction cost (less section price).  

Section Size (sqm)
Count of 

Lots
Share of 

Total Lots

Indicative 
Building 

Footprint 
(sqm)

Assumed 
average 

Construction 
Cost/sqm

Indicative 
Building Cost

3,500+ 46                   6% 300                3,000$                900,000$          

1,250-3,500 55                   7% 275                3,000$                825,000$          

850-1,250 257                35% 225                3,000$                675,000$          

594-850 383                52% 185                3,000$                555,000$          

Total 741                100% 157,605        472,815,000$ 

Avearge Building Cost (Weighted) 213                638,077$          

Median Building Cost 185                555,000$          

Souce: HDL, Savvy Consulting. Inputs to construction impacts modelling.
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construction build out rate (i.e. 10 years of elapsed time) on the basis that that scenario 

would account for an unusually high market share of annual projected housing growth in 

Darfield in their view over the medium term.   

52. The Economic Peer Review noted the two total Darfield housing demand scenarios described 

in the EA report: 

a. Selwyn District Council’s own dwelling demand scenario of 63 new dwellings per 

annum in Darfield over the medium term;31 and  

b. the recent dwelling consent trends over the last four years for Darfield averaging 86 

dwellings per annum, assumed to hold constant over the medium term.32  

53. The latest StatisticsNZ population growth projections for the Selwyn District are now 

substantially higher than when the Council last modelled housing demand across the 

district’s urban areas.33 In light of the release of higher population projections, and a trend 

for Darfield township to capture a growing share of population growth within the wider 

Darfield catchment,  I consider that the recent consent trends are the more reliable of the 

two housing demand scenarios for Darfield for the medium term. It is on that basis that I 

consider that the build-out scenario of 10 years modelled in the EA report, and the implied 

market share of township growth that the Project may capture during that period, are 

reasonable and not fanciful for a master planned development in that location.     

54. That said, if housing construction does take longer than modelled in the EA report, that will 

spread the same quantum of construction expenditure over a greater number of years and 

therefore reduce the economic impacts that flow from construction expenditure in any one 

year, although not in total. This in turn will have an impact on the net present value of those 

total modelled economic impacts.   

55. To show how a slower development rate would impact on net present values of land 

development and construction valued added impacts, Table 4 below includes the reported 

development scenario and an indicative slower build-out scenario (extending it by another 4 

years). The relative market share of the Project within Darfield is included for context.      

 
31 Described in Section 2.3.1 of the EA report. This scenario was developed by the same peer review company.  
32 Refer Section 2.3.2 of the EA report, with data analysis in Appendix 4. 
33 This is footnoted on page 21 of the EA report. 
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Table 4 – Example of how Net Present Value of Valued Added Impacts Alter with Slower Development 

Timeframes 

 

56. Table 4 shows that if, indicatively, the dwelling construction was spread over 14 years, say, 

instead of 10 (and with land development staging slowed in conjunction with this), the net 

present value of total direct, indirect and induced value added impacts decreases from $258 

million to $230 million for a total yield of 700 dwellings, and decreases from $295 million to 

$263 million for a total yield of 800 dwellings. Such changes are not material to the overall 

conclusions that these construction impacts – which reflect the gross economic activity that 

would flow from its development - are significant in the context of district and regional 

development Projects.34       

57. The Economic Peer Review adopted an alternative construction impact scenario for the 

Project, suggesting that the build-out period for the Project could be 23 years, twice as long 

as the 11.5 years I have modelled in conjunction with client input. At a total yield of 741 

dwellings, a 23 year total development time frame, with the same 1.5 year assumption of 

elapsed time before the first dwellings would be constructed, equates to 21.5 years for all 

 
34 It is noted that these Value Added impacts are in 2020 dollar terms and would be higher in current dollar 
terms. They do not account for all potential expenditure generated by the Project on the site (such as any 
commercial/school developments) or additional infrastructure costs discussed in this memo and are therefore 
potentially conservative. 

Average Dwellings 
Per Annum 

 SDCM Medium-
term, Annual 
Average, Excl 

Margin (53 
Dwellings)

Darfield SA2 
Average Annual 

Dwelling 
consents 2021-

2025 (86 
Dwellings)

Total Value Added 
(undiscounted), 

2020 dollar terms, 
millions

NPV of Total 
Value Added (8% 

discount rate), 
2020 dollar 

terms, millions, 
base year is 2026

Low Dwelling Yield (700)

Report Scenario - land development 8 
years, dwelling construction 10 years

70 132% 81% 434$                         258$                        

Slower Scenario - land development 
10 years, dwelling construction 14 
years

50 94% 58% 434$                         230$                        

High Dwelling Yield (800)

Report Scenario - land development 8 
years, dwelling construction 10 years

80 151% 93% 496$                         295$                        

Slower Scenario - land development 
10 years, dwelling construction 14 
years

57 108% 66% 496$                         263$                        

Final Yield (741)

Report Scenario - land development 8 
years, dwelling construction 10 years

74 140% 86%

Slower Scenario - land development 
10 years, dwelling construction 14 
years

53 100% 62%

Slower development scenario indicative only.

Bangor Village Market Share of 
Darfield Township Dwelling Growth

Within range above

Within range above
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housing to be constructed (instead of the 10 years that I modelled in the EA report). This 

equates to an average build rate of 34 dwellings per annum. 

58. I consider that this represents an overly conservative scenario of how housing developments 

can progress in Darfield by an experienced and motivated developer. By way of example, the 

two Google Earth aerial images below (Figures 5 and 6) look at the development that has 

occurred in DEV-DA1 in Darfield over a 55 month elapsed period. I count 230 new dwellings 

between those two time periods. Even if staged dwelling development started in March 2021 

(which it did not given the clear absence of any roads)35 this would be an average rate of 50 

new dwellings per year. Compressed into a shorter period (once the first stage of land 

development was completed and titles were released) this rate would be higher again and 

likely similar to the growth rate I modelled for the purpose of construction impacts for the 

Project. 

59. DEV-DA1’s development was the main focus of housing growth in that time period in Darfield 

but was not the exclusive location of housing growth.  This shows that there is an element of 

‘turn taking’ in the development market, which is a normal market response to limit flooding 

the market with supply (as it drives down prices and therefore commercial returns) and to 

manage the capacity of the construction sector. This nearby example shows that the high, 

but not exclusive, market share of growth that I applied for the Project (and based on the 

consent trend demand scenario) is not unreasonable for development patterns occurring in 

Darfield. 

 
35 Only three large lot dwellings were present which were not contingent on any land development. These have 
been taken into account (excluded) in terms of the net 230 new builds, as have existing properties containing 
dwellings. 
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interpreted as indicative, recognising that more subtle 

changes in technology, sourcing patterns, or firm behaviour 

may not be fully reflected in the results. 

I-O modelling assumes no supply 

constraints (goods, services and 

labour) to meet new demand. This 

often raises concerns that 

increased demand can only be 

achieved (except where there is 

high unemployment or labour is 

sitting idle) by displacing economic 

effort/activity elsewhere. If 

displacement occurs, the 

implication is that the modelled 

impacts are not net additional 

economic growth.  

This limitation is most relevant for new (growth) activities, 

whether they already exist in an economy or are entirely 

new economic activities in a particular region. New 

activities place additional (and sometimes novel) demands 

on supply sectors that may already be operating at full 

capacity.  In reality, there are often (but not always) 

constraints to growth at the business level. Shortages or 

competition for resources and labour can drive up costs 

and drive down multipliers. When this happens, the 

model’s estimates of value added and employment impacts 

should be seen as an upper‑bound rather than a 

guaranteed outcome and more of the impact is likely to be 

a transfer effect due to displacement.  

 

I note that the construction sector in Selwyn District 

exhibited slightly above-average annual GDP growth in 

2020, when the multipliers were derived (3.2% per annum 

compared with 2.9% for the district economy overall), 

alongside relatively low unemployment. While the growth 

differential is modest, in combination with low 

unemployment it is suggestive of a relatively tight 

operating environment, where firms may have been 

approaching higher utilisation rates. In such conditions, 

additional demand for construction activity would be more 

likely to result in a mix of expanded output, input cost 

escalation, and some degree of resource reallocation across 

projects, rather than a purely unconstrained increase in real 

activity. This implies that standard multiplier estimates, 

which assume no supply constraints, may overstate the net 

economic impact. 

At the same time, sustaining a large and growing 

construction sector requires a consistent pipeline of 

projects to maintain output and employment. The EA 

report does not position the Project as generating net 

additional housing demand in Darfield or the wider district; 

rather, it is assumed to respond to underlying demand and 

therefore to form part of the expected construction 

pipeline. In this context, the relevant question is less 

whether the Project creates entirely new activity, and more 

how it affects the timing, composition, and distribution of 
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construction activity within that pipeline. Even where 

overall demand is unchanged, projects can still compete for 

limited labour and materials, implying that some degree of 

displacement may occur across projects. Accordingly, the 

modelling results are more appropriately interpreted as 

illustrating the Project’s role in supporting or sustaining 

sectoral activity, rather than generating wholly additional 

economic output. 

More recent data38 suggests that conditions in the 

construction sector may have softened. Between 2024 and 

2025, construction GDP in Selwyn District declined by $26.4 

million (-6.8%), while the wider district economy grew by 

1.7%. Construction employment also fell by 71 (-1.9%), 

compared with overall district employment growth of 0.5%. 

Although unemployment remains relatively low, it 

increased to around 3%.39 If such conditions persist, they 

may indicate an easing of capacity pressures relative to 

2020, potentially allowing new projects to translate more 

fully into net increases in activity rather than primarily 

displacing other work. However, this depends on the extent 

to which the observed downturn reflects genuine spare 

capacity (e.g. underutilised labour and capital) rather than 

short-term volatility or project timing effects. 

On balance, the earlier (2020) conditions point to a higher 

likelihood of supply constraints and partial displacement, 

while more recent trends suggest that the degree of 

constraint may have lessened. As such, the economic 

impacts of the Project are best understood as lying on a 

spectrum between sustaining existing activity and 

contributing to incremental growth, rather than 

representing a fully unconstrained expansion of the 

construction sector. 

Multipliers are fixed-coefficient 

relationships, assuming constant 

input proportions and prices. They 

do not account for substitution 

between inputs, changes in relative 

prices, or economies of scale. 

This limitation is partly reflected in the discussion above, 

particularly in relation to construction activity associated 

with the Project. Under a standard multiplier framework, 

increases in output are assumed to require proportionate 

increases in inputs. In practice, this implies that additional 

demand for goods or services translates directly into 

 
38 https://regions.infometrics.co.nz/selwyn-district/economy/growth-contributors. 
39 https://regions.infometrics.co.nz/selwyn-district/employment/unemployment?compare=new-zealand.  
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additional labour demand, with employment impacts 

interpreted as the creation of “new” jobs. 

In reality, firms have a range of adjustment mechanisms 

available. In response to increased demand, businesses 

may increase utilisation of existing staff (e.g. longer hours 

or reduced downtime), improve productivity, reallocate 

resources internally, or make greater use of capital and 

subcontracting, rather than hiring additional workers in 

direct proportion to output. In some cases, particularly 

where capacity constraints begin to emerge, increased 

demand may also result in higher prices rather than fully 

translating into higher real output. 

This limitation is therefore particularly important when 

interpreting employment effects (including indirect and 

induced impacts). Reported employment impacts should 

not be understood as a one-for-one measure of net new 

jobs, but rather as an estimate of labour requirements 

expressed in full-time equivalents under fixed production 

relationships. In practice, these impacts are likely to reflect 

a combination of sustaining existing employment, 

increasing utilisation of current workers, and creating some 

new jobs, with the balance depending on sector-specific 

characteristics and prevailing economic conditions. 

Multipliers are an average across 

each economic sector (and in this 

case across the whole of New 

Zealand) in the model and may not 

reflect the productivity of actual 

businesses engaged by the Project.  

Multiplier models rely on sector-wide average production 

functions, which in this case are calibrated at the national 

level.40 As such, they implicitly assume that all firms within 

a sector exhibit similar productivity, input structures, and 

supply chain relationships. In practice, the businesses 

engaged in delivering the Project may differ from these 

averages in terms of efficiency, technology use, scale, and 

sourcing patterns. For example, more productive firms may 

generate higher output with fewer inputs, while firms with 

more localised supply chains may generate stronger 

regional spillovers. 

 

This means that multiplier-based estimates should be 

interpreted as indicative rather than precise measures of 

impact. They provide a useful benchmark for the typical 

 
40 The EA report acknowledges that district level or regional level multipliers would be optimal over national 
level multipliers and would help reduce some of the potential error associated with the limitations of multiplier 
analysis. However, for the purpose of the EA report, where economic impacts from construction form only a 
component of the economic effects of the Project, they are considered sufficient.  
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economic relationships within a sector but may either 

overstate or understate actual impacts depending on the 

characteristics of the firms involved. Accordingly, the 

results are best viewed as an approximation of potential 

effects in Selwyn District and Canterbury Region, rather 

than a definitive prediction of the Project’s realised 

economic contribution in those locations. 

 

63. Overall, the known limitations of multiplier analysis are a reminder that modelled impact 

results contained in the EA report are gross impacts and should be treated as indicative 

rather than absolute. The quantum of direct, indirect and induced GDP/Value Added and 

employment stimulated and/or sustained throughout upstream supply chain is a theoretical 

upper limit and may be somewhat lower in practice.  Despite these limitations, I consider 

that the modelled impacts remain a useful way to quantify and contextualise the extent of 

economic impacts associated with the construction activity proposed on the site by the 

Project.  

Economic impacts in the context of economic benefits 

 

64. The Economic Peer Review repeatedly equated the economic impact assessment (Section 3.3 

of the EA report and discussed further above) with the claimed economic benefits of the 

Project in the EA report. On the contrary, the gross economic impacts associated with 

construction of the Project are deliberately described separately from the economic benefits 

of the Project in the conclusion section of the EA report to ensure that they are not treated 

as wholly wellbeing benefits. The EA report includes the gross economic impact of 

construction as a useful indicator of the absolute scale of the Project if delivered (i.e., what 

upstream economic activity approval would catalyse). Appendix 5 of the EA report is 

provided to help illustrate that while economic impacts are not wholly economic benefits, 

there is a wellbeing benefit component to them. 

65. The benefits that the EA report does emphasise are summarised in Section 4.1. These 

benefits are not impacted by transfer or displacement effects and are net positive changes 

that are attributable to the Project that would not be realised under the status quo. For 

reasons set out above, I consider that those benefits have not been overstated.  

 

Section 3: Update to the conclusions of the EA Report 

 

Conclusions on economic costs and disbenefits 

 

66.  Based on the further refinements to the Project that have occurred in preparation for the 

substantive application and the Economic Peer Review, I do not consider that there are any 

new, net additional, economic costs or disbenefits that arise in relation to the Project that 
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need to be considered in conjunction with the economic cost discussion in Section 4.2 of the 

EA report.  I remain of the opinion that there are no material adverse effects on economic 

wellbeing attributable to the Project. 

Conclusions on the significance of economic benefits of the Project 

 

67. I consider that the way in which ‘significance’ is interpreted for housing-related projects 

under the FTAA requires a different approach from how significance may be measured for 

other applications under the Act.41  Housing projects are by nature localised in terms of both 

demand and supply outcomes. They do not tend to generate ongoing economic benefits 

after the developments are completed and fully occupied (unlike industrial developments 

that contain new businesses or infrastructure projects that continue to support economic 

activity, for example).42  Yet the FTAA states that increasing the supply of housing, addressing 

housing needs, or contributing to a well-functioning urban environment, may be considered 

as criteria by which a project can be considered to have significant regional or national 

benefits and therefore meet the purpose of the Act.43   

68. While the Economic Peer Review sought to discount individual benefits as not being 

significant, the EA report does not claim that individually all of the economic benefits are 

significant. Rather, it is the aggregation of the economic benefits that I consider become 

significant in the context of Darfield, Selwyn District and Canterbury Region.  That said, the 

net increase in housing supply (capacity) conservatively estimated at 540-640 (now refined 

to 579) more standalone dwellings than would be expected by the current DEV-DA3 

provisions is considered regionally significant in its own right.44 The gross supply of 741 

standalone dwellings is even more so. So too are the indicative gross economic impacts 

stimulated from the Project’s delivery (construction).  

69. The economic benefits and costs of the Project are not finely balanced in my opinion due the 

absence of any material economic costs or disbenefits. Overall, I consider that the Project’s 

economic benefits are based on sound reasoning, are specific in the context in which they 

apply, and are not overstated.     

70. Based on my assessment, the Project will deliver a significantly scaled master-planned 

housing development that is a more efficient use of urban zoned land in Darfield, better 

meets future housing needs, is commercially feasible to deliver, and supports a well-

functioning urban environment while also mitigating its effects on Darfield’s network 

infrastructure and, based on my understanding, creating no financial burdens or disbenefits 

for Council’s infrastructure investment and planning.  

 
41 I consider that the findings of the Waihi North decision [842-843] support my interpretation. 
42 They may however continue to deliver social or environmental benefits into the long term. The infrastructure 
upgrades specific to this Project also have long-term economic benefits.  
43 Section 22(2)(iii) FTAA. I acknowledge that Darfield is an urban area subject to urban form planning 
considerations but is not part of the Greater Christchurch urban environment. 
44 741 dwellings less an indicative 162 large lots.  
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71. The proposed roading, wastewater and water supply infrastructure upgrades now confirmed 

to be funded by the applicant will generate wider economic benefits for the current and 

future Darfield community (i.e. beyond servicing the needs of site). This infrastructure 

expenditure will stimulate minor additional direct and flow-on economic activity in the short 

term, while the wellbeing benefits of those upgrades will be felt over the long-term. This 

includes helping to lower the marginal infrastructure costs of other greenfield growth areas 

in the west of the township and therefore facilitating long-term urban growth in the Darfield 

Service Township.    

72. I maintain that the combined economic benefits of the Project are regionally significant, and 

my conclusions in that regard have been strengthened by my assessment of the additional 

infrastructure upgrades that will be delivered.  
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