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1 Introduction 

1.1 Scope 

Formative Limited was commissioned by Kāpiti Coast District Council (“KCDC”) to undertake an 

economic review of the “Waikanae North”, resource consent application FTAA-106 under the Fast-

track Approvals Act 2024, lodged by Waikanae North Developments Limited (“the applicant” or 

“WNDL”). This report reviews the application from an economics perspective.  

1.2 Documents reviewed 

We have reviewed the following documents in the course of preparing this review: 

❖ “Proposed Waikanae North Residential Development, Kapiti Coast, Fast-Track Approval 

Act 2024, Economic Assessment”, Urban Economics, 6 August 2025 (“Economic 

Assessment”).  

❖ “Waikanae North Consultation Booklet”, Waikanae North Developments Limited, 2 April 

2025. 

❖ “Wairarapa-Wellington Horowhenua Region - Housing and Business Development 

Capacity Assessment – Chapter 5: Kāpiti Coast District”, Property Economics, August 2023 

❖ “Waikanae North Review of Local Centre Potential & School Age Demand by School Type”, 

Urbacity, December 2024 (“Urbacity report”). 

1.3 Structure of this review 

This review is structured to address in section 3 seven key subject areas: 

❖ Section 3.1 reviews the introduction and study area 

❖ Sections 3.2 and 3.3 respond to the residential demand, capacity and sufficiency 

assessment 

❖ Section 3.4 relates to infrastructure provision 

❖ Section 3.5 reviews housing affordability 

❖ Section 3.6 reviews the economic contribution of the proposed development 

❖ Section 3.7 reviews the Urbacity assessment of local centre and school demand. 
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2 Waikanae North proposed development 

As outlined in the Consultation Booklet, the Waikanae North development site (“the Site”) is located 

3.5km north of Waikanae, at 169-171 Waikanae North Road (Figure 2.1).1 The Site is expected to 

accommodate approximately 1,200 dwellings2 (stated as 1,187 dwellings in the Economic Assessment) 

and one hectare of commercial land (an approximate yield of 3500m2 of retail and commercial 

floorspace). The Economic Assessment states that the dwellings in the proposed development are 

estimated to have sale prices ranging between $750,000 and $1,180,000.3  

Figure 2.1: Location of the Site 

 

 

1 sourced from Consultation Booklet page 6 
2 Consultation Booklet page 3 
3 Economic Assessment page 4 
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3 Economic review 

This section summarises the content and findings of, and responds to, the Economic Assessment, and 

the Urbacity report.  

3.1 Introduction and Study Area (sections 2, 3, 8 and 9) 

These sections provide the purpose of the report, which is to assess the economic impacts of the 

Waikanae North development within the context of the Fast-Track Approvals process. It outlines the 

scope of the analysis, the types of impacts considered (such as GDP, employment, and housing supply), 

and briefly introduces the development proposal (1,187 dwellings plus supporting infrastructure and 

services, as shown in the masterplan reproduced as Figure 3.1 below).  

Figure 3.1: Waikanae North Residential Development Masterplan 

 

The Economic Assessment defines the study area to be Kapiti Coast District and bases its analysis on 

that study area, including population and employment projections, residential land capacity and sales 

prices. The study area contains both rural and urban areas, including Paraparaumu, Waikanae, Peka 

Peka and Ōtaki. That is an appropriate study area for the assessment, given the geography, transport 

linkages, and location of the proposed development.  

The Economic Assessment shows (in section 8) the study area’s population has grown substantially, 

increasing by 35% between 2000 and 2024. This is notably larger than the growth rate for Wellington 
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Region (25%)4. The study area also experienced high growth in employment (section 9), growing by 

25% from 2015 to 20245.  

3.2 Greenfield residential capacity analysis (Section 4) 

3.2.1 Coverage in the Economic Assessment 

Section 4 of the Economic Assessment profiles the existing and pipeline residential capacity in the 

study area. It inventories current greenfield housing developments and those in the pipeline (zoned 

or consented but not yet completed) in the Waikanae/Kāpiti area. The report presents data on several 

developments – for example, Manu Park, Ōtaki Gardens, Anderson Park – including the number of 

lots, how many have sold to date, and how many remain. It then compares the total current and 

pipeline supply of greenfield lots in the area (1,405) to the addition of the proposed Waikanae North 

development (1,187 dwellings). This section frames the future housing supply market in the study area 

and shows how the proposal would contribute to total housing capacity. 

Identifying current subdivisions (with their size and sales progress) and known future projects offers 

important context for understanding market supply. However, it would be helpful to understand 

timing and absorption rates, as understanding how quickly those lots are being taken up or when they 

will be delivered has an effect on the impact of the proposed development.  

3.2.2 Review of the Economic Assessment 

In our opinion there are three reasons that the Economic Assessment understates potential future 

residential dwelling capacity.  

First, the Economic Assessment estimates capacity based on “the existing and pipeline medium-large 

scale (50+ lots/dwellings) greenfield developments”.6 The Assessment does not explain why it 

excludes greenfield developments smaller than that arbitrary threshold and does not attempt to 

understand the implication of imposing this cut-off. That is, it is not stated how many greenfield 

developments have been excluded, nor the potential dwelling capacity of the excluded developments.  

Second, the Economic Assessment has omitted large parts of some greenfield developments, 

apparently because they are not “consented”. For example, the Assessment notes that stages 4-7 of 

the existing Harakeke Heights development were not included because they are not yet fully 

consented, as subdivision consent has been issued for only 78 lots. In addition, other planned (zoned 

- but stated to be not consented) future developments are ignored completely. The Ngārara 

 

4 Economic Assessment, page 17 
5 Economic Assessment, page 18 
6 Economic Assessment, page 8  
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Development Area in which Harakeke Heights is located is a key example of this. While zoned Ngārara 

Development Area, it is considered in the District Plan to be part of the District’s ‘Residential Zones’,7 

and could potentially house 900 dwellings.8 9 Including only a small part (i.e. Harakeke Heights) of the 

total development area understates total residential capacity in the study area, and by a significant 

amount. 

While inclusion of potential future developments should be mindful of not including potential 

developments that are uncertain or speculative, an appropriate framework for which developments 

to include is provided in clauses 3.3 and 3.4 of the NPS-UD. Clause 3.3 requires that for assessment of 

future housing and business land sufficiency, development capacity can only be considered if it is plan-

enabled, infrastructure-ready, and suitable. Clause 3.4 defines plan-enabled to be land that is zoned 

for housing or business or, in the long-term, identified by the local authority for future urban use or 

intensification.  

The Economic Assessment’s exclusion of the parts of the identified developments that are not 

“consented” is inconsistent with the type of development capacity that should be included in this sort 

of sufficiency analysis, and means that the Economic Assessment significantly understates future 

residential development capacity in the study area, and therefore is not able to draw accurate 

conclusions about residential land sufficiency. At the very least the Economic Assessment should have 

included all residential capacity that meets the criteria in clauses 3.3 and 3.4 of the NPD-UD as part of 

a scenario or sensitivity analysis, but more properly should have adopted a similar approach to that 

taken in Kāpiti Coast District Council’s 2023 Housing and Business Assessment (HBA)10, where all of 

that capacity was identified and included. For that reason, we consider that the HBA provides a more 

fulsome and accurate estimate of the study area’s residential land capacity. 

Finally, the Economic Assessment’s analysis focuses on greenfield supply and excludes infill capacity. 

This decision has a substantial effect on estimated capacity, because the HBA identifies that 

“approximately 85% of future housing capacity is expected to come from infill and redevelopment”.11 

Throughout the assessment, greenfield supply, demand and sufficiency are discussed while infill 

supply is largely set aside. The assessment notes that “infill housing is typically more expensive to 

 

7 https://www.kapiticoast.govt.nz/media/oklady2v/pc1_ngararadevelopmentarea_222_13-feb-2024.pdf 
8 https://www.bayleys.co.nz/news/commercial/major-residential-development-site-for-sale-set-to-drive-kpiti-
housing-supply 
9 https://dcmurban.com/projects/ngarara-masterplan-kapiti 
10 Chapter 5 Wairarapa-Wellington Horowhenua Region - Housing and Business Development Capacity 
Assessment – August 2023, Property Economics 
11 Economic Assessment, page 12 
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deliver than greenfield development and may not effectively address the district’s housing 

affordability challenges into the future”.12 

We acknowledge that identifying trends across different housing types is important, and that house 

buyers have varied preferences that may increase demand for specific housing types, including 

greenfield developments. However, we consider the complete exclusion of infill capacity to be overly 

conservative. In practice, demand for housing is not entirely segmented—at least some portion of 

greenfield demand would be transferrable to infill dwellings if greenfield options were constrained. 

By treating greenfield as a completely separate market, the assessment likely understates the district's 

overall capacity to meet housing demand.  

3.3 Greenfield residential demand and sufficiency analysis 

(Section 5) 

3.3.1 Coverage in the Economic Assessment 

Section 5 of the Economics Assessment assesses study area (District) housing demand and the 

sufficiency of greenfield capacity relative to that demand. It draws on the HBA to estimate the number 

of new dwellings required over the short, medium, and long-term, including the required 

competitiveness margins. The assessment estimates an annual greenfield dwelling demand of roughly 

236 units for the Kāpiti district (including the competitiveness margin). It then compares this demand 

to the existing supply capacity identified in Section 4.  

The analysis contends that current plus pipeline developments (without the proposal) provide roughly 

1,405 dwellings worth of capacity, equating to an estimated 6 years of demand. When the proposal’s 

1,187 dwellings are added, the total capacity rises to 2,592 dwellings, or about 11 years of demand. 

From this, the Economic Assessment concludes that without the project the district may face a 

medium-term shortfall in greenfield housing supply (a shortage of residential dwelling capacity within 

the next ten years), whereas the proposal would extend capacity to meet medium-term needs (a 

shortfall arise just after 10 years), thereby helping achieve medium-term sufficiency targets. This 

section also includes a discussion of past sales prices and dwelling consents in the study area. 

3.3.2 Review of the Economic Assessment 

The demand and sufficiency analysis is a key part of the economic rationale, and we agree with the 

decision to rely on the Council’s HBA data as the basis for demand. Demand is estimated based on 

total dwelling demand split out to greenfield using building consent data. Consent data presents an 

‘on the ground’ measure of recent trends, especially when applying it a spatially detailed resolution, 

 

12 Economic Assessment, page 12 
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the Economic Assessment understand the engineering and network functionality of the infrastructure 

discussed. 

The Economic Assessment identifies planned infrastructure upgrades to water and stormwater in 

Waikanae, although it is not clear whether those upgrades as planned would be able to service the 

proposed Waikanae North development area. The Scope Planning memo of 10 June 2024 notes that 

significant upgrades to existing water networks would be required to service the Waikanae North 

development: 

Potable water demand and supply modelling has been recently carried out by Stantec on behalf of 

KCDC and the report outlining the modelling results is included in Appendix D of the Infrastructure 

Report. The report details that KCDC’s existing water network will require an upgrade to service the 

proposed development and identifies a new 200mm watermain is required at the eastern boundary 

of the development, connecting to the 375mm main at the intersection of Elizabeth Street and 

State Highway 1. There is no existing water supply infrastructure that extends down the State 

Highway 1 past Hemi Street. The project engineers consider the recommended upgrade to be 

significant given that it would consist of 1.8km of new 200m being laid through the Waikanae 

township as illustrated in the figure below.21 

As such, the relevance of the Economic Assessment referring to the value of waters infrastructure 

upgrades in Waikanae is unclear, because the proposed development would require additional 

upgrades, rather than using planned upgrades. 

Our understanding is that the Waikanae North development is not anticipated in KCDC’s infrastructure 

strategy, and as such additional (unanticipated) development will come at additional (unanticipated) 

cost. While the Scope Planning memo of 10 June 2024 notes that a developer’s agreement is planned 

in order to cover costs associated with the required works, the need for such an agreement is not 

consistent with the Economic Assessment’s conclusion that 

The proposal will deliver a substantial number of new dwellings over the medium-term. 

This will support a more efficient cost-recovery period through increased development 

contributions and rateable units, improving the financial efficiency of infrastructure 

delivery and reducing the risk of delayed uptake.22 

Our understanding of the infrastructure requirements of the proposed development are that the 

additional dwellings that the proposed development would enable would require additional works, 

rather than leveraging greater efficiency from existing planned works.  

 

21 Scope Planning memo of 10 June 2024, page 6 
22 Economic Assessment, page 15 
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The outcome in Waikanae North, if it is approved, is difficult to predict, and while the development 

would increase housing supply, it is difficult to state with much confidence that Waikanae North will 

fill any particular market gap or reach any affordability point, particularly when, as we understand it, 

the developers would be selling land, and have no influence over what type of dwelling is built on each 

lot, and therefore have minimal influence over the average sale price of properties once dwellings are 

built on them.  

We understand there are no conditions on the proposed developments ensuring the affordability 

outcomes identified in the Economic Assessment will eventuate, and the planned dwelling price points 

at Waikanae North can be changed at any time. The Economic Assessment itself notes that nearby 

new developments vary considerably—Manu Park lots sold for over $1 million while Ōtaki Gardens 

sold for less—demonstrating the variability achievable in proximate greenfield developments. While 

the development would increase housing supply, we cannot state with confidence that Waikanae 

North would definitely fill any particular market gap or reach any specific affordability point. 

That being said, it is appropriate to include the affordability analysis, especially with the HBA 

highlighting housing affordability as a key issue for the district. The Economic Assessment recognises 

that housing affordability is not just about supply quantity, but also the type and price-point of housing 

delivered. The Economic Assessment observes that new greenfield houses often have a lower price 

per square metre than infill units, however this is not necessarily always the case as is shown in the 

assessment’s own analysis of local greenfield developments with many dwellings being sold at high 

price points23. 

In our opinion the affordability analysis could have gone further than it did. Affordability is a complex 

issue, and price per square metre is only one lens. Many first-home buyers or those on lower incomes 

are concerned with the absolute purchase price, not just the size-relative cost. A large house at 

$800,000 may be good “value” per square metre, but still be out of reach for a household that can 

only spend, say, $600,000 total. While providing houses at a lower rate than other developments does 

provide options at different levels prices, it is not clear how this will impact households looking to live 

and buy in the study area.  

In other words, the project may improve affordability at the margin (by supplying more mid-priced 

homes) but may not directly address lower-income housing needs. There is no analysis of household 

incomes or other factors which play into affordability. Further, the affordability discussion focuses on 

purchase price, but total living costs are not considered. Additional costs will be incurred on an 

ongoing basis by many Waikanae North property owners, many of whom will have to commute further 

to work and accessing retail goods and other services. Those costs are one of the reasons why 

 

23 Economic Assessment, Page 2 
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residential lots in locations such as Waikanae North can be sold at lower price points than in areas 

closer to larger urban markets, a factor not acknowledged in the Economic Assessment.  

In summary, providing expected dwelling prices for the proposed development does not establish the 

degree to which affordability is impacted in the study area, and presents only a partial assessment of 

affordability issues. 

3.6 Economic contribution to GDP and employment 

3.6.1 Coverage in the Economic Assessment 

Section 10 of the Economic Assessment quantifies the project's contribution to GDP and employment 

using an economic impact assessment (EIA). Using input-output modelling with a multiplier of 

approximately 2.13, the Assessment projects that the construction phase will generate around $258 

million in value added and 1,590 full-time-equivalent (FTE) job-years. Once operational, the 

development is estimated to contribute $330 million in GDP annually and support 2,770 jobs through 

resident spending and commercial activity. 

The assessment appropriately includes a "Rural Base Case" as a counterfactual, showing that the land 

in its current rural use would generate minimal economic output (approximately $1 million GDP and 

a few jobs). This comparison suggests a net economic benefit of approximately $257 million in GDP 

and 1,580 FTEs from the development. We consider that the methodology for estimating forgone farm 

income is reasonable, and agree that losing this rural output would not materially harm the broader 

Wellington/Kāpiti agricultural economy. 

The EIA employs a standard input-output (IO) multiplier approach that is appropriate for estimating 

gross economic stimulus. The inclusion of a counterfactual scenario is sound practice and 

demonstrates that without the project, economic output from the land would remain minimal. The 

scale of projected impacts—both during construction and ongoing operation—underscores that 

Waikanae North represents a significant economic undertaking for the Kāpiti Coast region. We concur 

qualitatively that the construction phase will provide jobs in the regional economy and that the new 

community will contribute to the local consumer base. 

While these methodological choices are reasonable for capturing the scale of economic activity the 

project would generate, several fundamental limitations in the analysis mean the figures presented 

should be interpreted with considerable caution. The most critical issue is that the assessment 

measures gross economic impacts—the total activity generated—rather than net economic benefits, 

which account for what would have happened anyway and what costs the project imposes. The 

limitations of the economic contribution analysis in the Economic Assessment are further explained 

below.  
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3.6.2 Review of the Economic Assessment 

We review the Economic Assessment’s analysis of the economic contribution of the proposed 

development under four headings: 

❖ Gross versus Net Economic Benefits 

❖ Regional vs National Multiplier Specification 

❖ Timing and Discounting 

❖ Absence of Cost-Benefit Analysis. 

Gross versus Net Economic Benefits 

The Assessment's most significant limitation is its focus on gross economic impacts without 

adequately accounting for costs and opportunity costs. Input-output multiplier analyses typically 

assume idle resources and no displacement, which tends to overstate net impacts. In this case, the 

EIA assumes the construction activity generated by Waikanae North would not otherwise occur in the 

district or region without fast-track approval. We consider this assumption overly simplistic and 

unrealistic. 

In practice, if Waikanae North is not developed, much of this construction would likely occur in other 

local developments in sites already identified in the 2023 Housing and Business Assessment. The true 

benefit of fast-tracking may be earlier realisation of some housing and economic benefits, or a 

redistribution of those benefits within the district or region, rather than creation of entirely new 

benefits. However, the EIA treats all projected activity as if it would not occur elsewhere or at another 

time. 

The Economic Assessment does not discuss transfer effects, that is, the possibility that economic 

activity is redirected rather than created. Many of the jobs and GDP gains are likely not entirely "new" 

to the district and regional economy. Construction workers and materials would likely be deployed on 

other projects if Waikanae North did not proceed, and many eventual residents would otherwise live 

and spend money in other housing developments in Kāpiti or Wellington. Similarly, retail spending in 

the new commercial centre would be directed to existing centres such as Waikanae or Paraparaumu 

if no new local centre was developed in Waikanae North, and so spending generated by Waikanae 

North residents is also likely to be (at least mostly) a transfer from elsewhere in the district or region.  

Without analysis of these substitution effects, we cannot determine how much of the cited economic 

activity represents true net additions versus activity shifted from one location to another. At a local 

(town) level, Waikanae North will create activity that would not have occurred in that specific locale, 

but at the regional level the net boost is much smaller. This distinction is crucial: a project with large 

gross output can still have small to no net benefit if it largely displaces other development, and 
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evaluating whether benefits are "significant" under the Fast-track Act requires understanding net 

rather than gross impacts. 

Regional vs national multiplier specification 

The Economic Assessment does not specify whether the IO multipliers are regional, district-specific, 

or national, but given the source is Statistics NZ’s Input Output table, they are likely to be national 

multipliers. Applying national multipliers to estimate local impacts is problematic because national 

models capture supply-chain linkages extending far beyond the Kāpiti Coast, including manufacturing, 

professional services, and imports, which do not translate directly into district-level value added. 

For example, if the national model assumes that construction spending generates demand for steel, 

concrete, and professional design services, it will attribute economic activity to all those sectors. 

However, if those goods and services are supplied from outside Kāpiti district, the associated GDP and 

employment occur in other districts or regions, not locally. A district or regional input-output model 

(also known as a multi-regional input output table or MRIO) would yield smaller, more realistic effects 

by explicitly accounting for this economic leakage to other areas.  

The Economic Assessment states that the proposed development will “deliver significant economic 

benefits for the Wellington region and the study area”24, however no economic benefits for the region 

or study area is actually identified in the report – the figures are national only. In essence the Economic 

Assessment should not claim regional benefits, when none are measured.  

Timing and discounting 

The assessment presents ongoing annual GDP and employment contributions as if they begin 

immediately upon approval of the proposed development. In reality, those benefits will phase in over 

the build-out period through to the end of the development phase. The Economic Assessment does 

not discount future benefits or acknowledge that fast-tracking primarily brings benefits forward in 

time. Assuming housing demand will be met in the long term (as indicated in the 2023 HBA, which 

shows capacity far exceeding demand), earlier delivery improves current housing shortages sooner, 

but those advantages should be measured using time-adjusted analysis and net present value 

approaches. 

Absence of Cost-Benefit analysis 

The Economic Assessment does not address several potential costs or negative impacts in economic 

terms. There is no analysis of infrastructure costs required to service over 1,000 new homes and a 

 

24 Economic Assessment, Page 20  
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commercial centre, including roading, water supply, wastewater, and stormwater. While the applicant 

will cover some costs through development contributions, direct works, and potentially also through 

developer agreements (which we understand are proposed but yet to be confirmed), additional public 

expenditure may be required. The assessment does not discuss whether incremental rates revenue 

and development contributions will fully cover infrastructure and ongoing service costs, or whether 

cross-subsidies by the wider community might occur. 

The Assessment also does not address transport outcomes. Enabling more housing on the fringe of 

Waikanae may increase traffic volumes, imposing time and environmental costs, particularly if 

residents commute to out of the district. Conversely, the new local centre could reduce some travel 

needs for existing nearby residents (such as from Peka Peka and surrounding rural areas). However, 

travel reduction is likely to be small in scale when compared to outbound travel, given the large size 

of the proposed development relative to the existing population. These considerations have not been 

quantified or even recognised qualitatively. 

Cost-Benefit Analysis is the Treasury-recommended approach for major developments, as it measures 

benefits and costs in a consistent framework including opportunity costs. The use of an economic 

impact approach (input-output multipliers) without a complementary net benefit analysis or 

consideration of costs and opportunity costs is insufficient to determine whether the project's benefits 

outweigh its costs, and is insufficient to enable an accurate conclusion as to significance of the project 

as required in the Fast-track Act . 

3.7 Local centre and school age demand 

The Urbacity report assesses the potential for a local centre in the Waikanae North development, and 

the potential size of such a centre, based on a high-level overview of an indicative catchment of the 

potential centre, and dwelling yield of 1,400 dwellings in the proposed Waikanae North development.  

As noted above, other indications in the application are that the development might yield 1,200 

dwellings, and accordingly in our opinion the Urbacity report overstates the potential size of a local 

centre within the development. From our internal assessment, the Urbacity report also slightly 

overstates the amount of space that would be sustainable in the centre, and it is unlikely that all of 

the 200m2 of community centre space and 500m2 for professional services would be required for what 

will be a relatively small number of households, particularly when alternative supply is easily 

accessible in Waikanae. A 1,000m2 supermarket is also unlikely to be sustainable in the centre, given 

proximity to supermarkets in Waikanae, and any supermarket presence in Waikanae would be more 

likely to be closer to a Four Square format, and say around 500m2 in size, rather than 1,000m2. 

These factors considered, in our opinion the potential size of a centre in the Waikanae North 

development would likely be closer to 2,000m2 than the 3,000m2 concluded at in the Urbacity report. 
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Nevertheless, we agree that some commercial presence in the form of a local centre would be 

sustainable in the development, and if well designed and attractive to a slightly larger catchment, the 

Urbacity estimate is not inconceivable. We agree that if the residential component of the development 

were approved, it would be an efficient outcome to include a local centre within the development to 

provide for a share of spending by residents of the development, and also by residents of immediately 

surrounding areas (such as Peka Peka and nearby rural areas). 

At the scale identified in the Urbacity report, and particularly at the smaller scale we have identified, 

there would be a high level of certainty that the local centre would not generate retail distribution 

effects on existing centres, but rather would be sustained by the new population. 

On the issue of the need for a school in the proposed development, we question whether the median 

school size is an appropriate metric to understand whether a primary school would be required in the 

development. That median is influenced by many small schools in rural areas, and the Ministry of 

Education is likely to have different criteria to assess the need for a primary school in areas such as 

Waikanae North. Ultimately the need for a school in the area is a matter for the Ministry to assess, 

and as the Urbacity report notes there will be a range of criteria considered in that assessment, and 

the conclusions of any such assessment may be relevant to considering the merits of the application 

from the perspective of social wellbeing, but have little relevance to this economic assessment. 
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4 Conclusion 

Overall, the Economic Assessment provides a useful set of inputs, including the description of the 

proposal, identification of current greenfield projects, a district-level study area, and appropriately 

uses HBA demand, and identifies a range of matters that are relevant to assessing the economic merits 

of the proposal (housing supply, affordability, and headline GDP/employment effects).  

There are, however, some gaps in the Economic Assessment, which does not provide a robust basis 

for conclusions about housing sufficiency, affordability outcomes, infrastructure efficiency, or the 

significance of economic effects. In our view, the following shortcomings are material: 

❖ Residential capacity is materially understated, because significant capacity that meets the 

NPS-UD criteria of development capacity is excluded from the Assessment, including 

smaller greenfield developments, ‘unconsented’ (but plan-enabled) capacity, and infill 

capacity (which constitutes a very large proportion of future capacity in Kāpiti). 

❖ Demand/sufficiency results are sensitive to assumptions, and the assumptions made tend 

to overstate demand, understate supply, and therefore indicate a future insufficiency of 

residential dwelling capacity arising in the medium-term. We consider that the HBA 

provides more reasonable assumptions, and under those assumptions there is a very large 

amount of residential land supply, and no insufficiency in the NPS-UD long-term (or short-

medium term).  

❖ Infrastructure analysis in the Economic Assessment is very high-level and does not 

recognise the fact that the prosed development will generate the need for new additional 

infrastructure to service the development, rather than contributing to efficient cost-

recovery through development contributions and rates. In our opinion no increased 

efficiency is demonstrated from the information provided. 

❖ Affordability analysis is partial and excludes consideration of household incomes and total 

living costs (such as travel), and the claimed affordability benefits are uncertain given the 

range of sales prices in the area. 

❖ Economic impacts are presented as gross, not net. The IO approach does not address the 

displacement/transfer of construction and spending from other district projects; 

multipliers appear national while benefits are claimed for the district/region; phasing and 

discounting of benefits over build-out are absent; and no cost–benefit analysis is provided 

to weigh benefits against infrastructure and external costs. The EIA provided does not 

provide a reliable basis from which to draw conclusions about the economic significance 

of the proposed development. 
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❖ Local centre sizing relies on optimistic inputs. The Urbacity work appears to over-state 

dwellings and sustainable floorspace, and while a local centre would be supportable if the 

residential development proceeds, the current case over-states the appropriate size of 

that centre. 




