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Executive Summary

This research is concerned with the patterns andardics of housing consumption among
Auckland’s households and people aged between 20-40 yeams.pbpulation stretches from those
who were born at the tail end of the baby boomubhoto those who have just left their teens. They
are, consequently, a diverse population. HoweVversd younger people and younger households, as
we refer to them in this report, have, despitertdeiersity, four common characteristics. They are
most likely to live in the Auckland region. Theyeaalso more likely to be raising children. They are
going to make up the productive population overriggt forty years and will support New Zealand's
ageing society. Finally, they are less likely thiag generation before them to enter home ownership

This research has been directed to establishingp#tiern of housing consumption among those

younger households and exploring the housing dentmémics that determine those housing

consumption patterns. In particular, it examines way in which housing demand, aspirations and

need are articulated in the context of Aucklanaiaging stock, its neighbourhoods, housing provision

and housing price structures. On that basis ofdat, the report also considers:

¢ The likely pattern of housing demand in Aucklandha future.

* Opportunities to meet Auckland’s younger househalded for stable, affordable and functional
housing that allows them to meet their responsisliand contribute to Auckland productivity,
growth and quality of life.

This research on the locational and tenure chaogsng these younger households in the Auckland
region has been prompted by: significant problem#iickland of affordability, high house prices,
and the emergence of an intermediate housing markbe Auckland region, combined with a trend
to lower overall rates of home ownership in youngge cohorts and pressures on the rental market.
There are also pressures on Auckland’'s urban lintigscity infrastructure and services, and an
ongoing debate over the relative merits of low dgrs intensified settlement patterns.

Establishing the patterns of housing consumptibejrtdynamics and outcomes has involved four
primary research methods. Those are: a Housing éfl&kea analysis (HMA) using Census data; a
survey of younger recent mover households in Auakldocus groups with people aged 20-40 years;
and workshops with stakeholders to explore supiolg-perceptions and responses to 20-40 year old
householders’ housing demand and needs.

That methodology recognises that housing consumaiterns are an outcome of housing demand.
However, housing demand is not merely a reflectibtaste or housing preferences. Instead housing
demand consists of three elements. Those are hotrendesire or aspiration to consume some form
of housing, butlso a willingness to pay for that housiagd an ability to pay for that housing.

Because housing demand involves the ability to gaps can arise between housing demand, housing
aspiration, and housing need. Sometimes houselolter unable to pay for housing because of

affordability problems. Sometimes householdersum@le to get the housing they want because it is

not supplied by the market.

! Auckland and Auckland region are used to refer @®mmon sense way to the broad urban conurbatitrist
generally made up of those territorial authoritiglating to the Auckland Region in the census.fither
explanation see Section 1.2.2.



This research has found that while the housingkstocAuckland constitutes the largest single
concentration of contiguous housing stock in Newalded, it is undersupplied with housing

particularly in the rental market. It is estimatdwht an additional 56,000 rental properties will be
required over the next decade. However, therdtis &vidence of a supply-side response in thearent

market. In addition, in both owner occupied andakstock a longstanding under supply of stock in
the lower priced segments of the housing market mmexpected to continue. Moreover, there is
evidence of problems with the condition and thermpeafformance of Auckland’'s housing stock

including leaky building syndrome.

The housing consumption patterns of Auckland’s gmurhouseholds have been marked by:

* Declining entry to owner occupation. Between 2001d #2006 the proportion of younger
households that were owner occupiers fell from &cent to 29.4 percent. Over that period home
ownership rates for younger households fell in ttlad the 14 HMAs.

« Growth of the intermediate housing market. The neimbf younger households in the
intermediate housing market significantly increaged 24,908 in 2001 to 51,866 in 2006.

* Concentration of rental tenure among younger haaldsh The number of younger renter
households increased in all HMAs over the 20010062period, with the exception of Auckland
City North East.

e Housing consumption on the rental market is mosicentrated among lower income younger
households; and Asian, Maori and Pacific youngarskbolds still have lower rates of owner
occupation than European households.

»  Concentration of children in younger households emiétren’s likely future of growing up in
rental housing: 50.5 percent of Manukau City’s digh and 51.4 percent of Papakura District's
children are in rental accommodation. HMAs withslékan half the younger households with
children in owner occupation are: Auckland CBD; Kand City South East; and Manukau City
North West.

* A shift in dwelling type occupied by younger houslels with evidence of increasing take-up of
multi-units. Between 2001 and 2006, the number oftiranit dwellings occupied by younger
households increased by 20.7 percent.

Those housing consumption patterns raise issugedation to the dynamics of housing demand and
the extent to which younger householders are abledet their housing needs. The data suggest that
these changes in housing consumption patterns agemger households do not reflect a significant
cultural shift in preference or taste.

Younger householders want dwellings that are lacateplaces to which they are attached; can
accommodate their needs for adequate space, prigadywarmth; are well connected; in safe

neighbourhoods; and are available at a price tlaayatford. They prefer detached dwellings. They

prefer home ownership to the rental market, lardgpelgause the rental market does not provide them
with the amenity and security that they see as gseeg to their households’ wellbeing. However,

most younger households see those housing preésr@scunobtainable.

When they move younger householders attempt toaweptheir housing conditions. But not all
residential movement is prompted by such a desirgahe rental market in particular there is a
substantial proportion (17.6 percent) of youngexen¢ mover households that are forced to move
because their dwelling is not longer availablehtent. Moreover, while younger householders attempt
to make incremental improvements in their housitigaton when they move, those improvements
can be elusive. Moving house can simply represechwan around the same market segment or
housing class.



When younger householders move in Auckland thelikedy to search for dwellings and move to

dwellings near to their current dwelling. Lower sasced households, particularly limit movement
distances. Location is an important driver of dethand is tied to familiarity, access to schools and
connection to existing social and familial networks

Employment is not, however, strongly associatedh \ibusing change: in part because employment
change does not necessarily involve significanhgka in employment location; and, in part, because
household members often have different employmecdtions. Consequently, employment related
changes for one household member is not likelyreanpt a residential movement for the household
as a whole. Under those circumstances, connectidtpomes important and, particularly, choice of
transport mode.

For younger households moving dwellings specificedl improve their housing situation the critical
prompts continue to be: desire for owner occupatotesire to increase dwelling size; and a désire

exit multi-unit dwellings and acquire a detachedetimg. Reducing housing costs is a driver of
housing demand among a smaller proportion of haaldeh

Housing consumption patterns likely to continudiuckland’s future are:

* Increasing reliance on the rental market.

* Increased consumption of semi-detached and muili§-un

e Churns within the rental market and owner occupati@rket respectively, and little movement
from rental to home ownership.

e Growth in housing demand is most likely to be initleere, North Shore and Manukau.

« Increasing numbers and proportions of Aucklandifloén living in rental housing.

« Demand for owner occupation in the following HMAsAdckland CBD, Auckland City South
East, Manukau City North West, and Auckland Cityt®d/Nest.

¢ On-going trade-off between housing performancepaia in both the home ownership and rental
sectors.

Those housing consumption patterns have implicatfon both households and city form. It can be

expected that there will be:

* Pressure on spatial form and the costs of infresra.

* Need for better provision of amenities and servinegppropriate places.

* Pressure on those younger households that arerésalgtnt and least resourced to manage their
housing needs.

e Pressure on neighbourhoods that are close to rrajmsport corridors and enhance households’
ability to choose between alternative transport @sod

« Negative health and productivity impacts associatithl inadequate house performance.

e Costs (for households and for Auckland) associatgd living in low density, non mixed use
suburbs.

e Attenuated and costly city infrastructure.

The problems experienced by younger householdsigkland reflect persistent and prevalent failures
in the housing market’s ability to meet the neefdigsoresidents. Under supply, unaffordable housing
prices for rental and owner occupation, insecwityental tenure, and problems in house performance
are prevalent. Those problems have been exacerbatedhe leaky building syndrome; the
inadequacies around the operation of corporateebpdie poor design of multi-unit dwellings; and
poorly designed and implemented intensification.sltin that context that younger households
currently struggle to find housing that allows thinibalance the myriad needs of their households.
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That struggle is likely to continue unless sigrafit changes are made. In that regard, four key
priorities emerge from this research. They are:

1. Establishing a resilient urban structure that:
e maximises connectivity with work, services and aithes1 and allows households to maintain
the functionality of their dwellings in the conteétchanging needs; and
e provides for price and typology diverse developraemtd redevelopments across the city.

2. Transformation of the rental market to an effectservice industry delivering adequately
performing stock with diversity in rental pricescations, and dwelling types, as well as security
of occupation. This is a national issue and reguire
* Review of current incentives to landlords.
< Evaluation of the performance of the AccommodaSaipplement and associated resources.

e A better understanding of the range of landlordd @noperty investors and their stock
provision.
* A better understanding of renters and their housksho

It could be expected that at the very least a toamstional strategy would involve:

e Linking landlord incentives and rental assistanoeatceptably performing stock, stock
diversification, and tenure security.

e Supporting diversification and expansion of rehialising providers.

* Ensuring the widespread and effective take uptobfieamong landlords including the rate of
Government assistance to landlords directed toomipg housing stock performance.

3. Retrofitting the existing housing stock for incredsenergy efficiency, water efficiency and
thermal performance. The household, citywide andional benefits of this are already
demonstrated. To date programmes to encourage retrofit have entb be directed at
householders. This has led to sporadic take-upityAwdde or placed-based approach to those
programmes promises savings through economiesaté it also recognises that housing is a
key part of city infrastructure.

4. Expansion of the housing stock in areas well sebyedity systems to meet the needs of low and
moderate income younger households. This involvesdevelopments:
* Improved design and delivery of multi-unit housismgd medium-density developments. This

must involve:
0 addressing issues around unit title and the estab&nt and operation of corporate
bodies;

0 the design and construction of multi-units; and
0 design of medium density and higher density devatant to optimise the amenity and
safety associated with both public and private spac

e Supporting new housing providers to establish emAluckland region who deliver additional
rental stock, new home ownership products diretdeloigh affordability across the range of
under-supplied households.

e Streamlined planning and development processes.

* Progressive approach to cross-city integration aadnectivity that allows for housing
developments and re-development.

2 Stroombergen, Brown, Grimmond, Mills, and SankaQ7.
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1 Introduction

11 This research is directed at improving New Zealarability to plan for, and respond to,
changing housing needs among and housing demagduoiger people (20-40 years) and
their households by:

« ldentifying likely patterns of tenure and locatidemand in the Auckland regibn
» Establishing the determinants of that tenure arid&ation decisions by 20-40 year olds.
* Assessing the environmental, social and econonptiéations of those patterns.
* Considering the implications for spatial plannimglairban growth in the region.

1.2 The population aged 20-40 years old covers those wdre born at the very tail end of the
post World War |1l baby boom through to those wheehgust left their teens. They are a
diverse population in terms of ethnicity, employmestatus, income and family
circumstance$ However, these younger people and younger househa we refer to them
in this report, have, despite their diversity, faommon characteristics:

i. This population and these younger households aa#l tife regions in New Zealand, most
likely to live in the Auckland region.

ii. They are more likely to be raising children.

iii. They are less likely than the generation beforentteeenter home ownership.

Iv. Itis this population that is going to make up gneductive population over the next forty
years and accordingly, provide the resources ampasti needed for New Zealand'’s
ageing society.

1.3 In that context, then, the housing choices thessger households make, and the extent to
which they can meet their housing needs, becomenaegly a personal and private issue but
will impact on the quality of life of New Zealand@der people, the life chances of New
Zealand’s children and the productivity of the N2galand economy.

1.4 The way in which these younger households seek ¢et ntheir housing needs across
Auckland’s array of housing market areas (HMAs)respnted in Figure 1.1 will have a
profound effect on, and will be affected by, Aucidés urban form, the distribution of
services and amenities in Auckland and the effeatrgs of its infrastructure. The challenge
for the Auckland region is to provide for the haugiheeds of these younger households in a
predominantly urban environment that allows therne&al productive and resilient lives.

15 This research on the locational and tenure charesng these younger households in the
Auckland region has been prompted by: significartbfems of affordability, high house
prices, and the emergence of an intermediate hgusiarket in the Auckland region,
combined with a trend to lower overall rates of leoownership in younger age cohorts and
pressures on the rental market. There are alseyesson Auckland’s urban limits, its city
infrastructure and services, and an ongoing detate the relative merits of low density or
intensified settlement patterns.

® Auckland region is used in a general sense ta tef¢he Auckland conurbation broadly covering geven
territorial authority areas current at the time theearch was conducted - Rodney District, Nortar&ICity,
Waitakere City, Auckland City, Manukau City, Papekiistrict, and Franklin District.

* Business and Economic Research Limited, 2004:5.

® Mead and McGregor, 2007; Wilkinson, 2006.



Figure 1.1: Housing Market Areas in the Auckland Re  gion
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1.6

1.7

1.8

Those conditions make understanding the housinguroption and demand dynamics of 20-
40 year olds critical. They raise a number of goastincluding:

What are the housing consumption patterns of 2§eHr olds in the Auckland region
both in relation to tenure and in relation to loca®
What are the determinants of those patterns ofihgusonsumption? In particular, to
what extent do they reflect:
* housing market issues of supply, affordability,urenand stock distribution? And/or,
other considerations including:
* place attachment?
* neighbourhood liveability?
« familial obligations?
* employment engagement?
e access to amenities? And,
e transport provision and conditions.
What are the likely impacts of those patterns afdag choice and consumption?
Including:
e infrastructure, transport and amenity demand;
e urban form and pressure on urban boundaries asaw@iktensification of existing
areas;
e enterprise investment and business location; and
e city governance.

To help illuminate those questions, this reseassh h

Established the pattern of housing consumption gntlemse younger households.
Explored the housing demand dynamics that deterntfimse housing consumption
patterns.

Examined the way in which housing demand, aspinatand need are articulated for these
younger households in the context of Auckland’s difoy stock, its neighbourhoods,
housing provision and housing price structures.

Considered the likely pattern of housing demanduckland and opportunities to meet
Auckland’s younger households’ need for stablegrafible and functional housing that
allows them to meet their responsibilities and dbate to Auckland productivity, growth
and quality of life.

The approach to understanding housing demand angattiicular methods of data collection
used are set out in Part 1 of this report. In summguantitative and qualitative data, both
existing and new, have been collected and analyseprovide a triangulated empirical
foundation for the analysis. The research hast buailprevious CHRANZ research; applied a
housing market area analysis to census data torexphtterns of housing consumption; held
focus groups with younger households and undertaksarvey of 499 younger households
recently moving within Auckland. Issues of suppigesresponse were explored with a series
of workshops with housing service providers, depets and planning and policy agencies.



1.1 Report Structure

1.9 This report has been structured into four parts:

 Part 1 (Sections 2 and 3) describes the concefrtarework that underpins housing
consumption and housing demand analysis. Whilegesuth as housing demand have
become commonly used, they are frequently onlyigdbrtunderstood and often not
adequately differentiated from concepts such asihguineed and housing aspiration. Part
1 then describes the data and methods used torexpl® housing consumption patterns
and housing dynamics of younger households in Amrakl

e Part 2 (Sections 4-7) describes the context whigh prompted this research, and the
housing environment in which younger householdauokland make housing choices as
well as the socio-demographic characteristics afkdand’s younger households.

» Part 3 (Sections 8-10) focuses on the core of tesearch. That is, the housing
consumption patterns of Auckland’s younger hous#hadnd, more particularly, the
housing demand dynamics that underpin those pattern

e Part 4 (Sections 11-13) considers the likely hayisionsumption patterns of the future
and their implications and examines opportunitiesl griorities for improving the
provision of housing that will optimise productiviand quality of life in Auckland.

1.2 Terminology

1.10 In this report there are two areas in which a vargg different terms are used. These areas
cover the age range with which this report is comeg; and data and commentary relating to
the geography and areal coverage.

1.2.1 Age Range

1.11 The focus of this report is on the broad cohorR@f40 year olds. This reflects the critical
situation in relation to housing futures and adafetlynamics and conditions prevailing over
early adult life between 20 years and 40 years.

1.12 Those dynamics are captured in statistical dath s the census, labelled 20-39 years. All
census data, therefore, including that for the HauMarket Area (HMA) analysis is confined
to those age boundaries i.e. 20-39 years. Thiswvslldirect comparison with the age
boundaries presented by Statistics New Zealankein standard statistical data releases. This
ensures consistency with the range of already gl analysis on Auckland region’s census
based socio-demographic data. To reflect on theihguife pathways that people reaching 40
years had experienced, those who had turned 43 y#aage were included in the Recent
Mover Survey and the focus groups.

1.13 The term ‘younger households’ is used as a gerterim to refer to households with a
reference person who is 20 years of age throudjotiseholds with a reference person who is
in their fortieth yedras well as those that have a reference personddggeirs.

1.2.2 Geographical Measures and References

1.14 There are a number of geographic references anslwsed in this report. They are as follows.
Auckland and Auckland region are used to refer tbmmon sense way to the broad urban
conurbation that is generally made up of thosetoeral authorities relating to the Auckland
Region in the census. However this report was evwritht a time when the definition of
Auckland and the boundaries in that area has giwnto considerable debate around the
boundaries of the conurbation and a review of guaece (the ‘Super City").

® That is, aged 39 years.



1.15

1.16

We have not attempted to place an artificial boupda the Auckland conurbation. Where we
have used specific data in relation to some pdatidorm of Auckland the areal measure is
stated in the text.

Most statistical data uses one or other of thevdtg areal boundaries:

Regional Council boundaryWhere data is related to Auckland Region thigneto the
Auckland Regional Council area bounded as it walsea006 Census.

Territorial Authority boundaries either separataly in aggregate Territorial authorities
are defined by statute. They are local governmeaadsa There are seven territorial
authorities in the broader Auckland area — Rodneyriot, North Shore City, Waitakere
City, Auckland City, Manukau City, Papakura Distrand Franklin District. Because of
the changing governance and rethinking of the baried around the Auckland region
and its urban conurbation only part of the FranKlistrict was proposed to be included in
the super city at the time of surveying for the &dgcMover Survey. That population
yielded insufficient numbers to survey. Consequettie Franklin households were not
included in the survey. The dwellings and surveynbers from each of the six other
territorial authorities are set out in Section 3.3.

Housing Market AreagHMAS): There are 14 local housing market area#\rckland.
Housing market areas are geographical areas definechousehold demand and
preferences for housing (See Figure 1.1 for HMAruawies). An explanation of the
HMA analysis method is presented in Section 3.Bhit HMA analysis uses 2006 Census
data.

Census Area Unit (CAU: Some 2006 Census data septed using CAUs. These are
aggregations of meshblocks that are non-administraareas below the level of a
territorial authority. In urban areas they gengrathntain populations between 3,000 and
5,500 although this can vary.



PART 1: HOUSING CONSUMPTION AND DEMAND: FOCUS
AND METHODOLOGY

Part 1 comprises two sections related to the focus and methodology of this report.

The first, Section 2, provides a brief overview of the pattern of falling home ownership, particularly in

relation to younger households. Key points are:

* The rate of home ownership has fallen in New Zealand, and further decline is expected.

e Between 1986 and 2006, the largest falls in home ownership have been in the 25-39 age range.

e The decline in home ownership is most pronounced in Auckland.

» The decline in home ownership is only partially a delay of owner-occupation. Evidence suggests
that there is a structural shift, where younger age groups are less likely to ever achieve home
ownership.

e The 20-40 year olds of today face a very different institutional environment in which to enter home
ownership compared to younger age groups 40 years ago.

e The falling rate of home ownership heralds a change in housing consumption — in terms of
housing type, location and tenure.

» Given that new patterns of housing consumption appear to be emerging, these may either reflect
a change in the desire and/or willingness to pay for certain types of housing type, location and
tenure, or an inability to pay for the preferred housing type, location and tenure.

The second (Section 3), sets out the methodology and methods for this study. That methodology and

the methods can be replicated in Auckland in the future, or in other regions. In relation to methodology

it explains the concept of housing demand, and explores the relationship between housing demand

and housing consumption. It also considers the relationship between housing demand and

consumption and housing aspirations, tastes and need and sets out the methods used to look at

housing demand and housing consumption patterns. Key points are:

* Housing consumption patterns are an outcome of housing demand.

e Housing demand consists of three elements: The desire to consume some form of housing, and a
willingness to pay for that housing, and the ability to pay for that housing.

* There are often gaps between housing demand, aspiration and need.

* In some situations households may not be able to get the housing they want because it is not
supplied by the market.

In order to explore the determinants of demand, the research approach focuses on the active choices
and selections made about housing, levels of housing consumption and the type of housing
consumption. Four methods are used and presented: Housing market area analysis (HMA) using
census data; a survey of recent movers; focus groups with individuals in the 20-40 year old age group;
and workshops with stakeholders to explore supply-side perceptions and responses to younger
householders’ demand for housing.




2.1

2.1
2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Changing Consumption, Housing Demand, Aspiration
and Need in Auckland

This research has been prompted by the need tastadd an apparently profound shift in
housing consumption manifest in New Zealand’s rigllrate of owner occupation. Home
ownership ratédsin New Zealand have declined from 67.8 percentpi¥ate, occupied
dwellings in 2001 to 66.9 percent in 2008mong the younger population that decline in
home ownership is even more pronounced. This segqtiovides a brief overview of this
pattern of falling home ownership rates and thestioes that those falls raise about housing
demand among younger households.

Falling Rates of Home Ownership and Younger Hou  seholds

Some populations in New Zealand have persistemitly @edominantly accessed housing in
New Zealand through the rental market. Very lowoine households are one population,
young people who are in a transitional life stagere-family formation and Pacific peoples
are two others. Overall, however, the post-warqoeiNew Zealand saw climbing rates of
owner occupation from just over half (56 percentpwner occupation in 1945, peaking in the
period 1986-1991 where home ownership was aroungder@ent. Historically, state policy
has been directed to encouraging entry into homeeoship, for example through subsidised
mortgage financ® In the 2006 Census the home ownership rate was @8cent, with the
outlook for further falls to 61.9 percent through2016**

The subsequent decline in home ownership was ligitlaought to be a matter of deferral
associated with delayed entry into employment, fafarmation and child bearing. More
recent analysis suggests that the falling rate @hér ownership may only partially be
accounted for by deferral. Rather, the falling ma@y be a structural shift in which people in
the 20-40 year age group are not accessing homership at all.

CHRANZ research shows that New Zealand housing wapson has been marked by a
general decline in home ownership rates, with diquéar fall among younger households.
Between 1986 and 2006, the largest falls in homeeoghip nationally have been among
younger age groups:

e 17.9 percent among 25-29 year olds;

» 17.7 percent among 30-34 years olds; and,

+ 15.5 percent among 35-39 year ofdls.

This does not appear to be simply a matter of dieldnpousehold formation or a delay arising
out of later childbearing. Certainly, delay andededl are important. However, nationally,
younger age groups who delay home ownership adanfinthemselves less likely to reach the
same levels of owner occupation as their predecgsEbe reality is that if home ownership is
likely to occur in the life-course of a householdeis likely to have occurred by the time a
householder is 40 years dftl.

" The home ownership rate is calculated as follotwsil owners total renters + total owners
8 Morrison, 2008.

° Morrison, 2008:14.

¥ Thorns, 2000; Business and Economic Researct2Dey.

1 Morrison, 2008:13.

12 pool, Dharmalingham and Sceats, 2007.

¥ ppmc, 2008: 75.

14 Morrison, 2008.



2.6

Table 2.1: Comparing the Housing Related Conditions

There are fundamental questions about what hasrdthose changing probabilities of owner
occupation. Is this a fundamental socio-culturdt stwway from home ownership and towards

rental housing? Certainly, 20-40 year olds in Neealdnd today face a very different

institutional environment to the baby boomers wbrdyf years ago entered home ownership
(Table 2.1).

of a 25 yr-old in 1968 and a 25 yr old in 2008

Indicator 1968 2008
= State Advances mortgages (56,368 = Welcome Home Loan (1,070 loans
loans approved to 31 March 1967) 2006-07)

Govt Home Ownership
and Other Housing

= Family Benefit capitalisation (5,289 = Accommodation Supplement (income
advances 1967-68) tested, strongly targeted and

= Mortgage Guarantee Scheme for restricted to payment a portion of the
housing ‘unaffordable gap’)

= State rental housing (49,424 rentals) | = Housing-related components of Kiwi

Assistance = State house building programme Saver
(rising; 1,657 units 1968-69) = Shared Equity Pilot
= Sale of state houses to tenants = State rental housing (approx 66,000)
= Housing assistance through Maori = New state houses (926 units 2006-
Affairs 07)
Average Dwelling size (1976) House 121m”; Apartment 83m° | House 205m’; Apartment 137m”
Average number of 3.52 (1966) 2.7 (2006)

occupants per dwelling

Home Ownership (with
and without mortgage)

69% (1966) 66.9% (2006, included family trusts)

Average rate of interest
on mortgage

6.74% (Market)
3% (State Advances)

10.6% — 10.9% (floating)

Age of marriage

Bride: 23.29; Groom 26.33 (average)

Bride: 30.2; Groom 32.5 (median)

Age of mother at birth of
first child

23.39 (average)

28 (median)

Birth rate

2.61 per woman

2.1 per woman

Life expectancy at birth

Females: 74.30; Males: 68.19

Females: 81.9; Males: 77.9

Tertiary Education

Scholarships and bursaries providing
allowances. Matriculation providing

Student loan (average student loan
leaving debt $15,590 in 2005)
Student allowance (for under 25

Assistance ; . . : ) . .
automatic waiver of university fees. allowance is parental income tested; for
25+ is income tested)
Age Benefit from 60 years (income Superannuation from 65 years (taxed at
Retirement tested) Superannuation from 65 years higher rate if receiving other income)

(not income tested)

Kiwi Saver (optional)

% of Population Aged 65
yrs or more

8.3% (1966)

12.3% (2006)

2.7

When the baby boomers were in their 20-40 yearsiathe life-course, young people’s lives
were characterised by early formation of indepenhdewclear families in the context of full
employment and strong support for entry into homaership. Debt levels were relatively
low, and while access to housing finance was sanded by strongly applied prudential
requirements, younger families were supported e ownership by restrained house
prices and funding through a combination of governtiloans, inheritance and capitalisation
of the Family Benefit. All those were facilitategt bn environment in which household debt
was largely centred on house purchase and cretifinsgfor other forms of consumption were
limited.

!> CRESA and Public Policy &Research, 2009:3.
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In addition, while the tax regime was complex itsvedso strongly progressive and health care
and education costs were largely funded by the.stegwer young people accessed tertiary
education so they were earning more quickly inrthiée-course. Indeed, many of the
emerging professional qualifications that youngpgtedook up such as teaching, nursing and
other health ancillary occupations, accountancy #mdle apprenticeships were either
associated with a wage or salary or were undertaltgle in employment. Moreover, many
younger people in training were provided with loesthousing as well. Low cost housing,
including staying with relatives, and a shortagehotising stock, especially rental stock,
contributed to young people entering home ownershigxpanding new housing suburbs in
the late 1960s and 1970s.

The conditions faced by 25 year olds today are ddfgrent. There is very limited assistance
associated with entry into home ownership. Levélgepsonal debt are high and savings until
very recently have been relatively low by interoasl standards. House prices were subject to
an extended boom through the early part of the fiecade in the millennium. Certainly
housing prices have pulled back a little in theteghof the global financial crisis, however,
access to credit has tightened. The building ingluist oriented towards providing larger
houses at the middle and higher end of the housiaket'® Household formation and child
bearing is delayed. Comparatively high levels ditdee found among young people. Tertiary
training is generally supported by loans or grayrpents.

Home Ownership & Auckland

Those dynamics are particularly important in Aucklaln part, because Auckland has so
many households with members in the critical pend@0-40 years in which this decision

about entering home ownership will or will not bade. In part, because analysis to date
suggests that deferred access to home ownershipeirAuckland context has the most

profound impact on a household’s probability ofegimy owner occupation at all over the

long term.

In Auckland between 1991 and 2006 the probabilityan owner occupying a detached
dwelling dropped to 59.2 percent from 71.7 percddéspite a commonly expressed
perception, that the fall in detached dwelling ovghg has been compensated by younger
households owning multi-units, the rise in multituowner occupation has been muted.
Between 1991 and 2006 in Auckland the probabilityan owner occupying a multi-unit
increased only slightly from 39 percent to 41 petté

What really makes a difference in terms of ownerupation probabilities is moving out of

Auckland. Leaving Auckland and going to Wellington Christchurch raises the probability
of owner occupation considerably. Christchurchdesis are a third more likely to access
owner occupation than Auckland resideffts.

Those changed institutional conditions raise a remdf issues. Two are most immediate.
Firstly, the extent to which the patterns of hogstonsumption are actually different for 20-
40 year olds. That is, the extent to which thereaistinuity with the past or whether a clear
new pattern is emerging. Secondly, the determinahtthat changing pattern of housing
consumption. In particular, whether those pattaeffect a change in the desire and/or

1 DPMC, 2008.

" Morrison, 2008. ‘Auckland’ is labelled in Morris@research as ‘Auckland Urban Centre’. There islear
statement of the boundaries of the area.

18 Morrison, 2008.
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willingness to pay for certain types of housing;dtion or tenure, or whether it reflects an
inability to pay.

Three further but separate issues also emerge @artiase changing patterns of housing

consumption. They are:

« Firstly, the extent to which 20-40 year olds consumousing that meets their needs and
provides environments that optimise their own dmdrtchildren’s well-being.

« Secondly, the extent to which the housing provided! the conditions under which it is
supplied in Auckland, is likely to meet younger beholds’ patterns of demand and/or
need into the future.

e Finally, how Auckland can optimise the alignmentween housing supply and the
housing needs, aspirations and demand of youngeseholds.

Summary

This section has provided a brief review of the diog trends that have prompted the

commissioning of this report. Key points are:

» The rate of home ownership has fallen in New Zehland further decline is expected.

» Between 1986 and 2006, the largest falls in homeeoship have been in the 25-39 age
range.

¢ The decline in home ownership is most pronounceslickland.

e The decline in home ownership is only partiallyedag of owner-occupation. Evidence
suggests that there is a structural shift, whetenger age groups are less likely to ever
achieve home ownership.

» The 20-40 year olds of today face a very differi@stitutional environment in which to
enter home ownership compared to younger age géfligears ago.

* The falling rate of home ownership heralds a chandmusing consumption — in terms of
housing type, location and tenure.

e Given that new patterns of housing consumption apfebe emerging, these may either
reflect a change in the desire and/or willingnespay for certain types of housing type,
location and tenure, or an inability to pay for geferred housing type, location and
tenure.

3.1

3.2

3.3

Methodology

This section sets out the methodology used to ksttathe housing consumption patterns of
younger households in Auckland and the demand digsaimat give rise to those patterns.

The methodology consists of two components. Firsitlg conceptual and analytic approach to
exploring housing demand and its dynamics, andyradyg, the research methods that have
been used to collect the data that operationalis®s® concepts and approaches.

Sections 3.1 and 3.2 deal with the concepts antbapp to housing demand among younger

Auckland households. Section 3.3 sets out the rmstt®oth can be replicated in Auckland in
the future and in other regions.
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3.1

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.11
3.8

Housing Consumption Patterns and the Concept of Housing
Demand

The falling rate of home ownership shows a changehousing consumption. Some
households are choosing to consume rental houathgirthan owned dwellings. Households
can also, if their supply allows, consume: différgmpes of dwellings — a detached dwelling
rather than a multi-unit dwelling; dwellings of fdifent performance, style or amenities such
as size, condition, thermal performance, dwellingéng particular building materials, or
having certain features such as life-time desigm, alwellings in difference locations and
neighbourhoods. Broadly these patterns of housimgumption reflect a complex interaction
between housing supply — the quantum of stockodstion, quality, pricing and tenure — and
housing demand.

The concept of housing demand is commonly usedfreguently misunderstood. Popular
commentary often assumes that housing demand easodimanifests housing need and/or
housing aspirations. The common sense view of hgudemand is that households have
housing needs and/or aspirations/tastes therefieie housing demand is directly aligned to
those needs. This is not necessarily the case.

There are in fact, a number of gaps between houdermgand, aspiration and need. For
instance, people may have a desire or a tastefmitg that is not consistent with their needs.
It is well-established, for instance, that veryglrdwellings impose significant costs on
households yet there is a trend to smaller houdsHiving in larger dwellings. Similarly, it is
clear despite the personal and externalised healits of cold, damp, dwellings, that New
Zealanders have in the past made considerabletmeats in home renovation without
addressing the aspects of their dwelling’s perforceathat would make it a healthier place in
which to live™®

There may also be situations in which housing asipims and taste are well aligned with
housing needs, but a household is unable to transtbose into housing demand. For
instance, most households, including some of tinicgzants in this research, see crowding as
undesirable. That view is consistent with a considie body of research both here and
overseas which shows crowding to have a range @ésirable outcomes and not to the taste
of crowded familie$® Nevertheless, some households are persistenthgrable to crowding.

In New Zealand the most vulnerable to crowding aehddren and larger families. In
particular, Maori, Pacific and Asian children arerm likely than children in general to be
living in crowded household$.For those households either their housing demadtbathe
housing supply can not deliver to either their mogisastes or their housing needs.

So What is Housing Demand?

Housing demand is a technical concept that consigteee elements:
* the desire to consume some form of housiigD

* awillingness to pay for that housingND

« the ability to pay for that housing.

19 See Stroombergen et.al. 2007 for an estimateeofigitional value to New Zealand of bringing its lesrp a
High Standard of Sustainabiligy

% Jaine, Baker and Venugopal, 2008; WHO, 2007; Beket. 2000.

2L Ministry of Social Development, 2008.
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3.9

3.10

3.1.2
3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

The pattern of housing demand — that is, housimgwmption or what some analysts refer to
as the outcomes of housing demand — reflects adletlhree elements coming together and a
purchase or a consumption decision being madéetitis a willingness to pay for a certain
type, location or tenure of housing but no abititypay, then the outcomes of an individual’s
or household’s housing demand may be significadiffgrent from their housing aspirations,
desire or tastes.

In some cases, then, a gap between housing denmahtdoaising need can emerge because
(through lack of knowledge or other factors) howdedrs’ housing tastes or desires are
misaligned with their housing needs. However, a bajween housing need and housing
demand can emerge. While a householder has a disirdiousing that meets their
household’s needs, they may be unable to ‘buytcoess that housing.

Housing Demand and Housing Supply

Householders may not be able to ‘buy’ the housingt they want either because the
household can not afford the price of the type @iding that they want and/or because the
housing product that a household wants is simptysapplied by housing providers. Clearly
these two factors are related. A scarcity of ardddhousing product is likely to raise its price
and in doing so may exclude some householders bethay simply can not afford that price.
However, housing consumption, because of housilogig-run life cycle, is strongly driven
by the supply-side.

Housing provision is slow to respond to changingnded in part because the housing stock
only changes slowl$: Auckland’s existing dwellings, in their currentchtions are, largely,
the dwellings that will be available or inhabitedtihe future.

The limits on housing consumption generated thraugiply side issues have been a repeated
theme in housing related research for many yeatscan not be ignored as a determinant of
housing demand patterns. For instance, in the 1960gas noted that one of the primary
reasons why households moved out of the centreumkland to the suburbs was largely
because the inner city was dominated by rental lthgsl The desire to be owner occupiers
pushed people into locations they did not partidylevant because of under-supplied stock
available to potential owner occupiérs.

Similarly, DPMC in its analysis of house pricesritified strong drivers that prompt the
building industry to concentrate supply of new 8silon large dwellings while neglecting
entry level housing, which then becomes undersegfliAnalysis of consumer desires in
relation to house performance and sustainabilgg ahows that the housing industry does not
respond easily to consumers although it tends &vawvelm consumers with a multiplicity of
products® A similar pattern is found in relation to accessiand life time desigff

In short, what is provided at any time in the hogsimarket delimits the choices that
consumers have. Unlike other goods, houses areasily transportable nor are dwellings
easily substitutable. Householders will find a hogssolution even if it is sub-optimal
involving less than desirable dwellings or tenucgsaccepting crowding or poor tenure
security.

* Muth, 2003.

%3 Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, 200915 process is well established as charactenstic
other cities in western societies in the post-wariqu. See Thorns, 1977.

** DPMC, 2008.

?® Saville-Smith, 1998; Saville-Smith, Fraser, Butk&amilleri, 2010.

%6 Saville-Smith et.al. 2007.
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3.2
3.16

3.17

3.18

321
3.19

3.20

3.21

3.2.2
3.22

Exploring Housing Demand, Its Outcomes & Dynami  cs

This research explores those housing consumptittarpa through an analysis of census data,
using the Housing Market Area analysis, the methiodhich is described in Section 3.3.1.
That analysis focuses particularly on younger hbolsis’ housing consumption in relation to:
housing tenure; housing typology and housing locatiThe analysis explores housing
consumption patterns both over time and across landks fourteen housing market areas.

Housing consumption analysis can highlight changed variations in the outcomes of
housing demand for younger households. It can higblight whether those patterns are
similar or different to other households. Howevieousing consumption patterns are the
outcomes of housing demand and/or supply-demandamdips. Analysis of housing
consumption patterns in themselves can say notbogt their determinants.

Moreover, unless the housing demand dynamics tnz gse to those consumption patterns
are understood, future patterns of housing consomptill also be unclear. This is because
the patterns of housing consumption evident in gerstatistics are the outcome of housing
demand expressed earlier. If housing demand hasgeHaafter that time, then future patterns
of housing consumption will also be different.

Why Bother with Housing Consumption Analysis?

Housing consumption patterns are important for te@sons. Firstly, because those patterns
expose differences between different groups intioglato housing access. Secondly, and
perhaps, more immediately households’ housing copson is directly related to non-
housing outcomes such as health, education, ecoreordisocial outcomes.

There is a considerable body of research that dstraias that housing consumption patterns
have an impact on children’s life chanééSimilarly, there is considerable research as agll
widespread policy acceptance overseas, that olstgpl@'s housing consumption shapes older
people’s likelihood of independence, the extentheir participation in social and economic
life, and the need and costs of older people’sises?

Indeed, it is because housing consumption has pafbund effects on people over their life
course as well as the economy through its industgacts, that understanding why
households show the housing consumption patteatshby do becomes important.

Establishing Housing Demand Dynamics & Determ  inants of Consumption

Changes in housing consumption raise a number e$tauns about the nature of housing
demand and supply. In particular, whether changelemand patterns reflect a change in taste
among younger households and/or a change in thieguiéss to pay or the ability to pay for
desired housing. Or, is a change in the patterdmooking consumption a result in change in

supply?

" See Public Policy & Research and CRESA 2010:5#62 discussion on international research exarginin
the impacts of housing consumption on children’altheand wellbeing.

8 See for example Bridge et.al. 2006; Blake and &§i#005; Communities and Government, 2008; Croycher
Hicks and Jackson, 2006.
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3.23

3.24

3.25

3.26

3.27

3.28

Housing supply analysis is beyond the scope ofrépsrt, although we do suggest that some
focused research on housing supply, particularthérental market, is very necessary. There
is data presented in this reported on housing guppich of it in Part 2 of this report, but it is
limited to providing a broad picture of the envinoent in which Auckland’'s younger
households exercise their housing demand. The priregearch activities for this report were
dedicated to establishing housing consumption pettend the housing demand dynamics that
determine that consumption.

Establishing how households select their housisgype, tenure and location, is by no means
a trivial task. It requires teasing out the relatexercise of housing taste, willingness to pay
and ability to pay in relation a range of housiggmeters — house type, house quality, house
size and amenity, house location and housing tefina process is complicated by the trade-
offs that housing consumers may make between thifflseent housing components and, of
course, by the limits of prevailing supply.

The complexity of this task means that housing demanalysis too frequently becomes
reduced to processes by which householders ard &skeflect, at a very general level, about
what they want out of their housing and the typeBanses and tenure to which they aspire.
Alternatively, household housing demand analysob®s reduced to an analysis of house
prices and incomes and an estimate of the aggrégee of stock and its location which
different household groups have an ability to gy Both of those approaches are limited.

The forecasting approach has a number of variatlemsdamentally, however, they are about
measuring the difference between the number of dimlds and the number of dwellings
available either in aggregate or in relation tovping house price/rent price and household
incomes. This type of analysis is important and [@PMaggregate forecasts of undersupply
are presented later in this rep@rBimilarly, estimates of the size of the intermésliaousing
market are also of this type of approach and ae iahportant. This report also provides an
estimate of the changing size of the intermediatesimg market’

Neither of these approaches, however, clarifieswthg in which households actually make
choices within those constraints. As this reseamd an extensive body of research
internationally, shows, the structure of citiesu$iog classes and housing markets present
householders with a variety of locations, buildigges and price structures which could be
considered equivalents. To understand and predigtihg consumption patterns of the future
requires us to understand what householders brea#iyas equivalent ‘housing products’ or
‘housing packages’ and what makes them select aosimg package over another. This
research makes very clear that analysis of housémgand on the basis of house prices and
household incomes provides only a very crude indioaf what housing is seen as equivalent
by householder¥.

A research focus on generalised housing aspiratindseported tastes is also problematic. In
part because it focuses on one component of hows#ngand, in part because it fails to
differentiate between stated preferences and theepses through which households make
real, albeit not always explicitly reckoned, assessts of their housing needs in the context of
their complex lives. More importantly because thisrevidence that when householders are
asked to think about their housing preferencesgareeral level and an abstracted way, those
preferences are largely divorced from their actelection behaviour. That is, it does not
provide a robust mechanism for establishing howskbalds express their housing dem#nd.

29 See Section 5.

%0 See Section 8.2.

31 See Part 3.

%2 Jarvis, 2003; Lipman, 2006.
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3.2.3 Grasping Actively Expressed Household Demand

3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

3.3
3.33

Table 3.1: Datasets Relevant to Auckland Region Hou

Ultimately, understanding the determinants of deinaaguires a focus on actively expressed
housing demand: that is, how households actuallkemzhoices to stop consuming one
dwelling and acquire another.

The point at which households generate housing ddnsmwhen they move. At that point

people are actively making choices about: wheré/&) their level of housing consumption;

and the type of housing consumption. It is at thaint, that three elements of demand —
housing aspiration, willingness to pay, and abititypay — become highlighted. It is at that
point that the extent to which housing and the matf housing supply in constraining or

expanding household choice becomes evident.

For that reason, this research has surveyed hddeefion Auckland aged 20-40 years who

were recent movers. In doing so, the interviewrument focused specifically on establishing

the:

» key characteristics of not only their new dwellingg the location and characteristics of
their immediately previous dwelling;

* locations in which they targeted their dwellingreda

» factors that led them to leave their previous dwed;

» criteria used to select their current dwelling; and

* employment, income and other household circumssatiag might impact on selection.

The methods for this and other research activétiesset out in Section 3.3.

Research Activities and Methods

The research activities undertaken in this prageetdirectly aligned to the data requirements
for particular aspects of housing demand analyBie Housing Market Area analysis is
directed specifically at the issue of housing comstion change. The Recent Mover Survey is
concerned with household demand processes. The fgrmups are designed to enrich and
triangulate the data emerging from the surveyingd, dlso to explore the nature of housing
supply and the alignment of their housing demanith wieir housing needs and aspirations.
Workshops with stakeholders were also used to exptbe limits of supply and the
implications of the emerging pattern of housing stonption among younger households. In
addition, the research team reviewed five othanary datasets for data that might illuminate
housing consumption and supply dynamics relevaAutkland (Table 3.1).

sing Demand and Supply Dynamics

Dataset

Dataset Description

2008 National
Neighbourhood Survey
— Beacon

Random sample of residents in urban neighbourhoods stratified according to use and
density characteristics of neighbourhoods. Captures data around past and intended
residential movement, satisfaction with neighbourhoods and dwellings, public and private
transport use, reasons for intended residential movement.

Recent Mover Survey
2007/08 — Beacon

The Recent Mover Survey involved participants who had made a residential move within
the period April 2006 and March 2007. Captures data related to origin, reasons for move,
and reasons for dwelling selection. A national data set.

Landlord Survey
2007/08 — Beacon

Captures data on stock type and age, size of rental portfolio, duration of tenancies,
tenancy churn, preferred tenants, maintenance investment and dwelling performance.

2005 National
Attachment Survey -
CRESA

National survey capturing data on residential movement, social and economic
participation, family engagement, place attachment, prompts for moving and reasons for
selection of current dwelling.

2004 National Landlord
Survey — CRESA

A survey of landlords who have tenants with bonds lodged in Department of Building and
Housing. Captures data on stock type, stock age, portfolio size, duration as landlord,
duration of tenancies, tenancy churn, preferred tenants and maintenance practices.
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3.3.1 Housing Market Area Analysis

3.34

3.35

3.36

3.37

3.38

Housing Market Area (HMA) analysis was undertakesing census data relating to

households with a 20-39 year reference person. iRepdata from the 2006 Census provides
data for 20-39 years. The HMA analysis of census datains that age span to ensure
consistency with the range of already publishedyaigaon Auckland region’s census based
socio-demographic data. This work is being undertaky Darroch and is aligned to their

current research on HMAs being completed for CHRANZ

The housing market analysis divided the Aucklargiom into 14 local housing market areas.
Housing market areas are geographical areas defipdmusehold demand and preferences
for housing (Figure 1.1} The HMA analysis has been based on a methodofogy
understanding housing dynamics used in the Unitedydom to establish means by which
housing market assessments can be undertaken.

In the United Kingdom three main approaches ar@ tsddentify housing market areds.

They are:

. Labour market areas or travel to work areas. Labuwarket areas provide information
about the areas within which people move withoainging other aspects of their lives,
primarily work.

. House price levels and rates of change. This tyfpanalysis uses house prices to
provide a market based view of housing market batiad, typically where households
pay comparable costs for comparable dwellings.

. Household migration and search patterns. Househchtion flows reflect a variety of
economic, social, and other factors including hbot#s’ proximity to work, family,
friends and recreation. Analysis of migration fipatterns can help to identify these
relationships and the extent to which people mawgsh within an area. The findings
can identify the areas within which a relativelgthiproportion of household moves
(usually around 70 per cent) are contained. Hpgally excludes long distance moves
reflecting the fact that most people move relagivatort distances due to connections to
employment, families, friends, and schools.

In order to establish the Auckland HMA areas, dimlur market areas (LMA) that have been
identified for the Auckland region were reviewedhe LMA analysis undertaken in New

Zealand over the last decade has essentially feliothe Travel to Work Area methodology
developed in the United Kingdom. The most recenotkwundertaken by James Newell

(unpublished), based on 2006 Census data, dividestckland region into just two Labour

Market Areas; Central and North Auckland and Grektanukau. It was concluded that the
division of the Auckland region into just two arga®vided an insufficient level of housing

market disaggregation.

Then house price levels, household incomes, ansdimld deprivation measures were looked
at to identify areas of housing market commonaiityoss the region. Approximately 20 areas
were initially identified through this process. €Re areas were then tested by looking at the
extent to which migration flows between the areaghirbe considered to be self-contained.

% See page 12.
34 Communities and Local Government, 2007.
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3.39

3.40

3.41

3.42

3.3.2
3.43

3.44

3.45

The migration flow analysis looked at where thepgtepwho lived in each of the 20 areas in
2001, but who shifted residence between the 20012806 Censuses, lived in 2006. This
analysis focused firstly on the extent to which gleowho shifted between the censuses
remained in the same areas and secondly, if thigdloutside their 2001 area, where they
shifted to. Based on the flows between adjacesasathe number of discrete areas was
refined to 14 areas as previously presented inr&igL.

An HMA area’s self-containment was defined as thepprtion of all people who moved
residence between the 2001 and 2006 Censusesgrhatned in the same area. Of the 14
HMA areas all but three had self-containment mezsim excess of 60 percent. The three
HMA areas with self-containment measures less Btampercent were: Auckland CBD (22
percent); Rural North (56 percent); and Rural S¢&thpercent).

Although the Auckland CBD has a self-containmentisuge of just 22 percent, it has been
identified as a distinct area, not on the basissagelf-containment, but because of its location,
relatively homogeneous apartment dwelling type #edause of the specific functional

characteristics of the area, i.e., predominantlg-residential. Auckland CBD does not sit

comfortably or logically as part of any other HMA.

Rural North and Rural South are both, in a serssidual HMA areas. They are the non-
urban parts of the region left over once the unems of the region have been allocated into a
HMA. They are both, however, largely rural/smalivh in character which would indicate a
specific preference for housing located in suclasre

Recent Mover Survey

The survey consisted of telephone interviews wi@l® 4ecent mover households from the
Auckland region. The survey was designed to tdd@nl0-15 minutes using a structured
close-ended questionnaire. A copy of the questivanis presented in Annex A.
Respondents were asked to respond to up to 45oestions relating to their:

e Current housing situation including tenure statlegation, dwelling type, dwelling
condition.

* Travel modes.

e Experience of moving including involvement in démis making, reasons for leaving or
choosing a house, length of time actively searcHimga new house and preferred
location(s).

* Place attachment and past links with the regioa a#ole and the area they current live
in.

* Intentions to move and desired location.

e Socio-demographic characteristics including houkkkze, age, income, ethnicity, and
labour-force status.

The sample frame was designed to provide a pramati distribution of respondent
households across the territorial authorities & Aluckland region similar to the proportional
distribution of dwellings across the region. Houddh for the survey were drawn from a data
extract of recent movers generated from the NewadeaPost Household Postal Address
Directory. For the purposes of this study a ‘réaaover’ was defined as someone who had
moved between 1 November 2008 and 31 October 2009.

The data extract included some 23,546 householits.New Zealand Post Household Postal
Address Directory does not include phone numbeosfatilitate telephone interviewing the

data extract from New Zealand Post was telematthbegenerate a list of phone numbers
where available. In all 4,968 households were heaicto a telephone number. At the
completion of the telematch process it became appd#nat the extract of recent movers with
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3.46

phone numbers in the Franklin District was insudint to achieve the required number of
completed interviews. The Franklin households wensoved from the extract and the sample
frame recalculated for the remaining local authesit

Table 3.2 sets out the numbers and proportionsaedliehgs by territorial authority and the
corresponding target sample numbers and proportion.

Table 3.2: Sample frame for 20-40 year old Recent Mo  ver Survey by Territorial Authority in the Auckland

Region

Dwellings in each Territorial Target Sample
Territorial Authority Authority

Number % Number of % of

Respondents Respondents
Auckland City 143,004 34.1 341 34.1
Manukau City 94,284 22.5 225 22.5
North Shore City 72,114 17.2 172 17.2
Papakura District 14,823 3.5 35 3.5
Rodney District 32,910 7.9 79 7.9
Waitakere City 61,836 14.8 148 14.8
Total 418,971 100.0 1000 100.0

3.47

3.48

3.49

Table 3.3: Location of 20-40 year old Recent Mover

While the data extract enabled targeting of housishiiat were likely to have moved in the

previous 18 months, the New Zealand Post datases dwmt include an age variable.

Consequently screening questions were used to dxdiouseholders who were outside the
Auckland region and/or were outside the age boueslarf the study at the time of their most
recent residential move.

Surveying began 2 February 2010 and continued giiréo 23 February 2010. Attempts were
made to contact all recent mover households instiraple frame areas where a telephone
match was achieved. At the completion of the ihifidone surveying a yield of 421
interviews had been achieved — a response rate3 gfeBcent. As the initial recruitment
method yielded considerably fewer interviews thepeeted one round of supplementary cold
calling was added. The cold calling yielded aHart78 interviews. In all 499 telephone
interviews were completed.

Table 3.3 sets out the numbers and proportionsesppandents in each of the territorial
authorities surveyed. The final response ratetfiergurvey was 25.8 percent. There were 499,
20-40 year old householdé&tsvho, as recent movers, participated in the survey.

Survey Householders (Recent Mover Survey)

L . Recent Mover Householders % Recent Mover
Territorial Authority

Householders
Auckland City 167 33.5
Manukau City 91 18.2
North Shore City 108 21.6
Papakura District 15 3.0
Rodney District 43 8.6
Waitakere City 75 15.0
Total 499 100

% The term householder refers to the person (agetD3@ars) who responded to the survey.
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The analysis of how the socio-demographic chamsties of Recent Movers determine
housing choices is undertaken later in this repdhe following data merely provide a
descriptive profile of Recent Mover Survey partiigs>® That profile data shows that these
recent moving households have a relatively higlonme profile. As Table 3.4 shows, the
Household Economic Survey data suggests that 28d&pt of households with a 20-40 year
old reference person in New Zealand have incomexdess of $100,000. Among the recent
movers in the Auckland region that participated tiis survey, 48.9 percent lived in

households with a household income in excess dd,$00.

Table 3.4: Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent Movers’

Nationally (Recent Mover Survey and Household Econom

Household Incomes Compared to 20-40 Year Olds
ic Survey)

Annual Household Income % Recent Movers Survey % Household Economic
(Gross) Households Survey
Under $20,001 4.1 6.1
$20,001 - $30,000 2.5 6.8
$30,001 - $40,000 4.7 8.2
$40,001 - $50,000 5.4 9.4
$50,001 - $70,000 14.5 19.5
$70,001 - $100,000 20.1 23.5
$100,001 - $130,000 22.1 14.4
$130,000 and over 26.8 12.2
Total 100.2 100.1

*variance from 100 percent due to rounding

3.51 The majority (75.1 percent) of participant housdlot are employed. Around a quarter (25.3
percent) of householders do not have partnersh@et that do, 89.2 percent report that their
partners are in employment. Table 3.5 sets out @hmloyment status of participant
householders and their partners.

Table 3.5: Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent Movers’

(Recent Mover Survey)

Householder and Partner's Employment Status

Employment Status Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
Unpartnered Householder Employed 101 20.2
Unpartnered Householder Not Employed 25 5.0
Partnered Householder and Partner Employed 246 49.3
Partnered Householder Employed Partner Not Employed 28 5.6
Partnered Householder Not Employed Partner Employed 87 174
Neither Householder nor Partner Employed 12 2.4
Total 499 99.9

*variance from 100 percent due to rounding

3.52 There is a preponderance of professional and maaageccupations among employed
householders and employed partners (Table 3.6)s Thiassociated with the profile of
household incomes reported by participants. Bothisbbold incomes and the occupational
status of householders and their partners varysadhe region. As Table 3.7 shows, Auckland
City has a higher proportion of participating hduslds with incomes in excess of $70,000,
while Papakura District has the lowest proportidwuckland City also has the highest
proportion of professionals and managers and PapdRistrict has the lowest proportion
(Table 3.8).

% Some of this data is presented again later imehert where analysis of the household determinaints
residential movement is presented. The repetitfdhase tables is designed to assist the reader.
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Table 3.6: Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent Movers' O

Mover Survey)

ccupation of Householders and Partners (Recent

Recent Mover Recent Mover Partner
Occupation Householder (n=375) (n=333)
n % n %
Manager 56 14.9 101 30.3
Professional 166 44.3 113 33.9
Technician or Trades Worker 30 8.0 59 17.7
Community and Personal Service Worker 18 4.8 13 3.9
Clerical and Administrative Worker 52 13.9 20 6.0
Sales Worker 39 10.4 14 4.2
Machinery Operator or Driver 3 0.8 5 15
Labourer 0 0.0 3 0.9
Other 11 2.9 5 1.5
Total 375 100 333 100

Table 3.7: Percent Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent Mo vers’ Household Incomes by Territorial Authority

(Recent Mover Survey)

Annual Household % % % North % % .%
Income (Gross) Auckland Manpkau Sh_ore Papakura Rgdr!ey Waltr_:\kere

City City City District District City
Under $20,001 3.9 3.9 4.0 6.7 0.0 5.9
$20,001 - $30,000 1.3 1.3 4.0 6.7 0.0 4.4
$30,001 - $40,000 4.5 3.9 3.0 13.3 8.6 4.4
$40,001 - $50,000 4.5 7.9 1.0 6.7 0.0 13.2
$50,001 - $70,000 9.0 14.5 12.1 26.7 20.0 25.0
$70,001 - $100,000 14.2 26.3 23.2 26.7 28.6 16.2
$100,001 - $130,000 23.9 21.1 24.2 13.3 20.0 19.1
$130,000 and over 38.7 211 28.3 0.0 22.9 11.8
Total 100 100 990.8 100.1 100.1 100

Table 3.8: Percent 20-40 Year Old Recent Mover Househ olders and Partners by Occupation and Territorial

Authority (Recent Mover Survey)

) % % % % % %
Occupation of Householder Auckland | Manukau North Papakura Rodney | Waitakere
City City Shore City District District City
Manager 12.7 14.5 15.9 9.1 17.1 19.2
Professional 55.5 42.0 41.5 27.3 37.1 32.7
Technician or Trades Worker 7.9 5.8 9.8 18.2 2.9 9.6
Community and Personal Service 4.0 2.9 6.1 0 14.3 1.9
Worker
Clerical and Administrative 7.9 26.1 12.2 27.3 14.3 11.5
Worker
Sales Worker 9.5 7.2 13.4 9.1 5.7 15.4
Machinery Operator or Driver 0.8 0.0 0 0 2.9 1.9
Labourer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 1.6 1.4 1.2 9.1 5.7 7.7
Total 99.9 99.9 100.1 100.1 100 99.9
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Table 3.8: Percent 20-40 Year Old Recent Mover Househ olders and Partners by Occupation and Territorial
Authority (Recent Mover Survey) continued

% % % % % %
Occupation of Partner Auckland Manukau North Papakura Rodney Waitakere
City City Shore City District District City
Manager 36.6 26.2 34.2 57.1 31.3 104
Professional 37.5 21.3 42.5 28.6 34.4 29.2
Technician or Trades Worker 8.0 29.5 13.7 14.3 28.1 25
Community and Personal Service 3.6 3.3 14 0.0 0.0 125
Worker
Clerical and Administrative 6.3 8.2 14 0.0 3.1 12.5
Worker
Sales Worker 5.4 4.9 4.1 0.0 0.0 4.2
Machinery Operator or Driver 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 3.1 4.2
Labourer 0.9 1.6 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 1.8 1.6 14 0.0 0.0 2.1
Total 100.1 99.9 100.1 100 100 100.1
3.563 Table 3.9 shows employment among younger househm@dent movers and their partners is

spread across a number of sectors with concemntsatio education and training and health

care and social assistance.

Table 3.9: Percent 20-40 Year Old Recent Mover Househ olders and Partners by Economic Sector (Recent

Mover Survey)

Recent Mover Recent Mover Partner

Economic Sector Householder (n=375) (n=333)

n % n %

Manufacturing 20 5.3 28 8.4
Construction 24 6.4 45 13.5
Wholesale trade 15 4.0 12 3.6
Retail trade and accommodation 38 10.1 30 9.0
Transport, postal , warehousing 16 4.3 22 6.6
Information, media, telecommunications 43 11.5 46 13.8
Financial and/or insurance services 39 10.4 29 8.7
Rental hiring and real estate services 4 1.1 2 0.6
Professional, scientific or technical 23 6.1 30 9.0
Administrative and support services 3 0.8 2 0.6
Public administration and safety 13 3.5 11 3.3
Education and training 55 14.7 22 6.6
Health care and social assistance 54 14.4 31 9.3
Arts, recreation and other services 12 3.2 4 1.2
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 4 1.1 8 2.4
Mining 2 0.5 0 0.0
Electricity, gas and water waste services 6 1.6 7 2.1
Not stated 4 1.1 4 1.2
Total 375 100.1 333 99.9

3.54

There is variation across territorial authoritie®wmd the economic sectors in which the
householders in the Recent Mover Survey were eregloyhat variation is also evident in the
economic sectors in which partners were employeabl€l 3.10). In particular, there is a
concentration of manufacturing employment in PapakDistrict and Manukau City. In
contrast Auckland City tends to show higher conegiuns in commercial sectors such as
information, media, telecommunications and finaharal/or insurance sectors.
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Table 3.10: Percent 20-40 Year Old Householders and

Territorial Authority (Recent Mover Survey)

Partners Employed in Economic Sector by

Economic Sector of

%

%

%

%

%

%

Householder Auckland | Manukau North Papakura Rodney | Waitakere
City City Shore City District District City

Manufacturing 5.6 7.2 2.4 18.2 2.9 5.8

Construction 6.3 4.3 4.9 9.1 8.6 9.6

Wholesale trade 3.2 4.3 3.7 0.0 8.6 3.8

Retail trade and accommodation 5.6 11.6 17.1 18.2 0.0 13.5

Transport, postal , warehousing 4.8 5.8 1.2 18.2 2.9 3.8

Information, media, 15.1 4.3 14.6 9.1 20.0 1.9

telecommunications

Financial and/or insurance 14.3 11.6 9.8 0.0 2.9 7.7

services

Rental hiring and real estate 1.6 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9

services

Professional, scientific or 7.9 2.9 7.3 0.0 2.9 7.7

technical

Administrative and support 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9

services

Public administration and safety 2.4 5.8 2.4 0.0 2.9 5.8

Education and training 12.7 15.9 15.9 18.2 17.1 135

Health care and social 13.5 11.6 13.4 9.1 25.7 15.4

assistance

Arts, recreation and other 4.8 2.9 2.4 0.0 0.0 3.8

services

Agriculture, forestry and fishing 0.0 1.4 2.4 0.0 2.9 0.0

Mining 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 1.9

Electricity, gas and water waste 1.6 2.9 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.9

services

Not stated 0.8 2.9 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total* 100.2 99.7 99.9 100.1 100.3 99.9

Economic Sector of Partner

Manufacturing 7.1 115 6.8 28.6 9.4 6.3

Construction 5.4 24.6 13.7 0.0 25.0 12.5

Wholesale trade 5.4 1.6 4.1 0.0 0.0 4.2

Retail trade and accommodation 10.7 3.3 9.6 14.3 9.4 10.4

Transport, postal , warehousing 8.0 115 2.7 0.0 0.0 8.3

Information, media, 17.9 8.2 15.1 28.6 12.5 8.3

telecommunications

Financial and/or insurance 12.5 4.9 11.0 0.0 9.4 2.1

services

Rental hiring and real estate 0.9 0.0 14 0.0 0.0 0.0

services

Professional, scientific or 8.9 11.5 8.2 0.0 9.4 8.3

technical

Administrative and support 0.0 1.6 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

services

Public administration and safety 1.8 6.6 0.0 14.3 0.0 8.3

Education and training 6.3 4.9 9.6 0.0 3.1 8.3

Health care and social 8.9 8.2 55 0.0 9.4 18.8

assistance

Arts, recreation and other 0.9 0.0 1.4 0.0 3.1 2.1

services

Agriculture, forestry and fishing 2.7 0.0 4.1 14.3 3.1 0.0

Mining 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Electricity, gas and water waste 1.8 1.6 4.1 0.0 3.1 0.0

services

Not stated 0.9 0.0 1.4 0.0 3.1 2.1
Total* 100.1 100 100.1 100.1 100 100

* Variations from 100 percent due to rounding
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3.55

Figure 3.1: Life Stage (Age of Youngest Household Mem
Survey)

Figure 3.1 sets out the profile of households Iatien to critical life stages associated with
the youngest household member. As would be expegited the age screening question none
of the respondent households are in the ‘retireraget life stage.

ber) of Recent Mover Households (Recent Mover

Working Age
33%
Pre-school
44%

School Age
23%

3.56

Table 3.11: Life Stage of Recent Mover Survey Househo

Auckland City had the highest proportion of houddsan the ‘working age’ life stage.
Rodney District and Waitakere City had the lowesipprtions in the ‘working age’ life stage
but the highest proportions of households in tle-§Thool’ life stage (see Table 3.11).

Ids by Territorial Authority (Recent Mover Survey)

) % % % North % % %
Life Stage of Household Auckland | Manukau Shore | Papakura | Rodney | Waitakere
City City City District District City
Pre-School 41.6 44.4 43.5 35.7 47.6 50.7
School Age 15.7 23.3 25.0 35.7 33.3 25.3
Working Age 42.8 32.2 315 28.6 19.0 24.0
Total 100.1 99.9 100 100 99.9 100

* Variations from 100 percent due to rounding

3.3.3 Focus Groups with Younger Households

3.57 The focus groups were designed to identify:

« How individuals and households plan and decideheir housing.

 How housing decisions take account of and managenterface between labour and
housing markets.

* How housing decisions reflect and manage the mterbetween housing and: familial
participation; social participation; community peigiation; educational needs; and,
recreational needs.

3.58 The intention was to conduct 11 focus groups tolaepthe specific housing market

experiences of different socio-demographic, houdemnure, life stage and ethnic groups
within the 20-40 population, which is very diversgome in that broad age group are in
education and training or new entrants to the lalfotce. Some are just starting on their
‘housing career’, while others have lived in mamyetlings and experienced both renting and
home ownership. Some are partnered while othersiagle; some have children (spanning
from infants to teenagers and older) while othersiak have children.
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3.59 The 11 pre-defined focus groups were:
«  Maori;
* Pacific peoples;
¢ Chinese (with a focus on new settlers);
* tenant families;
e tenant singles;
* new owners of less than two years;
* low income (under $40,000 household income per @jnu
* medium income ($40,000 to $70,000 household incoenennum);
* high income (over $70,000 household income per @nu
« twenties (20-29 years); and,
e thirties (30-40 years).

3.60 Recruiting individuals for the focus groups was eldimrough researchers’ networks as well as
through several organisations, including a primsgkiool, a central Auckland city business,
Manukau City Council, Waitakere City Council, fomot-for-profit community housing
organisations, two union organisations and a Chigesith trust.

3.61 Implementation of the focus groups resulted in d8u§ groups to ensure a spread of
participants across all identified socio-demograpbategories. Effort was also made to
recruit people living in different areas of Auckthregion. Some people who were unable to
attend focus groups, agreed to be interviewed.

3.62 Focus groups and interviews involving 87 youngeopbe and members of younger
households were held during March and April 2010West Auckland, South Auckland,
Auckland City and North Shore. The focus groupgeahin size from three to 15 participants.
Most participants were living in Waitakere City, M&kau City, Auckland City and North
Shore City. A few were living in Papakura Distrégtd Rodney District.

3.63 The focus groups and interviews were as follows:

. Maori — three participants: two women and one niditdle-high income employed.
Resident in West Auckland and South Auckland. Reygind home ownership.

. Pacific — eight participants: six women and two metiddle-high income employed.
Both renting and home ownership. Pacific ethnickgemunds included Niue, Cook
Islands, Tahiti, Samoa, Tonga, Kiribati, and F¥lainly resident in South Auckland.

. Chinese— seven participants: three men and four womened lwere students, three
working, and one seeking work. Two were home own&e renting, and three living
with parents. All resident on the North Shore.

. Tenant families — 11 participants: eight women &mce men. Pacific and Maori.
Included recent migrants from islands. Experientéath private rentals and HNZC.
Mix of working (permanent and casual employment) baneficiaries (DPB).

. Tenant singles — six participants: five men and woean. All renters in their 20s.
Maori and Pacific.

. New home owners (1) — eight participants: two mad aix women. All have been
home owners for less than one year. One couplebwidding a home. Resident in West
Auckland and Auckland City.

. New home owners (2) — five participants: four wonagrd one man. Home ownership
less than two years. All have children.

. New home owners (3) — 15 participants. ChineseifibaMaori, European. All have
children. Owning in South Auckland, Auckland CitydaWest Auckland.

. Low income — four women. All currently looking faccommodation in the rental
market. Previously experienced renting, and livintpy family. All sole parents.
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3.64

3.65

3.66

3.34
3.67

. Medium income — three participants: two women and man. Living Auckland City
and North Shore. Two renters and one owner.
. High income — four participants: two men and twawem. Two home owners and two
about to enter home ownership.
. Twenties — five single women. Four employed, onalent seeking part time work.
Resident in Auckland City and South Auckland. Remti
. Thirties — four women: three partnered and one sole pa@me. home owner, three
renting. All with children.
. Seven interviews:
¢ One woman, sole parent, employed full-time. New éavwner, West Auckland
* One woman, sole parent, employed part-time. Newehowner, West Auckland.
¢ One woman, sole parent, employed full-time. New éawner, West Auckland.
¢ One woman, sole parent, employed full time. New éawner, South Auckland.
¢ One man, 30s, employed full-time, new home ownéh partner and children.
¢ One man, new home owner, employed full-time, in, 28sident North Shore with
partner.
« One man, living with parents, partner and childianukau, saving to buy a home.

Although the focus groups were organised aroundidleatified income, ethnic, housing
tenure and life stage groupings, the groups wese mlixed. For example, Maori and Pacific
people participated across almost all focus grodjpe focus groups also included a few
people of Indian and African ethnicities. Similarhgnters, owner occupiers and individuals
living with parents participated across the foctmugs. Several focus groups were also mixed
in terms of income. At least 40 percent of focusug participants and interviewees had
entered home ownership in Auckland within the tast years.

Focus groups were conducted using a structureditdged process. Participants were asked

about:

. Factors considered when making decisions about evtieey live and the type of
housing they live in.

. Housing aspirations in comparison to housing exgiegts.

. Positive and negative aspects of renting and hasmeiship.

. Trade offs made, or expected to be made, to enteelownership.

. Future intentions if they cannot get the sort aiging they want in Auckland.

. Their perceptions of major trends and issues affeasing provision for the 20-40 age
group in the Auckland region over the next 10 years

. Changes needed to ensure the best housing provisiénckland for the 20-40 age
group by 2020.

Interviews covered similar ground, and/or focused specific issues relating to the
interviewee’s housing market experiences.

Workshops with Stakeholders

The workshops explored the current expectationsrardousing demand that arise from the

decision-making of 20-40 year olds, the challerthas decision-making presents and barriers

to meeting those challenges. Workshop participamte asked to discuss:

e The housing consumption patterns of 20-40 yearioltlse Auckland region.

e Factors that have caused or influenced those patter

« Housing issues facing the 20-40 age group.

« Differences between the housing expectations cf@§ear olds and their actual housing
choices.
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3.68

3.69

3.4
3.70

3.71

3.72

3.73

3.74

* How the housing expectations and choices of 20-&& wlds impact on: urban form,
amenity provision and infrastructure demand.

* What improvements are needed to planning and pdatyings to meet the housing
demand of 20-40 year olds.

e How housing supply and consumer housing choiceribaté to or inhibit Auckland’s
future as a productive, internationally competitiity.

Three workshops were conducted to learn more ahqyily-side perceptions and responses
to 20-40 year old householders’ demand for houslitmpse workshops were held in March
2010 with key stakeholders in the following sectors

e Settlement policy and planning. Fourteen peopleigigated, including representatives
from eight Auckland councils, one central governmagency and two private sector
planning organisations who also had expertisesidential developments.

* Developers and the building industry. Four peopégticipated from building and
development companies.

« Housing providers. While providers from the privatablic and not-for-profit community
housing sector were invited, only two providerstipgrated, both from the community
housing sector. Those providers noted that theslergjority of the people they assist into
housing are in the 20-40 age group.

In addition, six interviews were undertaken witlople who were unable to attend workshops.
Those interviews were with two community housingviders, two developers and two
planners. Some workshop participants also fell ine20-40 age group.

Summary

This section set out the conceptual approach te:igbue of demand (Section 3.1); and,
understanding housing consumption patterns andeitsrminants (Section 3.2). Section 3.3
detailed the research methods.

The methodology recognises that housing consumpaiterns are an outcome of housing
demand and that housing demand consists of theeeeaks of desire, willingness to pay and
ability to pay. It also recognises that there dterogaps between housing demand, aspiration
and need.

In order to explore the determinants of demand réisearch approach focuses on the active
choices and selections made about housing, lef¥ei®using consumption and the type of
housing consumption.

Four primary methods are used and their applicatbopresented in Section 3.3. Those
methods are: Housing market area analysis (HMAhgusiensus data; a survey of recent
movers; focus groups with younger households; aokstops with stakeholders to explore
supply-side perceptions and responses to 20-40gfdanouseholders’ demand for housing.
The sampling structures and case frames set owedtion 3.3 can be replicated. The
instrumentation for data collection for surveyirg) presented in Annex A. For the focus
groups and the workshops the topic coverage iepted in Section 3.3.3 and Section 3.3.4
respectively.

In addition data has been drawn form a range crgbhimary existing datasets and existing
analysis referred to in the text.
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PART 2: AUCKLAND, ITS HOUSING & ITS YOUNGER
HOUSEHOLDS

Part 2 comprises four sections.

Section 4 describes the critical position of the Auckland conurbation in terms of New Zealand’s

productive future. Key points are:

e Auckland has the largest concentration of people in New Zealand, at 1.3 million.

« Auckland has a younger age structure than the rest of New Zealand.

e Auckland is New Zealand’'s most ethnically diverse area.

e As the gateway to New Zealand, Auckland will continue to attract new settlers.

« Projected population increases to 1.9 million by 2031 will likely mean an additional 11,800
dwellings per annum are needed.

« Internationally it is agreed that stable and affordable housing connected to services is crucial to
attracting and sustaining economic growth in cities.

e The 20-40 year olds of today will make up the bulk of Auckland’s labour force over the next twenty
to forty years. Younger households are and will be the main child rearers as well as the main
carers of older generations.

Section 5 looks at the region’s housing stock. Key points are:

e In 2006, there were 471,342 private dwellings.

e There is evidence of problems with the condition and thermal performance of Auckland’'s housing
stock and Auckland has been affected by leaky building syndrome including stigmatisation of non-
leaky stock.

e Most Auckland housing is in low density, non-mixed use neighbourhoods. Only Auckland City has
any appreciable stock in high density mixed-use neighbourhoods.

* There is an aggregate under supply of dwellings in Auckland, and evidence of a lack of housing
supply in the lower priced segments of the housing market.

e The territorial authorities with the largest under supply of dwellings are Auckland City, Manukau
City and North Shore City.

« An estimated additional 56,000 rental properties will be needed in the region over the next 10
years.

 Across New Zealand, Auckland region has the highest proportion of the population living in
crowded conditions. Within the region, Manukau City has the highest proportion of its residents in
crowded housing. Pacific, Maori and Asian ethnic groups are most affected by crowded housing.

Section 6 covers the range of housing providers in owner occupation and rental markets, and the

prevailing pricing structures for owner occupation and rental in the 14 HMAs. Key points are:

* Most of Auckland’s stock is owner occupied.

« Across all HMA areas, lower quartile house prices experienced their greatest increases over the
2001-2006 period with biggest increases in Auckland City South East, Rural North, Rodney
Southern Coastal and Auckland City North West.

« Most of Auckland’s rental stock is provided through the private rental market.

* Rents in Auckland region have increased over the period 1996-2009 but at a significantly lower
rate than house prices and a lower rate than median household incomes.

« Areas of higher rental are focused in the central HMAs of Auckland City and the coastal areas of
North Shore City.

Section 7 presents census data on the 20-39 age group, who are a key component of Auckland as

workers, consumers and parents, and most affected by declining home ownership trends. Key points

are:

« Auckland has the largest concentration of 20-39 year olds in New Zealand. There were almost
152,000 younger households in the region with a 20-39 year old reference person. The HMA with
the highest concentration of younger households is Auckland City CBD.
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The 20-39 year old population is ethnically diverse: by territorial authority Manukau City, Auckland
City and Waitakere City have the most ethnically diverse 20-39 year old populations.

44 percent of younger households have a non-European ethnic identification.

The HMAs with the greatest ethnic diversity among younger households are Auckland City CBD,
Manukau City North West, Auckland City South East and Waitakere City.

Younger households have a relatively low proportion of one person households and a relatively
high proportion of multi person households.

North Shore City and Waitakere City have the highest numbers of younger households composed
only of parents and their children.

Younger households tend to be slightly better off in terms of household incomes compared to all
households in the region.
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4.1
4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Auckland

This section briefly notes the critical positiordazharacteristics of the Auckland conurbation.

Auckland Characteristics

The Auckland conurbation is unique in New Zealaihds New Zealand’s most ethnically
diverse city and is subject to complex demograpihyonamics. Those complexities are
accentuated, and demographic trends made moretaincdyy Auckland’s position as New
Zealand’'s primary destination for new settlers. Anckland, 37 percent of the regional
population is overseas bothAuckland is marked by net inflows of internatiomailgrants, a
younger age population structure than the restef Idealand, natural population increase,
and inflows of young people and young households.

Auckland’s capacity to meet the challenge of itgpamnding population has long been
questioned® Even before the Auckland conurbation reached aliomil people, its
infrastructure was stretched and stressed by #tiadspread. The late 2@entury saw the
Auckland conurbation geographically sprawled oveaeea comparable to international cities
such as Tokyo, Los Angeles and New York, citieshwitany times the population of the
Auckland region. Auckland’s low density urban forwith its multiplicity of territorial
authorities have in the last twenty years beenatherised by significant social disparities,
uncertain water and energy supply, over-burdenedlsand limited choice with regard to
transport mode, and an overheated housing markeisdHprice inflation in Auckland has not
been simply part of the recent housing boom whiels ¥elt throughout the country as well as
internggionally. Auckland’s housing affordabilityrgblems reach as far back as the mid-
1990s:

Auckland region is not only the largest concentratif people in New Zealand; it also has the
largest single concentration of New Zealand’s hogisitock. Currently, 29 percent of New
Zealand’s housing stock is found in Auckland andp8dcent of New Zealand’s households
are in Auckland. In total, 1.3 million people curtly live in the Auckland region. By 2031 it
is expected that the population in the Aucklandaregvill have increased to 1.9 million. On
current projections the Auckland region is likely meed an additional 11,800 occupied
dwellings per annurff. Population growth will be driven by a combinatiohmigration and
natural increase. Auckland has, and will contimuattract a disproportionate humber of new
settlers because of its position as New Zealanafevgpy for people coming from the rest of
the world.

The Royal Commission on Auckland Governance resgghithat if Auckland’s continued
growth was to lead to a productive Auckland theneieded a housing market which met the
needs of its population. That is, the provision hafusing within an easy commute to
employment at an appropriate price was an essamgiaponent in being able to attract and
retain a skilled workforce and drive economic giowAffordable housing, good urban design
and the attributes of place are all critical toivding Auckland a competitive advantage for
attracting talented, productive people and capital.

%7 Statistics New Zealand, nd. This compares to p2rgent for the New Zealand population as a whole.
% Royal Society of New Zealand, 1999, Saville-Smii®99.

¥ DPMC, 2008.

**DPMC, 2008.

“! Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, 2009.
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4.6 The Royal Commission noted that lack of afforddideising is both a social and economic
issue for Auckland with housing costs constraimfdugkland’'s economy by limiting access to
housing for low to medium paid workers, as weldagermining whether workers move to or
stay in the region. Social deprivation, includinguking stress, is seen as restraining
Auckland’s growth, places additional pressure oaltheand social services, and reduces the
desirability of Auckland as a place to live, botr fts current residents and for prospective
workers and investor.

4.7 The Royal Commission’s assessment of the importah@aickland’s housing infrastructure
is consistent with international research and gotioncerns around the interface between
housing and the economic growth and resilienceriohm settlements and cities. MacLennan
reflects on that body of research and internatioledlate when he concludes that a growing
economy depends on a healthy, skilled workforcectvhin turn, depends on stable and
affordable housing well connected to city systefimis the housing system is a critical part of
a city’s infrastructure and one of the key factgatong with land, planning and other
infrastructure) that influences a city’'s incomes amployment, the cyclical stability of its
economy and long term growth and productiVity.

4.8 20-40 year olds are central to those aspects ofkland’'s resilience and competitive
economic growth. It is that population that will keaup the bulk of the labour force over the
next twenty to forty years. Those younger househal@ and will be rearing children. It is
that part of the population that will be caring tbeir parents and grandparents. For them,
consequently, housing that contributes to theidpctivity, their well-being, their ability to
enter and stay in employment, and their abilityaige children and care for their families is
critical.

4.2 Summary

4.9 Key points about Auckland relevant to this reseaneh

« Auckland has the largest concentration of peopldw Zealand, at 1.3 million.

« Auckland has a younger age structure than theofééew Zealand.

« Auckland is New Zealand’s most ethnically diversesa

« As the gateway to New Zealand, Auckland will conérto attract new settlers.

* Projected population increases to 1.9 million byd2@ill likely mean an additional
11,800 dwellings per annum are needed.

e Internationally it is agreed that stable and affdrld housing connected to services is
crucial to attracting and sustaining economic glointcities.

* The 20-40 year olds of today will make up the bofkAuckland’s labour force over the
next twenty to forty years. Younger households ang, will be, the main child rearers as
well as the main carers of older generations.

2 Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, 2009379-
43 MacLennan, 2008.
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5.1
5.2

Auckland’s Housing and Neighbourhoods

This section describes Auckland’s provision of hogsstock, the spatial distribution of
dwellings in Auckland and its neighbourhood chaggstics.

Auckland’s Dwellings

In 2006, 471,342 dwellings were situated in Aucklanterritorial authoritie§? The total
stock increased between 2001 and 2006, by 48,42R anits. Auckland City had the highest
growth in terms of numbers of private occupied divwgs, followed by Manukau City (Table

5.1).

Table 5.1: Auckland Private Occupied and Unoccupied Dwellings 2001-2006 (Census)

Private Occupied Unoccupied . % Dwellings

Area Dwellings Dwellings Total Dwellings Unoccupied

2001 2006 2001 2006 2001 2006 2001 | 2006

Rodney District 28,536 33,342 5,022 5,760 33,558 39,102 | 15.0| 147

North Shore City 66,468 72,654 3,903 3,993 70,371 76,647 5.5 5.2

Waitakere City 56,037 62,268 3,618 3,600 59,655 65,868 6.1 5.5

Auckland City 132,138 | 145,017 10,506 13,260 | 142,644 | 158,277 7.4 8.4

Manukau City 83,595 94,950 4,533 4,569 88,128 99,519 5.1 4.6

Papakura District 13,515 14,904 834 795 14,349 15,699 5.8 5.1

Franklin District 17,673 20,382 1,842 1,956 19,515 22,338 9.4 8.8

Auckland TAs 393,264 | 437,988 29,655 33,354 | 422,919 | 471,342 7.0 7.1

Total New 1,359,843 | 1,471,746 | 147,435 | 159,273 | 1,507,278 | 1,631,019 9.8 9.8

Zealand

5.3 Rodney District experienced the highest proporiigrawth in private occupied dwellings
over that time at 16.8 perceﬁT.At the same time, of all territorial authorities the region,
Rodney District had the highest proportion of ptévdwellings unoccupied. Notably, despite
the affordability problems and crowding problemdimnckland noted later in this report which
suggest under-supply, there are over 30,000 uncatapvellings in Auckland.

5.4 Multi-units still make up a minority, albeit a suaéstial minority of 22.5 percent, of the
occupied stock. In 2006, Auckland’s private occdpievellings were made up as follois:

e Separate house — 311,106.

e Multi-unit — 98,454,

» Other occupied dwellings (in earlier censuses dadenporary dwellings) — 1,737.

* Occupied private dwelling not further defined (dgch and dwellings adjoined to a
business or shop) — 26,688.

5.5 The 1999 and 2004 BRANZ House Condition Surveysagidothat Auckland houses have
persistently had the lowest average condition aiseocomponents of dwellings in New
Zealand’'s main urban areas.

5.6 There are also problems with the thermal perforraasfcthe Auckland housing stock. There

has been an argument that the warmer climate iAtic&land region means that interventions
to increase thermal performance in New Zealand ldwgsl should be focused on other climate
zones. However, HonSemartRenovation Project monitoring shows Auckland dimgh can
be cold.

4 Statistics New Zealand, nd.
“> Social and Economic Research and Monitoring Te@7:16
4% Statistics New Zealand, 2006.
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Figure 5.1: Auckland Housing Numbers by Decade

NMumbers

Twenty-eight of the 32 Auckland dwellings in the rHgmart Renovation Project in which
temperatures were monitored had average living reamperatures in winter below 3.
Twenty-nine of those 32 dwellings had average witiedroom temperatures below°C8
These temperatures are too low by World Health Qisgdion standards. Overall, 25 of those
dwellings were too cold in both the living room abddroom. Only one household had
acceptable temperatures (18° C or more) in bothdivoom and bedroom in the winter. That
these homes were cold is not surprising. Like dngdl throughout New Zealand, few were
properly insulated. While just over 80 percent lo¢ tAuckland dwellings assessed in the
HomeSmartRenovation Project had some roof insulation, or@ypgrcent of dwellings were
fully insulated.

The condition of Auckland’s homes has been thedadfiuconsiderable attention in the context
of leaky building syndrome. A recent estimate ghesnumber of homes affected by the leaky
building syndrome built between 1992 and 2005 exrdnge of 22,000 to 89,000 nationwide,
with a consensus forecast of 42,000 faildfe&n estimated 75 percent of homes currently
under claim are in the greater Auckland dfeBhis suggests that there may be 31,500 leaky
homes in Auckland region. Three of the six moseetd territorial authorities are in
Auckland region — North Shore City, Auckland CitydaWaitakere City.

Distribution of Dwellings

Figure 5.1 shows that considerable numbers of @wsllin the Auckland area have been built
in the ‘outer’ cities of Auckland over the last rtigi years and increased the spread of
Auckland. That spread, as previously noted, presemtsiderable infrastructural challend@s,
and is associated with particular neighbourhoodrasttaristics that impact on residents’
perceptions, expectations and behaviour.

50
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" priceWaterhouseCoopers, 2009.
“8 hitp://admin.beehive.govt.nz/release/governmemeances-+leaky+homes+package
49 .
Section 4.
* Data provided by BRANZ
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Figure 5.2: Proportions of Dwellings in Selected Cit

5.11

5.12

% of Dwellings

Neighbourhood Characteristics

Low density, non-mixed use neighbourhoods are dantim New Zealand. Over half of New
Zealand dwellings are in low density, non-mixed negghbourhoods. Manukau, Waitakere
and North Shore cities have a comparatively higipprtion of dwellings in low density non-

mixed use neighbourhoods (Figure 52).
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Comparing Auckland, Manukau, Waitakere and Nortlor8ftities, Auckland City shows a
pattern of higher density. In the context of meddensity, Auckland City dwellings are more

likely to be in non-mixed settings compared to@itllanukau City or North Shore City.

Waitakere City and Manukau City are both dominabsd low density non-mixed use
neighbourhood environments. By way of contrast, tikaire shows a greater proportion of
dwellings in mixed use settings. This no doubte&# both the historical development of
Waitakere around the small towns that grew up twise its orchard and horticultural
activities and subsequent commitment to preservirgy character of those town centres

(Figure 5.3)?

*! Saville-Smith, 2009.
2 McDonald, and Kerr, (eds), 2009.
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Figure 5.3: Proportions of Dwellings in Selected Cit  ies in the Auckland Conurbation (2006 Census)
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The density and mix of neighbourhoods does havienpact on the perceptions, expectations
and behaviours of residents. Beacon’s 2008 Natieahbourhood Survey found that:

Householders are more likely to intend to move ighhdensity mixed use, medium
density mixed use, and low density non-mixed usghf®urhoods.

Medium and high density householders are moreylikelmove because their dwelling
does not meet their needs.

Higher density and mixed use residents were mkedylreport problems with noise.
Living in medium density, nhon-mixed areas is mogely to generate a positive
perception about the condition of local dwellings.

High density, mixed use areas are reported byeagdas being less friendly and a higher
proportion of participants in low density, non-milkareas report a sense of belonging.
Householders in high density, mixed areas are riike¢/ not to know people in their
neighbourhood and/or not know the name of theigt@ourhoods but there is very little
difference around the propensity to greet or chitit meighbours.

Residents in high density, mixed use areas havegtbatest propensity to use public
space.

Householders living in high density, mixed use emwments are less likely to be involved
in local, neighbourhood groups.

Those living in high density, mixed use areas areremlikely to report that the
neighbourhood reflects their identity.

Householders in high density, mixed use neighbaahdave lower engagement in such
activities as composting and organic gardening.

Householders living in high density mixed use arass more likely to walk or use a
bicycle to get to work or study.

The use of private vehicles is most pronouncedwndensity, non-mixed use areas.
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e The average kilometres travelled in private motahigles by households varies
significantly depending on the density and use attaristics of the neighbourhood in
which their dwelling is situated:

* 9,960 kilometres annual average in high densityedhiuse neighbourhoods.

e 7,622 kilometres annual average in medium densityed use neighbourhoods.

e 13,788 kilometres annual average in medium densitiy;mixed use neighbourhoods.
e 12,068 kilometres annual average in low densitxeghiuse neighbourhoods.

e 12,261 kilometres annual average in low density-mixed use neighbourhoods.

« Householders living in higher density, mixed useaarare most likely to feel positive
about safety®

Demand and Supply Misalignment

In general the housing supply that has been gestethtough these outer cities over the last
three decades has responded to population growathetkr, there is a misalignment between

housing supply in the lower priced segments ohihiesing market as well as aggregate under-
supply in Auckland over the last decaieThe House Price Unit analysis of occupied

dwelling growth and population growth from 1996-20f@und that ten New Zealand areas

showed a growth in dwelling numbers less than g growth. The largest areas of under-

supply were: Auckland City, Manukau City, and Nogthore City.

Over the whole region, the House Price Unit est®ahat to maintain average household
sizes at their 2001 leveisthe Auckland region requires an additional 4,50@ltings relative

to the numbers actually added to the occupied dwgeitock. An estimated additional 56,000
rental properties will be needed in the region dhernext ten years under current market and
policy settings?®

The Auckland region shows persistent problems witar-crowding since the mid 1980s.
Auckland region has the highest proportion (15./t¢et) of the population living in crowded
housing. Within the region some residents are nmohe crowded than others. About one
quarter of Manukau City’'s residents live in crowdedusing; it is about five times the
proportion of Rodney District’s population in croeaiconditions.

In all territorial authority areas in the regiomadfic people are most likely to be living in
crowded households. In Manukau City nearly 40 pdarcé Pacific people are in crowded
conditions. Maori have the second highest rateroivding in almost all the council areas,
followed by Asians. Europeans experience the lovesstl of crowding, at below 5 percent in
most council areas in the regithChildren are especially affected by overcrowding.
Nationally, the territorial authority with the moshildren (and the highest proportion) in
crowded housing is Manukau City, with 35 percentluifdren aged 0-14 yeatsSubsequent
sections show, ethnic minority groups and childremconcentrated in younger households.

>3 Saville-Smith, 2009.

** See DPMC (2008) for an extensive discussion ef thi

%52001 household sizes have been used for thissisdlgcause 2001 represents a household/stockeiguil
prevailing before the subsequent house price blotand subsequent affordability crisis in Auckland.

%6 Mitchell, O'Malley, Murphy, Duncan, 2007.

*" Statistics New Zealand, 2003.

°8 Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, 2009:223.

%9 Ministry of Social Development, 2008. This anadysses the Canadian National Occupancy Standard.
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Summary

This section shows that Auckland’s housing stoaif isonsiderable size. The data suggest:

e There are problems with the condition and thernefgsmance of Auckland’s housing
stock and Auckland has been affected by leaky mmgldsyndrome including
stigmatisation of non-leaky stock.

e Most Auckland housing is in low density, non-mixgge neighbourhoods. Only Auckland
City has any appreciable stock in high density mxee neighbourhoods.

e There is an aggregate under supply of dwellingauokland, and evidence of a lack of
housing supply in the lower priced segments ohitsing market.

e The territorial authorities with the largest undeipply of dwellings are Auckland City,
Manukau City and North Shore City.

* An estimated additional 56,000 rental propertidtlve needed in the region over the next
10 years.

e Across New Zealand, Auckland region has the higpesportion of the population living
in crowded conditions. Within the region, Manukaity®as the highest proportion of its
residents in crowded housing. Pacific, Maori anchA®thnic groups are most affected by
crowded housing.

6.1

6.1
6.2

6.3

6.4

Housing Provision, Markets and Prices

Households primarily get access to Auckland comiwshas infrastructure of housing and

neighbourhoods either through the home ownershippser through the rental sector. This
section provides a brief overview of housing primnsin those sectors, the housing market
areas (HMAs) that differentiate Auckland, and thevpiling pricing structures for rental and

owner occupation respectively.

Owner Occupation

Most of the stock built in the Auckland region snbie Second World War has been built for
owner occupation. That stock comes available fée 8a one of four ways: through other

owner occupiers; private sector developers selfiagy builds or on-selling existing stock;

landlords selling stock previously tenanted; natgmfit housing providers supporting owner
occupation.

Of those, owner occupiers are the main providerdiaising for owner occupation. The
implication of this fact is frequently ignored, big critically important for a number of
reasons. In general, owner occupiers sell housesder to acquire an alternative dwelling. If
they can not sell easily or at a price that alltlesn to purchase a desired alternative dwelling
or acquire an alternative dwelling that is desieatol them in a desired location, this impacts
on the supply of dwellings available to younger $eholds. This can lead to supply-side
deficits for particular dwelling types or particuldwelling locations that are not immediately
obvious in aggregate analysis of the match betwkeelling quantum and the number of
households.

One obvious and longstanding outcome of the inflteenf owner occupiers as potential
housing providers is the influence of owner occupigcisions to sell smaller stock and retain
larger stock. This underpins the well establishredd associated with an ageing society of an
apparent mismatch between the dwellings and thélenfeuseholds of older couples and
older people living alone. In general, most hous#hdo not downsize as children leave home
and Coleman’s modelling suggests that older pewspleot become major providers of larger
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housing into the marké&.This suggests an under-supply of family-size dwe#l for younger
households and has implications for in-home suppeets for older people.

This research shows in later sections that wheneger owner occupiers provide housing into
the market, that housing tends to be of dwellingesythat are seen as less desirable. In
particular, some owner occupiers attempt to moeenfmulti-units to detached dwellings.
This suggests on-going price pressure on detaciedimgs and potential for multi-units to
become increasingly concentrated in the rentabsect

Private developers’ provision of housing is dividemtoss locations and dwelling types. There
has been an increase in the building of multi-umitduckland over the last decade. It is this
part of the housing industry that tends to driveegifields development as well as brownfields
developments for residential purposes.

It is unclear how much dwelling stock is suppliettoi the owner occupier market by
landlords. Given that the rental stock still makgsa minority of all stock in Auckland, the

impact of selling into owner occupation previoushnted stock is expected to have a
relatively limited impact, although this may charigehe light of new policy settings around

tax and rental housing.

There are some not-for-profit sector providers @ofner occupied stock. Those include:
Habitat for Humanity which has provided supporbtmer occupiers to build 67 dwellings for
family households; and the New Zealand Housing Hation through home equity and
shared ownership programmes. The New Zealand Hgpus&ioundation is currently
constructing 70 dwellings in Glen Eden. It also Aavellings in Takanini.

Homeowners, or potential homeowners are typicalypehdent on the housing finance
industry to fund their acquisition of a dwelling:eRailing interest rates, availability of finance
and the extent to which traditional prudential riegments are applied have a considerable
impact on access and/or house prfces.

It has already been noted that the issues of hmiiag and housing affordability have been a
persistent anxiety in the Auckland region. Thosebfgms have not only arisen out of the
boom in real house prices that affected the wholBlew Zealand from around 2002. The
Auckland region also experienced a house price bimothe mid 1990s which was largely
restricted to Aucklantf

Figure 6.1 illustrates median sale price for tHvedroom stand alone dwellings by area unit.
The picture for multi-unit dwellings is presentedHigure 6.2. Table 6.1 presents the trend in
the sale prices of dwellings in Auckland region lgusing market area for stand-alone
dwellings between 1996 and 2009. Table 6.2 prest#r@ssame analysis for multi-unit
dwellings. That data shows that the lower quadildouse prices experienced their greatest
increase over the 2001 to 2006 period acrossesdisar

These lower quartile priced houses are generadiyrasd to be entry level housing into which
first homeowners will enter the owner occupied raarkor that reason and because lower
quartile housing prices present the lowest pricgedyato entry these prices are usually used to
estimate affordability and the size of the interrat®l housing market. Relatively loose

%0 See Coleman’s modelling in CRESA and Public Pofidgesearch, 2009.

®1 See Coleman (in Public Policy & Research and CREXA9) and Saville-Smith (2010) for a discussibn o
the impact of international liquidity and prudehfi@actices on the house price boom and subsegeesssion.
®2 Morrison, 2008.
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lending criteria and strong population growth comeloi with an appetite for investment
property led to an average growth rate of 84 pericelmouse price over the 2001-2006 period.

6.13 Auckland City South East experienced the highestllef lower quartile price appreciation,
with prices increasing by 97.2 percent between 2002006, followed by Rodney Southern
Coastal (94.7 percent), the Rural North (94.3 pdjcend Auckland City North West (89.7
percent). That appreciation slowed to 2.7 percédtpercent, 10.8 percent and -7.3 percent
respectively in the subsequent period of 2006 @920

Figure 6.1: Median Sales Price for Stand Alone (3 bedr oom) Dwellings by Census Area Unit (Year ended
30 June 2009)

Sales Price
Standalone Dwelling

B More than $1 Million

M $800,000 to $1,000,000
I $700,000tc $800,000
[_] $600,000tc $700,000
I $500,000t0 $600,000
[7] $400,000tc $500,000
7] $300,000tc $400,000
| Less than $300,000
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Figure 6.2: Median Sales Price for Multi-unit Dwellin ~ gs by Census Area Unit (Year ended 30 June 2009)

Sales Price
Multi Unit

B More than $1 Million

W $800,000 to $1,000,000
@ $700,000tc $800,000
[] $600,000t0 $700,000
[ $500,000tc $600,000
[ $400,000t0 $500,000
[ $300,000t0 $400,000
"] Less than $300,000
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Table 6.1: Lower Quartile and Median Sale Price Tre

nds 1996 -2009 — Stand-alone Dwellings by HMA

Sale Price % Chge | Sale Price |% Chge |Sale Price 6 Ch ge % Annual Average Growth Rate
1996 2001 96 to 01 2006 01 to 06 2009 06to09 |96t001 | 01to06 | 06to09 |96 to 09

Lower Quartile House Price

Rural North $145,000 | $175,000 20.7 $340,000 94.3 $355,000 4.4 3.8 14.2 0.9 7.1
Rodney - Southern Coastal $185,750 | $190,000 2.3 $370,000 94.7 $410,000 10.8 0.5 14.3 21 6.3
North Shore City $212,000 | $213,000 0.5 $392,000 84.0 $420,000 7.1 0.1 13.0 1.4 5.4
Waitakere City $165,000 | $164,000 -0.6 $309,000 88.4 $315,000 1.9 -0.1 135 0.4 5.1
Auckland City — Central - - - - - - - - - - -
Auckland City — North East $310,000 | $330,000 6.5 $575,250 74.3 $585,000 1.7 1.3 11.8 0.3 5.0
Auckland City — North West $260,000 | $290,000 115 $550,000 89.7 $510,000 -7.3 2.2 13.7 -15 5.3
Auckland City - South East $155,000 | $158,000 1.9 $311,500 97.2 $320,000 2.7 0.4 14.5 0.5 5.7
Auckland City - South West $200,000 | $200,000 0.0 $365,125 82.6 $375,000 2.7 0.0 12.8 0.5 5.0
Manukau City — North $236,000 | $244,250 35 $428,000 75.2 $470,000 9.8 0.7 11.9 1.9 5.4
Manukau City - North West $122,375 | $144,000 17.7 $260,000 80.6 $265,000 1.9 3.3 12.5 0.4 6.1
Manukau City - Manurewa & Papakura | $133,000 | $150,000 12.8 $260,000 73.3 $266,000 2.3 2.4 11.6 0.5 55
Pukekohe $127,450 | $156,000 22.4 $285,000 82.7 $340,000 19.3 4.1 12.8 3.6 7.8
Rural South $135,000 | $169,000 25.2 $302,000 78.7 $328,000 8.6 4.6 12.3 1.7 7.1

Source: Darroch / Headway Systems
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Table 6.1: Lower Quartile and Median Sale Price Tre nds 1996-2009 — Stand-alone Dwellings by HMA Conti  nued
Sale Price % Chge |Sale Price |% Chge Sale Price 5 Ch ge % Annual Average Growth Rate

1996 2001 96 to 01 2006 01 to 06 2009 06t009 |96t001 | 01to06 | 06to 09 |96 to 09
Median House Price
Rural North $187,000 | $225,000 20.3 $420,000 86.7 $430,000 2.4 3.8% 13.3 0.5 6.6
Rodney - Southern Coastal $235,000 | $242,000 3.0 $450,000 86.0 $495,000 10.0 0.6% 13.2 1.9 5.9
North Shore City $255,000 | $275,000 7.8 $495,000 80.0 $530,000 7.1 1.5% 12,5 1.4 5.8
Waitakere City $192,000 | $202,500 5.5 $358,000 76.8 $370,000 34 1.1% 12.1 0.7 5.2
Auckland City — Central - - - - - - - - - - -
Auckland City - North East $400,000 | $438,250 9.6 $750,000 71.1 $765,000 2.0 1.8% 11.3 0.4 51
Auckland City - North West $312,500 | $360,000 15.2 $680,000 88.9 $660,000 -2.9 2.9% 13.6 -0.6 5.9
Auckland City - South East $185,000 | $189,000 2.2 $367,000 94.2 $385,000 4.9 0.4% 14.2 1.0 5.8
Auckland City - South West $237,000 | $239,000 0.8 $427,750 79.0 $435,000 1.7 0.2% 12.3 0.3 4.8
Manukau City — North $285,000 | $290,000 1.8 $505,000 74.1 $555,500 10.0 0.3% 11.7 1.9 5.3
Manukau City - North West $150,000 | $175,000 16.7 $320,000 82.9 $321,000 0.3 3.1% 12.8 0.1 6.0
Manukau City - Manurewa & Papakura | $157,500 | $190,000 20.6 $315,000 65.8 $332,500 5.6 3.8% 10.6 1.1 5.9
Pukekohe $168,000 | $190,000 13.1 $360,000 89.5 $396,000 10.0 2.5% 13.6 1.9 6.8
Rural South $175,000 | $210,000 20.0 $391,250 86.3 $404,500 34 3.7% 13.3 0.7 6.7

Source: Darroch / Headway Systems
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Table 6.2: Lower Quartile and Median Sale Price Tr  ends 1996-2009 — Multi-Unit Dwellings by HMA

Sale Price % Chge | Sale Price |% Chge |Sale Price 6 Ch ge % Annual Average Growth Rate
1996 2001 96 to 01 2006 01 to 06 2009 06t009 |96t001 | 01to06 | 06to 09 |96 to 09

Lower Quartile House Price

Rural North $121,000 | $150,500 24.4 $200,750 334 $189,000 -5.9 45 5.9 -1.2 35
Rodney District - Southern Coastal $178,500 | $179,000 | 0.3 $329,250 83.9 $380,000 15.4 0.1 13.0 2.9 6.0
North Shore City $170,000 | $160,000 | -5.9 $305,000 90.6 $311,750 2.2 1.2 13.8 0.4 4.8
Waitakere City $130,000 | $129,500 -0.4 $268,000 106.9 $286,250 6.8 -0.1 15.7 1.3 6.3
Auckland City — Central $180,100 | $145,000 | -19.5 $210,000 44.8 $139,800 -33.4 -4.2 7.7 -7.8 -1.9
Auckland City — North East $188,250 | $198,750 | 5.6 $305,162 53.5 $321,775 5.4 1.1 9.0 1.1 4.2
Auckland City — North West $160,000 | $144,875 | -9.5 $258,250 78.3 $280,500 8.6 2.0 12.3 1.7 4.4
Auckland City — South East $113,875 | $105,000 | -7.8 $172,000 63.8 $234,250 36.2 -1.6 10.4 6.4 5.7
Auckland City — South West $145,750 | $140,750 | -3.4 $260,000 84.7 $271,500 4.4 -0.7 13.1 0.9 4.9
Manukau City — North $195,000 | $200,000 2.6 $345,000 725 $365,000 5.8 0.5 115 1.1 4.9
Manukau City — North West $113,868 | $125,000 9.8 $220,000 76.0 $215,000 -2.3 1.9 12.0 -0.5 5.0
Manukau City - Manurewa & Papakura | $112,000 | $106,000 | -5.4 $199,500 88.2 $200,000 0.3 1.1 135 0.1 4.6
Pukekohe $106,000 | $121,312 | 14.4 $211,500 74.3 $271,250 28.3 2.7 11.8 5.1 75
Rural South $106,125 | $131,375 23.8 $242,500 84.6 $240,000 -1.0 4.4 13.0 -0.2 6.5

Source: Darroch / Headway Systems
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Table 6.2: Lower Quartile and Median Sale Price Tr  ends1996-2009 — Multi-Unit Dwellings by HMA Contin  ued
Sale Price % Chge Sale Price % Chge Sale Price % Ch ge Annual Average Growth Rate
1996 2001 96 to 01 2006 01 to 06 2009 06 to 09 96t 001 01 to 06 06 to 09 96 to 09

Median House Price

Rural North $157,000 | $205,000 30.6 $278,000 35.6 $342,500 23.2 5.5 6.3 4.3 6.2
Rodney - Southern Coastal $207,000 | $245,000 18.4 $397,000 62.0 $530,000 33.5 34 10.1 5.9 7.5
North Shore City $208,000 | $210,000 1.0 $360,500 71.7 $380,000 54 0.2 114 11 4.7
Waitakere City $152,000 | $160,000 5.3 $336,000 110.0 $402,500 19.8 1.0 16.0 3.7 7.8
Auckland City — Central $232,409 | $217,500 -6.4 $269,500 23.9 $200,000 -25.8 -1.3 4.4 -5.8 -1.1
Auckland City — North East $260,000 | $282,250 8.6 $414,500 46.9 $416,500 0.5 1.7 8.0 0.1 3.7
Auckland City — North West $205,500 | $200,000 -2.7 $335,000 67.5 $362,250 8.1 -0.5 10.9 1.6 4.5
Auckland City — South East $145,500 | $139,000 -4.5 $247,500 78.1 $288,400 16.5 -0.9 12.2 3.1 54
Auckland City — South West $182,000 | $170,000 -6.6 $305,000 79.4 $334,500 9.7 -1.4 12.4 1.9 4.8
Manukau City — North $230,000 | $242,500 54 $410,000 69.1 $428,500 4.5 11 111 0.9 4.9
Manukau City — North West $140,000 | $157,500 12.5 $251,000 59.4 $278,000 10.8 2.4 9.8 2.1 54
Manukau City - Manurewa & Papakura | $130,000 | $133,000 23 $225,000 69.2 $235,000 4.4 0.5 111 0.9 4.7
Pukekohe $138,000 | $149,500 8.3 $235,000 57.2 $305,000 29.8 1.6 9.5 5.4 6.3
Rural South $127,300 | $153,125 20.3 $284,000 85.5 $290,000 2.1 3.8 13.1 0.4 6.5

Source: Darroch / Headway Systems
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Rental Housing

Rental stock is provided predominantly throughphgate rental market. There is social housing
stock which is provided primarily through HousinggW Zealand Corporation. Housing New
Zealand Corporation currently provides more than0@0 rental dwellings in the Auckland

region. Most Housing New Zealand Corporation dwghi are targeted to families with children.
In the 2006 Census, dwellings with Housing New Zmrdl Corporation as the landlord were
distributed across the Auckland region but conegetr in Manukau City.

The provision of housing by way of territorial aathies has fluctuated in Auckland. Research on
territorial authority housing provision in 2007 falithat 97 percent of council stock is used for
pensioner housintj.The research found that numbers of dwellings welegively small with:

* Rodney District — 59 dwellings;

* North Shore City — 495 dwellings;

* Waitakere City — 336 dwellings;

* Manukau City — 565 dwellings;

» Papakura District — 72 dwellings; and

» Franklin District — 113 dwellings.

In 2009, the Royal Commission on Auckland Govereaestimated that there were a total of
1,196 territorial authority dwellings in the regicand those dwellings were used almost
exclusively by older people.

There are a number of community based housing geoviin the Auckland region that provide a
range of specialised housing services includingestong term rental provision. Much of this
community-based provision is, however, directedrt@rgency housing, transitional housing, and
supported housing.

There is little research into the main providerseasftal housing in Auckland — private landlords.
The 2004 National Landlord Survey provides the nuashprehensive data around landlords in
New Zealand, their stock, tenant preferences, wuk snanagement.

Of the 818 landlords that participated in the 268@&ional Landlord Survey, 268 had rental stock
in the Auckland region. Almost a third (30.6 peryemad been landlords for two years or less.
Half had been landlords for more than six years 26id percent had been landlords for more
than 10 years. The single largest group of langl@dd percent) were renting only one dwelling
and almost two thirds owned their dwellings dingecnly 14.2 percent of landlords placed all

their rental dwellings in a company structure. mitr proportion of the Auckland landlords had

their rental dwelling in a Family Trust structure.

Overall, 35.8 percent of the Auckland landlords santals as primarily providing a secure and
regular income. A similar proportion (34 percergchme landlords because of a desire to make
capital gain. The remainder effectively became llamid through changes in circumstances which
left them with a dwelling surplus to their requiremts.

With 75.4 percent of Auckland landlords providingde or fewer dwellings for rent, it is not
surprising that the rental stock provided by pgéiots in the National Landlord Survey was
dominated at that time by provision of stand-aldmellings (57.5 percent of landlords), semi-
detacheds and units (23.9 percent of landlords).

3 CRESA and Public Policy & Research, 2007.
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6.22

The largest single proportion of landlords providdaellings in Auckland City (41 percent)
followed by North Shore City (19.8 percent of ptedandlords), Manukau City (14.6 percent of
private landlords), and then Waitakere City (11le®cpnt of private landlords). Table 6.3 sets out
the landlord preferences around certain tenantpgoln general, families, particularly large
families, sole parents and refugee/migrant famdiesnot preferred.

Table 6.3: Tenants Explicitly Identified as Preferred and Not Preferred by Auckland Landlords (National
Landlord Survey 2004 n=268) **

Tenant Group % Landlords
Professional Couple 77.2
Retired Couple 51.5
Tenants Explicitly Identified as Professional Single 49.3
Preferred Retired Single 39.9
Couple with children 38.8
Young Single Female 36.9
Large Families 74.6
Tenants Explicitly Identified as Students 66.4
Not Preferred Sole Parent Family 33.2
Refugee/Migrant Family 28.7

Multiple Response

6.23

6.24

6.25

6.26

Rents in Auckland region have increased but agjaifsgantly lower rate than house prices and a
lower rate than median household incomes. Tablg&dents the trend in median weekly rents
for three bedroom dwellings and two bedroom flggaftments by HMA between 1996 and 2009.

Key trends include:

* Rental rates for three bedroom dwellings experiérstewer growth over the 2006 to 2009
period compared to the period between 2001 and a6ass all HMA areas.

* The increase in median rents over each of thogedsewas respectively 10 percent and 26
percent or 3.4 percent and 4.7 percent per annum.

* Rental rates for two bedroom flats/apartments acatisHMA areas also experienced slower
growth over the 2006 to 2009 period compared t&®0@1 and 2006 period.

» The increase in median rents over each of thogedsewas respectively 8.1 percent and 26.5
percent or 2.6 percent and 8.1 percent per annum.

In all HMAs, with the exception of Rural North aRiiral South, where the growth in rents has
equalled the growth in household income, rents temme more affordable when compared to
household incomes. Areas of higher rent are focusettie central HMAs of Auckland City
(North East, CBD and North West) as well as thestadareas of North Shore City. In those areas
the average weekly rent for a three bedroom dwgliamgely lies between $400 and $700 per
week, increasing (in general) closer to the CBD.

Areas of lower rent (under $400 per week) makeange portions of the Manukau City HMAs as
well as Waitakere City, Manurewa and Papakura badRural South. In the HMAs of Manukau

City North, North Shore City and Rodney, the averagekly rent is between $400 and $500.
Figure 6.3 presents median three bedroom dwellmgats by area unit with HMA boundaries

shown.

54 saville-Smith, & Fraser, 2004.
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Figure 6.3: Three Bedroom Dwelling Rental (Median Pr

ice) by Census Area Unit (Year ended 30 June 2009)

Om@n
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$200 to $300
$100 to $200
Less than $100
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Table 6.4: Market Rental Trends ($ per Week) 1996-2 009 by HMA

% Change 96 to

Housing Market Area Median Rent % Change 96t0 01 KR ent | % Change 01to 06 |Rent (% Change 06 to 09 09

1996 | 2001 | Total Annual |2006 | Total Annual 2009 |Total Annual Total Annual
Three Bedroom Standalone Dwelling
Rural North $231 | $252 9.2 1.8 $330 31.0 5.6 $370 12.3 3.9 60.6 2.7
Rodney Southern Coastal $265 | $273 3.0 0.6 $349 27.7 5.0 $367 5.3 1.7 38.5 1.8
North Shore City $312 | $302 -3.4 -0.7 $401 32.8 5.8 $440 9.7 3.1 40.8 1.9
Waitakere City $271 | $259 -4.3 -0.9 $331 27.6 5.0 $362 9.3 3.0 334 1.6
Auckland City CBD - - - - - - - - - - - -
Auckland City North East $395 | $413 4.8 0.9 $508 23.0 4.2 $547 7.6 2.5 38.7 1.8
Auckland City North West $369 | $381 3.4 0.7 $476 24.9 4.5 $538 13.1 4.2 46.1 21
Auckland City South East $281 | $265 -5.4 -1.1 $335 26.3 4.8 $369 10.1 3.2 315 15
Auckland City South West $304 | $288 -5.2 -1.1 $357 23.8 4.4 $388 8.7 2.8 27.6 14
Manukau City North $322 | $321 -0.2 0.0 $384 19.6 3.6 $432 12,5 4.0 34.2 1.6
Manukau City North West $259 | $254 -2.2 -0.4 $310 224 4.1 $343 10.5 34 32.3 1.6
Manukau City Manurewa & Papakura | $251 | $250 -0.6 -0.1 $299 19.6 3.6 $331 11.0 35 32.0 1.6
Pukekohe $223 | $221 -0.6 -0.1 $284 28.4 5.1 $320 12.7 41 43.8 2.0
Rural South $219 | $237 8.2 1.6 $298 26.0 4.7 $333 11.9 3.8 52.6 24

Source: Department of Building and Housing



Table 6.4: Market Rental Trends ($ per Week) 1996-2 009 by HMA continued

Housing Market Area Median Rent % Change 96to 01 R ent | % Change 01to 06 |Rent |% Change 06to 09 ¢ Chan ge 96 to 09
1996 | 2001 | Total Annual |2006 | Total Annual 2009 |[Total Annual Total Annual
Two Bedroom Flat / Apartment
Rural North $177 | $177 0.1 0.0 $229 | 29.2 5.3 $247 7.9 2.6 39.6 1.9
Rodney Southern Coastall $210 | $191 9.1 -1.9 $250 | 30.7 5.5 $297 | 18.7 5.9 41.0 1.9
North Shore City $233 | $228 -2.2 -0.4 $298 30.6 55 $317 6.5 21 35.9 1.7
Waitakere City $213 | $197 -7.4 -15 $249 26.0 4.7 $269 8.1 2.6 26.1 1.3
Auckland City CBD $354 | $372 5.0 1.0 $374 0.5 0.1 $398 6.3 21 12.2 0.6
Auckland City North East $272 | $272 -0.2 0.0 $328 | 20.5 3.8 $348 6.3 21 27.9 1.4
Auckland City North West $262 | $267 1.9 0.4 $311 | 16.4 3.1 $335 7.9 2.6 28.0 1.4
Auckland City South East $204 | $192 -6.3 -1.3 $251 31.3 5.6 $272 8.2 2.7 33.0 1.6
Auckland City South West $225 | $213 -5.3 -1.1 $271 26.9 4.9 $294 8.5 2.7 30.3 15
Manukau City North $242 | $240 -0.7 -0.1 $292 21.7 4.0 $321 10.1 3.3 33.1 1.6
Manukau City North West $202 | $192 -4.6 -0.9 $248 | 29.1 5.2 $276 | 11.2 3.6 37.0 1.8
Manukau City Manurewa & Papakura | $200 | $188 -6.2 -1.3 $240 | 27.6 5.0 $264 | 10.3 3.3 32.1 1.6
Pukekohe $169 | $173 2.6 0.5 $217 25.0 4.6 $237 9.2 3.0 40.0 1.9
Rural South $140 | $160 14.3 2.7 $190 18.8 3.5 $150 | -21.1 -7.6 7.1 0.4

Source: Department of Building and Housing
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6.3
6.27

Summary

This section has considered the supply of dwelliagsowner occupied stock and rental stock
respectively with a particular focus on the pricstgictures associated with those dwellings. Key
points are:

. Most of Auckland’s stock is owner occupied.

. Across all HMA areas, lower quartile house pricegegienced their greatest increases over
the 2001-2006 period with biggest increases in Aardk City South East, Rural North,
Rodney Southern Coastal and Auckland City NorthtWes

. Most of Auckland’s rental stock is provided throudle private rental market.

. Rents in Auckland region have increased over thi®@a 996-2009 but at a significantly
lower rate than house prices and a lower rate iieaian household incomes.

. Areas of higher rental are focused in the centfdlAld of Auckland City and the coastal
areas of North Shore City.

7.1

7.1
7.2

Auckland’s Younger People and Younger Households

Section 7 provides data on the 20-39 age grouphangounger households with a 20-39 year old
reference person. Auckland’'s younger population lrmaseholds already play an important part
in driving the Auckland economy.

Auckland’s Younger Population and Households

Auckland Regional Council area had almost 400,080pfe aged 20-39 years in 2006, a
population considerably in excess of any otheramegind constituting a higher proportion of the
Auckland population compared to other regions (€abl and Figure 7.1).

Table 7.1: Proportion of Total Regional Population Wh o are Younger People (20-39 years) (2006 Census)

Region % Younger People in Total Population
Auckland Region 30.2
Wellington Region 29.8
Otago Region 28.7
Canterbury Region 27.1
Waikato Region 26.1
Southland Region 25.1
Manawatu-Wanganui Region 24.9
Nelson Region 24.8
West Coast Region 24.3
Taranaki Region 23.8
Gisborne Region 23.6
Hawke's Bay Region 23.6
Marlborough Region 23.6
Tasman Region 23.3
Bay of Plenty Region 23.2
Northland Region 21.2
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Figure 7.1: Number of Younger People (20-39 years) by

Region (2006 Census)
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7.3 In the territorial authorities making up Aucklarepion, there were about 396,000 residents aged

Figure 7.2: Distribution of the Population Aged 20-3

20-39 in 2006. Figure 7.2 shows their distributmeross the region by territorial authorities
current at the time of the research. Most of theugation is found in Auckland City, followed by
Manukau City, North Shore City and Waitakere City.

9 Years in Auckland Territorial Authorities 2006 Cen  sus
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7.4

Figure 7.3 shows the number of younger househads @ercentage of all households by HMA.
Note the higher proportions (40-45 percent) in Aack City (North West and South East) and
Manukau City (North and North West) and relativébyv percentage contributions in rural
HMAs (Rural South and Rural North).

Figure 7.3: Younger Households as a Percentage of All Households across Auckland Region’s 14 HMAs 2006
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Ethnic Diversity

Auckland is ethnically diverse, but some areasnawee diverse than others. Rodney District and
Franklin District have low levels of ethnic diveysi93 percent of Rodney’s population being
‘European’ and ‘Other’, and 85 percent of Franldipopulation being ‘European’ and ‘Other’.
By way of contrast, Maori residents make up 27 @erof the Papakura District population and
15 percent of Manukau City. The latter also hasifigant proportions of Pacific people and
people with Asian ethnicities. Asians are a growpngportion of Auckland’s population (making
up 1965percent in 2006) and mostly resident in N&fiore, Waitakere, Auckland and Manukau
cities.

Pacific and Maori are younger in comparison to esm and Asian populations. The median
age of the Maori population in Auckland Region &&years, slightly younger than for all Maori
in New Zealand as a whole (22.7 ye&Psywo thirds of Pacific peoples living in New Zeatan

% Statistics New Zealand, 2009:28. European is useefér to the ‘European’ and ‘Other’ ethnic groupich
includes people identifying as New Zealand Europmaiior New Zealanders as well as the ‘Other’ aatewhich
includes ethnic identification that does not fati Asian, Pacific or Maori ethnicities.

% Statistics New Zealand, nd.
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live in Auckland, and at least one in three babi@s now in Auckland is of a Pacific ethniciffl.
The median age of Pacific peoples in New Zealar2DB6 was 21.1 yeaf& Those different age
structures are obvious when examining the ethni&draunds of the region’s 20-39 age group.
Figure 7.4 sets out the ethnic composition of 23«8 olds in the Auckland Region.

Figure 7.4: Ethnic Composition of 20-39 Year Olds in the Auckland Region 2006 Census

Auckland Region

Other
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48%
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11%

7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

Manukau City, Auckland City and Waitakere City hate most diverse 20-39 year old ethnic
populations and the lowest numbers of 20-39 yedrEalropeans. There is a concentration of
Pacific residents aged 20-39 in Manukau and Aucklgties. Pacific 20-39 year olds make up a
greater proportion of the Manukau, Auckland andtékare populations than Maori (Figure 7.5).

The highest number of people from Asian ethnicitiesthe 20-39 age group are found in
Auckland City. Substantial numbers are also foumdvianukau, North Shore and Waitakere
cities. There are greater numbers of 20-39 yeas @ldh Asian ethnicities in North Shore,
Waitakere and Auckland cities compared to Maori Badific people in those areas in the same
age group. Asian 20-39 year olds constitute a fapggulation than Maori 20-39 year olds in
Manukau City (Figure 7.5).

The ethnic profile of younger households is notmaly the same as the ethnic profile of the 20-
39 year old population. This is partly an artefaicthe ethnicity of the younger household’s (20-
29 year old) reference person being used to defiaehousehold ethnicity. Among the almost
64,000 younger households in Auckland the majasftyeference people identify as European.
There are, however, high proportions that identifih Pacific or Asian ethnicities or as Maori.
Overall, 44 percent of these younger households lmwnon-European ethnic identification
(Figure 7.6).

Figure 7.7 shows that the HMAs with the greateBhiet diversity among younger households
are: Auckland City CBD; Manukau City North West; &iand City South East; and Waitakere
City.

7 Ministry of Pacific Island Affairs, 2009.
% Statistics New Zealand, 2006b.
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Figure 7.5: Ethnic Composition of 20-39 Year Olds by
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Figure 7.6: Ethnic Composition of Younger Households

in Auckland 2006 Census
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Figure 7.7: Ethnic Composition of Households with a
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7.2.1 Composition of Younger Households in Auckland

7.11

In the 2006 Census there were almost 152,000 holgsem the Auckland region with a 20-39
year reference person. Table 7.2 shows the disitsibof those younger households compared to
all households over Auckland’'s 14 HMAs. AucklandyQTBD, Waitakere City, and some of the
outer areas of Auckland City have higher conceioinatof younger households than the overall
distribution of households across Auckland regeyway of contrast, rural HMAs, North Shore
City and Auckland City North East tend to have loweoportions of these younger households.

Table 7.2: Distribution of Households by HMAs in2 006

Housing Market Area % Younger Households % All Hous  eholds
North Shore City 15.1 16.6
Waitakere City 14.0 135
Auckland City North West 12.1 10.1
Manukau City North West 8.9 8.1
Auckland City South West 8.7 8.5
Manurewa & Papakura 7.8 7.3
Manukau City North 7.5 8.6
Auckland City North East 6.3 7.2
Auckland City South East 4.8 4.1
Auckland City CBD 4.3 2.2
Rural North 3.8 4.8
Rodney Southern Coastal 2.4 3.4
Rural South 2.4 3.1
Pukekohe 1.3 1.4
Auckland Region 100.0 100.0

7.12

These younger households have a relatively low qtmm of one person households and a
relatively high proportion of multi person housatwl— 29 percent of younger households
compared to 5.4 percent of all households in AutklsAmong younger households that consist
only of immediate family members, 70.8 percent helvitdren. This compares to 65.2 percent of
all households in Auckland (Table 778).

Table 7.3: Familial Households: Proportion of All A uckland Households and Younger Households 2006

Census

Familial Household Composition % Younger % All Households
Households

Couple Only 29.2 34.8

Two parent 54.5 46.3

One parent 16.3 18.9

Total 100 100

7.13 North Shore City and Waitakere City have the higinesnbers of these younger households with

children (Table 7.4) with just over ten thousandideholds respectively. Together those two
HMAs constitute almost a third of these youngerdatwlds comprising only of parents and their
children in Auckland.

" This analysis is restricted to households thaehavother household members, parents and chitireauples.
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Table 7.4: Younger Familial Households by HMA 2006

Housing Market Area

Number of Younger Households
Comprising of Only of Children
and Their Parents

% Younger Households
Comprising of Only of Children
and Their Parents

North Shore City 10,284 16.1
Waitakere City 10,215 16.0
Manukau City North West 6,186 9.7
Manurewa & Papakura 6,024 9.4
Manukau City North 5,916 9.3
Auckland City South West 5,064 7.9
Auckland City North West 4,977 7.8
Auckland City North East 3,411 5.3
Rural North 3,159 4.9
Auckland City South East 2,895 4.5
Rural South 2,193 3.4
Rodney Southern Coastal 2,151 3.4
Pukekohe 1,128 1.8
Auckland City CBD 327 0.5
Auckland Region 63,930 100

7.2.2 Incomes of Younger Households in Auckland

7.14 Households with a reference person aged 20-39 yenadsto be slightly better off in terms of
household incomes (Figure 7.8). They are likelizage multiple income earners in the household

and are less likely to have older members in nenet and no longer earning.

Figure 7.8: Household Income Distribution for Younge

r and All Households in Auckland 2006 Census
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7.3
7.15

Summary

This section has described the characteristicsooéholds with a 20-39 year old reference
person and the 20-39 year old population in Audkldinshows that:

Auckland has the largest concentration of 20-39 y#ds in New Zealand. There were
almost 152,000 younger households in the regioh wi20-39 year old reference person.
The HMA with the highest concentration of youngeuseholds is Auckland City CBD.

The 20-39 year old population is ethnically divedsg territorial authority Manukau City,
Auckland City and Waitakere City have the most ity diverse 20-39 year old
populations.

44 percent of younger households have a non-Eunogibaic identification.

The HMAs with the greatest ethnic diversity amoogrger households are Auckland City
CBD, Manukau City North West, Auckland City SouthsEand Waitakere City.

Younger households have a relatively low proportadnone person households and a
relatively high proportion of multi person housetwl

North Shore City and Waitakere City have the hijasnbers of younger households
composed only of parents and their children.

Younger households tend to be slightly better offerms of household incomes compared
to all households in the region.
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PART 3: HOUSING CONSUMPTION & YOUNGER
HOUSEHOLDS' HOUSING DEMAND

This part consists of three sections.

Section 8 profiles younger household patterns of housing consumption. Key aspects of the younger
household housing consumption patterns in Auckland region are the:

Declining entry into owner occupation. Between 2001 and 2006 the proportion of younger
households that were owner occupiers fell from 31 percent to 29.4 percent. Over that period home
ownership rates for younger households fell in 11 out of the 14 HMAs.

Growth of the intermediate housing market. The number of younger households in the
intermediate housing market significantly increased from 24,908 in 2001 to 51,866 in 2006.
Concentration of rental tenure among younger households. The number of younger renter
households increased in all HMAs over the 2001 to 2006 period, with the exception of Auckland
City North East.

Housing consumption on the rental market is most concentrated among lower income younger
households; and Asian, Maori and Pacific younger households still have lower rates of owner
occupation than European households.

Concentration of children in younger households and children’s likely future of growing up in rental
housing: 50.5 percent of Manukau City’'s children and 51.4 percent of Papakura District’s children
are in rental accommodation. HMAs with less than half the younger households with children in
owner occupation are: Auckland CBD; Auckland City South East; and Manukau City North West.
A shift in dwelling type occupied by younger households with evidence of increasing take-up of
multi-units. Between 2001 and 2006, the number of multi-unit dwellings occupied by younger
households increased by 20.7 percent.

Section 9 focuses on the dynamics of housing demand in relation to location, tenure, dwelling
type/amenity and price. Key findings are:

17.6 percent of the non-owner recent movers had to move because their dwelling was no longer
available rather than by choice.

Householders search for dwellings near to their current dwelling.

Younger households are more likely to move to another HMA than all households; except in
Waitakere and North Shore.

Low resourced younger households tend to search for housing in a limited range of areas close to
their current dwelling.

Location is an important driver of demand especially access to schools and connection to family
and friends.

Employment change is not strongly associated with housing change.

Access to public transport is seen as desirable.

Home ownership is a prompt for moving house.

Dwelling size is a strong demand factor.

Desire to exit a multi-unit and acquire a detached dwelling is a strong demand factor.

Reducing housing costs is a driver of housing demand among a small proportion of households.

Section 10 provides an assessment of the extent to which housing consumption patterns are being
driven by changes in housing preferences, willingness to pay or ability to pay. Key findings are:

Housing demand in Auckland among 20-40 year olds consists of a subtle balancing between
taste, willingness to pay and ability to pay.

House prices are reducing the ability to pay for home ownership.

There is an unwillingness to pay for multi-units among some households.

The desire for home ownership reflects a failure of the rental market to meet younger
householders needs.

Householders attempt, not always successfully, to make incremental improvements in their
housing by residential movement.

Residential movement for some younger householders represents churning around the housing
market without any clear beneficial housing outcomes.

Considerable proportions of 20-40 year old households can not access home ownership in areas
that meet their locational needs or rental housing that provides a durable housing solution in those
places.
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Patterns of Younger Household Housing Consumption

This section focuses on the patterns of housinguwmoption among younger households and
presents data on the distribution of housing comsiom across Auckland’s HMAs among
younger households. It considers:

* home ownership and the expanding intermediate hgusarket;

* rental housing consumption; and

» consumption of detached dwellings and multi-units.

Home Ownership and the Expanding Intermediate H  ousing

Home ownership rates in New Zealand have declineah 67.8 percent in 2001 to 66.9 percent
in 2006/" Auckland home ownership for all households fetinfr 66.7 percent in 2001 to 65.5
percent in 2006° Among younger households in Auckland there is lanéarate of home
ownership and a widening gap between younger holgebwner occupier rates and all
household owner occupier rates. Between 2001 a@6 B@e proportion of households with a
reference person aged 20-39 years that were ovecapiers fell from 31 percent to 29.4 percent.
This was an absolute as well as a proportionaimeclhe number of younger households owner
occupiers fell by -3.1 percent from 66,411 to 68,8bthat period. In comparison, over the same
period the number of all households owning the timgethey lived in increased 5.8 percent from

8.1
8.1
Market
8.2
233,295 to 246,807.
8.3

In 2006, 47.7 percent of Auckland’'s younger housdhowned the dwelling they lived in
compared to 65.5 percent of all households who dwthe dwelling in which they lived. Home
ownership rates by HMA in 2006 for younger housdbaianged from 19 percent in Auckland
CBD to 64 percent in Rural South. In general HMAsAuckland City had younger household
home ownership rates below the regional averager (g&rcent), while non-urban HMAs and
fringe HMAs had home ownership rates above regiamafages (Table 8.1).

Table 8.1: Home Owner Occupier Rate Trends by HMA ~ 2001-2006

% Younger Households % All Households
Housing Market Area 2001 2006 Change 2001 2006 Change
Rural North 64.9 61.0 -3.9 80.6 79.1 -1.5
Rodney Southern Coastal 57.9 54.3 -3.5 76.0 73.7 -2.3
North Shore City 53.1 53.7 0.6 71.7 71.8 0.1
Waitakere City 56.1 54.5 -1.6 70.6 68.8 -1.8
Auckland City CBD 19.2 19.0 -0.1 27.2 26.5 -0.8
Auckland City North East 43.1 45.9 2.8 67.4 69.8 2.4
Auckland City North West 39.9 37.2 -2.6 57.3 57.3 0.0
Auckland City South West 46.4 45.5 -0.9 59.4 58.8 -0.6
Auckland City South East 31.9 32.2 0.3 43.1 42.1 -1.0
Manukau City North West 42.5 41.4 -1.0 56.0 53.6 -2.4
Manukau City North 65.1 60.5 -4.6 79.5 75.8 -3.7
Manurewa & Papakura 49.8 45.4 -4.4 64.9 61.2 -3.7
Pukekohe 55.7 54.4 -1.3 70.1 67.8 -2.3
Rural South 67.1 64.0 -3.1 81.2 80.3 -1.0
Auckland Region 49.6 47.7 -1.9 66.7 65.5 -1.2

Source: Statistics New Zealand

" Morrison, 2008.

"2 Home ownership includes family trusts.
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8.4

8.5

8.6

Over the 2001 to 2006 period home ownership ratekduseholds with a reference person aged
20-39 years fell in 11 out of the 14 HMAS. The okl¥IAs where the younger home ownership
rate did not fall were Auckland City North East (8ercent), North Shore City (+0.6 percent),
and Auckland City South East (+0.3 percent). FilAs had home ownership rate declines for
younger households in excess of three percentagespd®hose HMAs were Manukau City North
(-4.6 percent), Manurewa and Papakura (-4.4 perc&ural North (-3.9 percent), Rodney
Southern Coastal (-3.5 percent), and Rural SoGth ercent).

Because these shifts in home ownership constitudages in the tenure of stock units and have
an implication for the provision of stock it is @iseto consider the stock numbers this involves.

Table 8.2 sets out the number of younger ownermecwand rental households in each HMA.

That data show HMAs with the largest increaseshanriumber of dwellings taken by younger

owner occupiers were:

» the Auckland CBD (780 dwellings);

» North Shore City (492 dwellings); and

» Manukau City North (410 dwellings).

Table 8.2 also shows that the number of youngeerémouseholds increased in all HMAs over
the 2001 to 2006 period, with the exception of Aank City North East (-506 renter
households). The HMAs with the largest increasethénnumber of younger renter households
were Auckland CBD (3,333 households), Manukau Gliorth (1,018 households), Manurewa
and Papakura (650 households) and Waitakere Cit§ (useholds). Over Auckland, then,
almost 6,000 additional rental dwellings were pded.

Table 8.2: Younger Owner Occupier and Younger Renter ~ Households by HMA 2001-2006

Housing Market Area Owner Occupier Households Renter Households
2001 2006 Change 2001 2006 Change

Rural North 3,793 3,478 -315 2,054 2,228 174
Rodney Southern Coastal 2,024 1,994 -30 1,474 1,675 201
North Shore City 11,790 12,282 492 10,413 10,605 192
Waitakere City 11,802 11,560 -242 9,240 9,650 410
Auckland City CBD 472 1,252 780 1,991 5,324 3,333
Auckland City North East 4,316 4,399 83 5,695 5,189 -506
Auckland City North West 7,419 6,856 -563 11,187 11,552 365
Auckland City South West 6,154 5,999 -155 7,118 7,183 65
Auckland City South East 2,314 2,345 31 4,931 4,936 5
Manukau City North West 5,706 5,582 -124 7,728 7,888 160
Manukau City North 6,491 6,901 410 3,481 4,499 1,018
Manurewa & Papakura 5,818 5,411 -407 5,861 6,511 650
Pukekohe 972 1,073 101 774 901 127
Rural South 2,652 2,362 -290 1,299 1,328 29
Auckland Region 72,371 72,438 67 73,663 79,533 5,870

Source: Statistics New Zealand

3 Renter households are defined as those who didwthe dwelling they were living in and eitheicbeent or
were living in a dwelling rent free.
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The gap between younger household ownership ratkslihousehold home ownership rates is
least pronounced in those HMAs with lower averagelting prices such as:

The fall in owner occupation among younger housghdd associated with the expansion of the
intermediate housing market. The intermediate mgusnarket is a relative measure of housing
affordability and provides an estimate of the numiiierenter households that can not afford to

The size of the intermediate housing market in ladigolute terms and relative to the total private
rental market is one measure of housing affordgtfitir first home buyers. It also measures the
relative difficulty for renters of making the tratnsn into home ownership and, consequently, the

The intermediate housing market is defined as thmgeseholds: currently in the private rental
market; have at least one member of the househgidid employment; and, cannot afford to buy
a house at the lower guartile house price undedata bank lending criteria. For the purposes of
the analysis in this report, the bank lending dates assumed to include; a 10 percent deposit, no
more than 30 percent of a household’'s gross incpaid in mortgage expenses with the
mortgage lent at the one year fixed mortgage isteste’*

8.7
* Auckland CBD;
* Auckland City South East;
* Manukau City North West;
* Auckland City South West, and
» Pukekohe.
8.8
buy a dwelling.
8.9
pressure on the rental market.
8.10
8.11

Table 8.3: Intermediate Housing Market and Younger

Table 8.3 presents the trend in the number of Hmlds in the intermediate housing market with
a reference person aged 20-39 years by HMA.

Households 1996-2006 Census

Number of Hhlds in
Intermediate Housing Market Change in Intermediate Younger Hhlds
Housing Markets Younger Households HYounger % Change
ouseholds
1996 2001 2006 96to01 | 01to06 | 96to 01 |01 to 06

Rural North 722 859 1,756 138 896 19 104
Rodney Southern Coastal 670 644 1,379 -26 736 -4 114
North Shore City 4,355 4,149 8,597 -207 4,449 -5 107
Waitakere City 2,642 2,586 5,405 -56 2,819 -2 109
Auckland City CBD 302 350 2,019 48 1,669 16 477
Auckland City North East 3,763 2,751 4,570 -1,011 1,819 -27 66
Auckland City North West 5,669 5,339 9,968 -329 4,629 -6 87
Auckland City South East 1,197 1,066 2,480 -132 1,415 -11 133
Auckland City South West 2,523 2,272 5,061 -250 2,789 -10 123
Manukau City North 1,383 1,680 3,691 296 2,011 21 120
Manukau City North West 911 1,349 2,945 438 1,596 48 118
Manurewa & Papakura 1,042 1,199 2,687 158 1,487 15 124
Pukekohe 185 231 496 46 265 25 115
Rural South 405 433 812 28 379 7 88
Auckland Region 25,768 24,908 51,866 -860 26,958 -3 108

Source: Statistics New Zealand

™ Actual mortgage interest rates used for the inéeliate housing market analysis were: 1996 -10.68emér 2001 —
7.6 percent; 2006 — 9.6 percent; 2009 — 6.7 percent
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8.12

8.13

8.2
8.14

8.2.1
8.15

8.16

The number of those younger households in thenmdiate housing market declined slightly
from 25,768 in 1996 to 24,908 in 2001, but thenmeased significantly to 51,866 in 2006. More
than two thirds of the increase in those youngensbbolds over the 2001 to 2006 period
occurred in six HMAs:

* Auckland City North West (4,629 households or Ipegcent of the increase);

* North Shore City (4,449 or 16.5 percent of the ease);

* Waitakere City (2,819 or 10.5 percent of the inse3a

* Auckland City South West (2,789 or 10.3 percerthefincrease)

* Manukau City North (2,011 or 7.5 percent of theéase); and,

» Auckland City North East (1,819 or 6.7 percenthaf increase).

The proportionate increase in households in thernmédiate housing market from 2001 to 2006
was strongest in: Auckland CBD (477 percent); Aaokl City South East (133 percent);

Manurewa and Papakura (124 percent); Auckland Satyth West (123 percent), and Manukau
City North (120 percent). It was weakest in: AucklaCity North East (66 percent); Auckland

City North West (87 percent), and, Rural South§8&ent).

Rental Housing Consumption

The expansion of the intermediate housing market maved long-term rental consumption

beyond the groups that have traditionally been &dus the private or social rental markets.

Traditionally, the rental market has been usedbget sets of households. First, very low income
households who have no choice but to stay in thiakenarket. They have not been able to move
into owner occupation because their incomes ar¢owothat they can not access sufficient

mortgage finance. Second, the rental market has bged by households in transition who will

eventually enter owner occupation. That transitias in the past been prompted by childbearing.
Third, the rental market has been used by housshbht can afford to enter owner occupation
but have no aspiration to enter it. This third séthouseholds has been a minority; most
households aspire to home ownership in New Zealand.

Rental Concentration and Middle Income Househ olds

Over half (55.5 percent) of the younger househoidbe Auckland region who are renting had
household incomes in excess of $50,000 in 2006s Thimpares with only 49.2 percent of all
households in Auckland with household incomes ircesg of $50,000 being in rental
accommaodation. Does this mean that younger houdelttw not aspire to home ownership? Or,
alternatively, that the transition from rental opation is being delayed because of, for instance,
delays in household composition and /or child egiOr, alternatively, there is a structural
change which has meant that affordability barrirsowner occupation have led to younger
households having a lower probability of enterigner occupation irrespective of income and
irrespective of whether they have children.

Morrison’s (2008) analysis suggests the lattercstmal change, both nationally and in Auckland.
That apparent structural change is most pronoumcedorth Shore City; Auckland City North
East; Auckland City North West; and, the Manurewa d&apakura HMA in Manukau City
(Table 8.4). Rental market housing consumption @stntoncentrated among lower income
households. Overall, 44.5 percent of younger haaldshn rental housing have incomes less than
$50,000 compared to only 17.8 percent of youngersébolds in owner occupation having
household incomes below $50,000.
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Table 8.4: Renter and Owner Occupier Households by

Age and Household Income by HMAs 2006

Younger Households

All Households

Tenure Number of Households % of Total Number of Household S % of Total

<$50k | $50-70K | >$70k | Total |<$50k | $50-70K | >$70k | <$50k | $50-70K | >$70k Total |<$50k | $50-70K | >$70k
Renters
Rural North 1,122 468 638 | 2,228 50.4 21.0 28.6 | 2,411 802 | 1,152 4,366 55.2 18.4 26.4
Rodney Southern Coastal 769 310 595 | 1,674 45,9 18.5 35,5 | 2,116 627 | 1,170 3,913 54.1 16.0 29.9
North Shore City 4,072 1,965 | 4,570 | 10,606 38.4 18.5 43,1 | 9,084 3,537 | 7,678 | 20,299 44.8 17.4 37.8
Waitakere City 5,043 1,843 | 2,763 | 9,650 52.3 19.1 28.6 | 10,348 3,219 | 4,718 | 18,285 56.6 17.6 25.8
Auckland City CBD 3,045 782 | 1,506 | 5,333 57.1 14.7 28.2 | 4,048 1,004 | 1,954 7,005 57.8 14.3 27.9
Auckland City North East 1,343 726 | 3,123 | 5,192 25.9 14.0 60.1 | 3,279 1,311 | 4,867 9,457 34.7 13.9 51.5
Auckland City North West 3,668 1,811 | 6,071 | 11,550 31.8 15.7 526 | 7,759 2,812 | 8,094 | 18,665 41.6 15.1 43.4
Auckland City South West 3,386 1,368 | 2,427 | 7,181 47.2 19.1 33.8| 8,675 2539 | 4,059 | 15,273 56.8 16.6 26.6
Auckland City South East 2,526 928 | 1,487 | 4,941 51.1 18.8 30.1 | 5,998 1,723 | 2,459 | 10,180 58.9 16.9 24.2
Manukau City North West 4,458 1,425 | 2,010 | 7,893 56.5 18.1 255 | 9,663 2,671 | 3,941 | 16,276 59.4 16.4 24.2
Manukau City North 1,729 798 | 1,970 | 4,497 38.4 17.8 438 | 3,917 1,511 | 3,643 9,071 43.2 16.7 40.2
Man City Manurewa & Papakura | 3,744 1,192 | 1,580 | 6,515 57.5 18.3 242 | 7,267 2,107 | 2,948 | 12,322 59.0 17.1 23.9
Pukekohe 484 169 250 903 53.6 18.8 27.7 | 1,100 325 489 1,913 57.5 17.0 25.6
Rural South 616 246 473 | 1,335 46.1 18.5 35.4 | 1,277 473 898 2,648 48.2 17.9 33.9
Auckland Region 35,373 14,013 | 30,148 | 79,535 445 17.6 37.9 | 76,062 24,620 | 49,040 | 149,722 50.8 16.4 32.8

Source: Statistics New Zealand
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Table 8.4: Renter and Owner Occupier Households b

y Age and Household Income by HMAs 2006 (continue

d)

Younger Old Households

All Households

Tenure Number of Households % of Total Number of Household S % of Total

<$50k | $50-70K | >$70k | Total |<$50k | $50-70K | >$70k | <$50k | $50-70K | >$70k Total |[<$50k | $50-70K | >$70k
Owner Occupiers
Rural North 707 669 | 2,102 | 3,478 20.3 19.2 60.4 | 5,710 2,713 8,128 | 16,550 345 16.4 49.1
Rodney Southern Coastal 301 391 | 1,302 | 1,995 15.1 19.6 65.3 | 4,604 1,660 4,713 | 10,976 41.9 15.1 42.9
North Shore City 1,907 1,867 | 8,507 | 12,281 15.5 15.2 69.3 | 15,618 7,223 | 28,974 | 51,815 30.1 13.9 55.9
Waitakere City 2,380 2,281 | 6,900 | 11,560 20.6 19.7 59.7 | 14,130 7,035 | 19,223 | 40,389 35.0 17.4 47.6
Auckland City CBD 597 157 489 | 1,243 48.0 12.6 39.4 | 1,091 319 1,115 2,526 43.2 12.6 442
Auckland City North East 470 393 | 3,533 | 4,396 10.7 8.9 80.4 | 5,129 2,304 | 14,421 | 21,854 23.5 10.5 66.0
Auckland City North West 821 624 | 5,412 | 6,858 12.0 9.1 78.9 | 5,910 2,759 | 16,374 | 25,042 23.6 11.0 65.4
Auckland City South West | 1,072 927 | 4,002 | 6,001 17.9 15.4 66.7 | 7,630 3,281 | 10,882 | 21,792 35.0 15.1 49,9
Auckland City South East 445 429 | 1,466 | 2,340 19.0 18.3 62.6 | 2,703 1,279 3,433 7,415 36.5 17.2 46.3
Manukau City North West 1,192 1,116 | 3,269 | 5,577 21.4 20.0 58.6 | 6,478 3,309 9,007 | 18,794 345 17.6 47.9
Manukau City North 1,181 1,059 | 4,663 | 6,903 17.1 15.3 67.5| 8,361 3,929 | 16,099 | 28,390 29.5 13.8 56.7
Manurewa & Papakura 1,102 1,149 | 3,156 | 5,407 20.4 21.3 58.4 | 6,763 3,349 9,323 | 19,436 34.8 17.2 48.0
Pukekohe 193 230 648 | 1,071 18.0 21.5 60.6 | 1,522 697 1,799 4,018 37.9 17.3 44.8
Rural South 397 401 | 1,557 | 2,355 16.9 17.0 66.1 | 3,133 1,608 6,045 | 10,786 29.1 14.9 56.0
Auckland Region 12,874 11,790 | 47,772 | 72,436 17.8 16.3 66.0 | 90,406 41,826 | 151,693 | 283,925 31.8 14.7 53.4

Source: Statistics New Zealand
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Rental Concentration among Maori and Ethnic M inority Households

Of the 164,877 younger households in Auckland, p@rzent have a European reference person.
However, households with a European reference pemsake up only 49.3 percent of the
younger households in rental dwellings while thegstitute 64.6 percent of younger households
in owner occupation (Table 8.5).

By comparison, younger owner occupier households am Asian reference person constitute

19.6 percent of younger owner occupier householdee Auckland Region and 16.3 percent of

those in rental dwellings. Maori reference persaudeholds make up 6 percent of owner

occupier younger households and 13.2 percent aigeruhouseholds in rented dwellings. Pacific

reference person households make up 6.0 percemtredr occupier households and 12.9 percent
of younger households in rental dwellings. Othdmigities make up 3.8 percent of younger

owner occupier households and 8.4 percent of yaumggseholds in rental dwellings.

Effectively ethnic minorities have become conceettain the rental market in comparison to
their overall representation among Auckland houkkEhd he Asian population, which has on a
numeric basis slightly more households in ownempation than in rental, is the only ethnic

minority under represented among rental youngerséloolds. Even then, it is a slight under
representation with Asian households making up di@ent of all younger households but 16.3
percent of renter households. For Maori and Padifamseholds there is distinct over

representation in rental housing. Ten percent afnger households have a Maori reference
person. Similarly 10 percent of younger househbbige a Pacific reference person. However, of
younger households in rental housing, 13.2 perbent a Maori reference person and 12.9
percent have a Pacific reference perSon.

The rates of rental occupation also reflect thisniet minority concentration in rental. Even

among Asian younger households the rate of occgpgntal dwellings is still higher than that

found among European younger households. 49.5 meateAsian younger households are in
rental dwellings compared to 47.4 percent of Euaopgounger households. High rates of rental
are particularly evident among Maori and Pacifiziyger households — 72.1 percent of Maori
younger households are in rental dwellings and @ér8ent of younger households with a Pacific
reference person are in rental housing.

5 See Section 7.2 for a discussion of Ethnic Diwgiisi Auckland. Figure 7.6 shows the ethnic composiof
younger households in Auckland.
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Table 8.5: Renter and Owner Occupier Younger Househ

olds by Household Ethnicity and HMA 2006

Number of Younger Households

% of Younger Households

Housing Market Area Asian European Maori Other/NEI PPeaOCFi)fIi(;:s Total Asian European Maori Other/NEI PPee:)cFi)fliecs Total*
Owner Occupiers

Rural North 71 3,160 248 133 48 3,660 1.9 86.3 6.8 3.6 13 99.9
Rodney Southern Coastal 61 1,859 95 37 23 2,075 2.9 89.6 4.6 18 11 100.0
North Shore City 2,251 9,422 543 363 181 12,760 17.6 73.8 4.3 2.8 14 99.9
Waitakere City 2,225 7,759 825 537 862 12,208 18.2 63.6 6.8 4.4 7.1 100.1
Auckland City CBD 552 447 37 199 7 1,242 44.4 36.0 3.0 16.0 0.6 100.0
Auckland City North East 726 3,457 144 132 71 4,530 16.0 76.3 3.2 2.9 1.6 100.0
Auckland City North West 1,161 5,205 261 191 267 7,085 16.4 73.5 3.7 2.7 3.8 100.1
Auckland City South West 2,122 3,291 237 182 340 6,172 34.4 53.3 3.8 2.9 5.5 99.9
Auckland City South East 573 1,378 182 89 233 2,455 23.3 56.1 7.4 3.6 9.5 99.9
Manukau City North West 1,670 1,744 624 333 1,661 6,032 27.7 28.9 10.3 5.5 27.5 99.9
Manukau City North 2,418 4,176 223 176 136 7,129 33.9 58.6 3.1 25 1.9 100.0
Manurewa & Papakura 820 3,342 837 232 616 5,847 14.0 57.2 14.3 4.0 10.5 100.0
Pukekohe 62 920 88 35 17 1,122 55 82.0 7.8 3.1 15 100.0
Rural South 61 2,171 154 51 27 2,464 25 88.1 6.3 21 1.1 100.0
Auckland Region 14,821 48,734 4,547 2,873 4,516 75,491 19.6 64.6 6.0 3.8 6.0 100.0

Source: Statistics New Zealand

* Variance from 100 percent due to rounding
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Table 8.5: Renter and Owner Occupier Younger Househ  olds by Household Ethnicity and HMA 2006 (continued )
Number of Households % of Younger Households

Housing Market Area Asian European Maori Other/NEI Ppeez)cgfliecs Total Asian European Maori Other/NEI Ppeez)cgfliecs Total
Renters

Rural North 58 1,889 355 186 78 2,566 23 73.6 13.8 7.2 3.0 100.0
Rodney Southern Coastal 65 1,465 220 83 58 1,891 3.4 775 11.6 4.4 3.1 100.0
North Shore City 1,982 7,468 999 585 419 11,453 17.3 65.2 8.7 5.1 3.7 100.0
Waitakere City 1,270 5,492 1,797 1,074 1,625 11,258 11.3 48.8 16.0 95 14.4 100.0
Auckland City CBD 1,983 2,055 176 1,286 140 5,640 35.2 36.4 3.1 228 25 100.0
Auckland City North East 753 3,911 345 396 151 5,556 13.6 70.4 6.2 7.1 2.7 100.0
Auckland City North West 2,361 7,914 861 904 618 12,658 18.7 62.5 6.8 7.1 4.9 100.0
Auckland City South West 2,171 2,970 783 748 1,388 8,060 26.9 36.8 9.7 9.3 17.2 100.0
Auckland City South East 1,086 1,730 853 415 1,486 5,570 195 31.1 15.3 75 26.7 100.0
Manukau City North West 1,207 1,553 1,722 831 3,700 9,013 13.4 17.2 19.1 9.2 41.1 100.0
Manukau City North 1,080 2,802 437 286 284 4,889 221 57.3 8.9 5.8 5.8 100.0
Manurewa & Papakura 434 2,652 2,634 662 1,457 7,839 55 33.8 33.6 8.4 18.6 100.0
Pukekohe 58 571 248 82 67 1,026 5.7 55.7 24.2 8.0 6.5 100.0
Rural South 38 1,099 233 114 45 1,529 25 71.9 15.2 75 2.9 100.0
Auckland Region 14,531 44,050 11,761 7,522 11,522 89,386 16.3 49.3 13.2 8.4 12.9 100.0

Source: Statistics New Zealand
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Younger Households, Children and Tenure

Younger households are most likely to be rearingy Mealand’s children. Housing access and
the housing conditions which these younger housishodn provide their children will have a
profound impact on their children’s wellbeing whitdildren, their life chances and their
capacity to make successful transitions to prodactult life’®

Younger households in New Zealand are increasirgipcentrated in rental housing.

Consequently, in future more children will be ligiin rental accommodation. The 2006
Census showed that nationally 39.1 percent of &ild0-14 years) were living in rental

accommodation. That proportion was the highest gt of any population age group.

Among people aged 65-75 years only 17.3 percemdliin rental accommodation. That
comparison accentuates not only the impacts ofrdeglrates of home ownership on children
but also the way in which the national pattern afnle ownership is actually sustained by the
baby boomers who entered home ownership when tieey in their twentie§'.

Auckland region is one of the areas most profoumdligcted by the critical interface between
the housing situation of younger households andhtlusing experience of children. As Figure
8.1 shows, Auckland is not the only area in Newl&igé that will have to face the challenge
of increasing numbers of children and/or signifigaroportions of children in their population
over the next ten to twenty years. Auckland, howeklias the most pronounced increase in
child numbers.

The recent CHRANZ report on children’s housing fatuidentifies a number of ‘hot spots for
children’ in the future (Figure 8.1). Manukau City forecast to have an additional 25,500
children in its population by 2031 and 22 percdritsopopulation will be children 14 years or
younger. Papakura District can expect to have 28ep¢ of its population aged 14 years or
younger. These children will be born into youngeuseholds.

Moreover, because younger households are concahtimtrental accommaodation, children
are disproportionately being found in rental hogsifiwo territorial authorities in Auckland
region already have more than half of their chitdire rental accommodation: 50.5 percent of
Manukau City’s children are in rental accommodatioid 51.4 percent of Papakura District’s
children are in rental accommodation. Those twatéeral authorities are two of only four
territorial authorities throughout New Zealand thave more than half their children in rental
accommodation.

Overall, the four Auckland cities account for almasthird of the 318,330 children found to
be living in rental accommodation in the 2006 CansManukau City had 39,585 children in
rented accommodation. Auckland City had 30,864 dcbil in rental accommodation.
Waitakere City had 16,770 of their children in edraccommodation while North Shore City
had 12,612 children in rental accommodation. Moktttmse children are in younger
households and most of that rental accommodationtige private rental market.

As Table 8.6 shows, among younger Auckland housstahild rearing is still associated with
entry into owner occupation for couples. But foreoparent families the rate of home
ownership is very low. Indeed, what is apparenhésimpact of single incomes on access to a
home. Neither younger one parent households nangayuone person households have a rate
of home ownership comparable to younger couple dimlds whether those couple
households have children or not.

5 See Public Policy & Research and CRESA (2010pafoextended report on children, their housing statu
their housing futures and the impacts of housingldlidren’s wellbeing.
" public Policy & Research and CRESA, 2010.
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Figure 8.1: Growth Areas for New Zealand Childrena  nd Child Hotspots in 2031 8
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Table 8.6: Home Ownership by Household Composition

and HMA for Younger Households 2006

79

% Couple

% One

% One

% Younger

0, 0,

HMA % g?llljple With Parent With Person A:H(r?lt(glser Hog\?v?]r;c;ld
y Child(ren) Child(ren) Household Occupiers

Rural North 62.2 76.3 27.7 36.4 48.3 60.0
Rodney Southern 55.7 68.7 24.3 35.0 39.8 53.6
Coastal
North Shore City 52.4 68.2 33.6 42.8 43.0 53.2
Waitakere City 63.3 65.6 28.4 47.5 47.3 54.0
Auckland City
CBD 18.9 33.3 41.5 19.2 15.9 18.7
Auckland City
North East 39.0 70.9 40.3 34.4 28.2 45.3
Auckland City
North West 34.6 67.0 317 28.9 22.6 36.6
Auckland City
South West 51.3 56.1 23.5 40.5 395 45.1
Auckland City
South East 40.3 36.1 14.4 34.0 30.1 32.0
Manukau City
North West 48.4 47.1 19.2 40.7 43.3 41.5
Manukau City 57.8 70.3 39.3 475 56.2 60.3
North
Manurewa & 61.2 58.3 18.2 46.3 38.0 44.8
Papakura
Pukekohe 66.0 66.9 21.6 51.9 39.1 54.0
Rural South 64.6 76.7 317 46.0 46.8 63.2
Auckland Region 48.6 63.8 26.7 37.0 37.9 47.0

Source: Statistics New Zealand

8.28 The differences among younger households shouldobsture the differences between
younger households and the pattern of owner ocrupamong all Auckland households. The
2006 Census shows that 64.9 percent of all houdstaok in owner occupation but only 47
percent of younger households are. In the casheofounger households in which children
are residing there are considerable gaps betwéé&owdeholds and younger households. All
couple with children households have a 74 percemiehownership rate (2006 Census) while
among younger couple with children householdsriigtis 63.8 percent.

8.29  All one parent with children households have a homeership rate of 47.4 percent compared
to 26.7 percent of younger one parent householttsahildren. HMAs with less than half the
younger households with children in owner occupatioe: Auckland CBD; Auckland City
South East; and Manukau City North West.

" This analysis is restricted to households thaehavother household members, except immediatdyfami
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8.30

were younger households.

8.31

Younger Households and Multi-Units
Of the 12,942 households that became multi-unitlleve’ between 2001 and 2006, over half

Table 8.7 shows the considerable relative incredsmulti-unit consumption by younger

households indicated by a comparison of the 200ds@e and the 2006 Census. Between
2001 and 2006, the number of multi-unit dwellingsupied by younger households increased
by 20.7 percent. In addition, younger householdsnaore likely to be in multi-unit dwellings

if they are renters rather than owner occupierh W& percent of renter younger households in
multi-units compares to only 12.7 percent of owmezupier households (Figure 8.2).

Table 8.7: Dwelling Typology by Tenure and Age in 2

001 and 2006 (Census)

. Renter Households Owner Occupied

Dwelling Typology
2001 2006 Change 2001 | 2006 Change

Younger Households
Separate House 37,074 39,288 2,214 56,949 55,641 -1,308
Complex of Two or More Units 23,814 29,700 5,886 7,545 8,163 618
Other 429 276 -153 291 123 -168
Undefined 6,276 1,398 -4,878 1,638 432 -1,206
Total 67,593 70,662 3,069 66,423 64,359 -2,064
All Households
Separate House 60,933 72,768 11,835 190,926 209,667 18,741
Complex of Two or More Units 41,301 53,136 11,835 32,949 34,056 1,107
Other 861 579 -282 1,029 714 -315
Undefined 13,524 3,663 -9,861 8,391 2,370 -6,021
Total 116,619 130,146 13,527 233,295 246,807 13,512

Source: Statistics New Zealand

Figure 8.2: Younger Households Consumption of Diffe
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8 Multi-unit is defined as two or more units joineyether, including townhouses and apartments. Gaogi
two or more units (Figure 8.2) is the same.
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8.32 Table 8.8 shows that the proportions of youngershhalds in multi-units increased while the
proportions of younger households in detached dvgsliremained relatively static over that

period.

Table 8.8: Proportions of Auckland Households in Di

2006 (Census)

fferent Dwelling Types by Tenure and Age 2001-

. % Renter Households % Owner Occupied
Dwelling Typology 2001 2006 2001 2006
Younger Households
Separate House 55 56 86 86
Complex of Two or More Units 35 42 11 13
Other 1 0 0 0
Undefined 9 2 2 1
Total 100 100 100 100
All Households
Separate House 52 56 82 85
Complex of Two or More Units 35 41 14 14
Other 1 0 0 0
Undefined 12 3 4 1
Total 100 100 100 100
8.33 Younger households in rentals had a stronger ptiopat increase in multi-units than younger

8.4
8.34

households in owner occupied dwellings. It is nttdbat among all households, an increase
in the proportion of households in multi-units wastricted to renter households. Among
owner occupier households the proportion remaitetitbetween 2001 and 2006.

Summary

Key aspects of the younger household housing copsompatterns in Auckland region are

the:

Declining entry to owner occupation. Between 200d 2006 the proportion of younger
households that were owner occupiers fell from 8dcgnt to 29.4 percent. Over that
period home ownership rates for younger housetfeltis 11 out of the 14 HMAs.
Growth of the intermediate housing market. The neimdd younger households in the
intermediate housing market significantly increag®an 24,908 in 2001 to 51,866 in
2006.

Concentration of rental tenure among younger haideh The number of younger
renter households increased in all HMAs over th@12@o 2006 period, with the
exception of Auckland City North East.

Housing consumption on the rental market is mosiceontrated among lower income
younger households and Maori and Pacific youngaséioolds.

All ethnic minority younger households have lowates of home ownership than
European younger households.

Concentration of children in younger households @rnttiren’s likely future of growing
up in rental housing: 50.5 percent of Manukau Gitghildren and 51.4 percent of
Papakura District’s children are in rental accomatmh. HMAs with less than half the
younger households with children in owner occupatice: Auckland CBD; Auckland
City South East; and Manukau City North West.

A shift in dwelling type occupied by younger houskels with evidence of increasing
take-up of multi-units. Between 2001 and 2006, menber of multi-unit dwellings
occupied by younger households increased by 20cépe

72



9.2

9.1
9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

Younger Households, Housing Demand & Choices

This section is concerned with dynamics of housiagand that give rise to the consumption

patterns among younger households evident fron2@04 and 2006 Censuses and presented

in Section 8. It deals with the actual consumptitianges that younger households make

when they move in relation to four critical aspewftbiousing and the considerations that drive

those choices. Those four aspects of housing dearanithe:

» locations that younger households choose;

» tenure that younger households choose;

» dwelling amenity that younger households choodat{ng to dwelling typology and size,
dwelling quality and performance and, for ownersumiers, investment return); and,

» price of housing that younger households choose.

The analysis is predominantly based on the RecaveMSurvey and the data emerging from
the focus groups with younger households and isneated by some analysis of the 2001 and
2006 Censuses in relation to HMA movement.

Location Demand: Younger Households Goingand C  oming

The 2001 and 2006 Census data suggest that highgorgons of younger households move
house over a five year period than other househdidt#h nationally and in Auckland. In
Auckland, the census data suggest that movers ny iH&1As are likely to move outside the
HMA in which they originally resided. There are tvexceptions to this. Firstly, younger
households that lived in North Shore City in 200t,asecondly, younger households that
lived in Waitakere City. Younger households livimghose HMAs in 2001 are more likely to
have moved, if they moved at all, within those HMwgher than to another HMA. North
Shore City retained 69.3 percent of its moving ygrmhouseholds. Waitakere City retained
65.6 percent of its moving younger households.

The HMAs on the Auckland isthmus retained leastthadir younger moving households
between 2001 and 2006. This seems to be assoaciatledhe considerable movement in
Auckland City around the inner city suburbs.

Typically low income households were more likely gtay within the same HMA when
moving compared to all younger households. Thegtians in the 2001 to 2006 period were
in the following HMAs: North Shore, the Auckland OBAuckland City North West and
Manukau City North HMAs.

The most stable HMAs for low income younger houséhovere:

* Pukekohe with 77.3 percent of low income movergistpin the HMA;

* Rodney South Coast with 73 percent of low inconaeers staying in the HMA,

» Waitakere with 69.8 percent of low income movesyisig in the HMA;

* North Shore 68.1 percent of low income movers sin the HMA; and

* Manurewa and Papakura with 65.7 percent of lowrme®movers staying in the HMA.

Indeed, it appears that low income and under-regouhouseholds are most likely to stay
within their existing HMA or in an HMA which is vgrclose by. The importance of local
communities, networks and connections for low ineomnd under-resourced younger
households may underpin this tendency. Certaindytémdency to stay, or not to move far
appears to be characteristic for younger houseltoédscould be considered under resourced.
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9.8

9.9

9.10

For instance, a younger household with an unemgdlogference person is more likely to have
movedwithin the same HMA than other younger households. Silpijounger households
with a reference person not-in-the-labour-forceniare likely to staywithin the same HMA
when moving compared to younger households overdlpically younger one person
households are more likely to staythin the same HMA when moving compared to all
younger household movers. So too are those holasetiat consist only of couples and their
children.

There is a clear exception to this association eetwow resourced households and locational
choice. That is, younger households that are coethasly of a parent and their child or
children. Many one parent families actually residdnouseholds with other extended family
members or non-related peofteThose that did not, however, if they moved atbaltween
2001 and 2006, were more likely to move between KNt#an other younger households. One
parent households in that regard appear to have HhM&¥ement patterns more akin to
younger couple households without children.

The tendency when moving dwelling to stay close folace of origin is also evident in the
Recent Mover Survey data. Figure 9.1 shows thatnthpority of recent movers’ previous
dwellings were situated in the same territoriahauty area in which their current residence is
located. For example, those who lived in Aucklarity @ended to stay in Auckland City.
Those recent mover households whose current hosseni Manukau City were
overwhelmingly likely to have had their previoususe in Manukau City.

Figure 9.1: Previous Dwelling Location by Location of Current Dwelling for Younger Household Recent
Movers (Recent Mover Survey)
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81 Hutton, 2001; Poole, 1996.
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9.11 Table 9.1 presents the numbers of Recent MovereSyparticipants that stayed or left their
territorial authority when moving dwellings.

Table 9.1: Auckland Younger Recent Movers’ Location for Previous Dwelling and Current Dwelling
(Recent Mover Survey)

Current Dwelling

Territorial Authority Auckland | Manukau | North Shore | Papakura | Rodney | Waitakere

City City City District District City
Auckland City 131 8 7 0 3 6
2 | Manukau City 6 61 0 3 0 1
3 | North Shore City 3 0 82 0 6 3
Z [ Papakura Dist. 1 4 0 11 1 0
9 Rodney Dist. 0 0 2 0 26 0
_g Waitakere City 7 2 1 0 2 47
o | Elsewhere in NZ 11 10 12 1 4 9
& | Overseas 2 0 0 0 0 1
Total 161 85 104 15 42 67

* 25 missing cases. All 25 households previoushedi in the Auckland region but did not provide iterfal authority
information for previous house.

9.12 Table 9.2 shows that three quarters (75.5 peradntif)e younger households stayed within
their territorial authority of origin.

Table 9.2: Proportion of Auckland Recent Movers Stayi  ng within the Territorial Authority (Recent Mover
Survey)

% Current Dwelling in % Current Dwelling in
Territorial Authority Same Territorial Different Territorial
Authority Authority
Auckland City 84.5 155
n o Manukau City 85.9 14.1
3 £ [ North Shore City 87.2 12.8
© S | Papakura Dist. 64.7 35.2
ano Rodney Dist. 82.8 17.2
Waitakere City 79.7 20.3

9.1.1 Locations Targeted for Dwelling Search and Se  arch Success

9.13 All recent movers reported that the suburb in whieky had their previous dwelling was one
of the areas in which they had looked for a dwglimior to the residential move that brought
them to their current dwelling. However, youngenteg households considered suburbs in
fewer HMAs than owner occupier households. Owneuper households currently living in
the lower socio-econonfit HMAs had a much wider spread of locations whery tivere
searching than renters living in the lower socioremnic HMAs®

82 Socio-economic status of HMAs was based on thiysisaundertaken to define the HMA boundaries
including analysis of household incomes, deprivatieasures and house prices.

8 This is consistent with other research on residémtiovement in New Zealand that suggests that vidnen
income households move dwellings they tend to nmiotgeareas with a similar level of deprivation frahe one
they left. See Morrison, 2010. There are obviowsoas for this. In particular the operation of hiogslasses
and housing access limits mean that householdsnganio other areas are likely to be restrictechwitgard to
housing choice. For analysis of the operation afsiigy classes see Pearson and Thorns,. 1983
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9.15

9.16

9.17

However, there is considerable variation across IdM#A to the extent to which recent movers
were successful in acquiring a dwelling in a lomatin which they searched. As Table 9.3
shows, among those currently living in North ShGity, 91 percent had targeted North Shore
City suburbs when seeking their new dwelling.

Similarly high levels of alignment between seactheburbs and location of current residence
are found in the following HMAs:

* Rodney Southern Coast HMA — 95 percent;

* Waitakere City HMA — 89 percent;

* Manurewa and Papakura HMA — 89 percent;

* Manukau North HMA — 83 percent; and

* Rural North HMA — 77 percent.

The lowest alignment between current dwelling arddting of that HMA for dwelling search
are to be found in the spatially smaller HMAs oa fuckland isthmus. For instance, only 49
percent of those recent mover households curréiaihg in the Auckland North West HMA
actually targeted that HMA when looking for a newedling. A similar pattern may be found
in:

* Manukau North West HMA — 46 percent;

* Rural South HMA — 50 percent;

* Auckland South West HMA — 52 percent; and,

* Auckland South East HMA — 53 percent.

Table 9.3 also shows that none of the recent movexed to or stayed in the Auckland CBD.
Many of the recent movers who targeted the Auckl@Bd ended up living elsewhere. For
instance, 38 percent of the recent movers who aaéintsettled in the Auckland North West
HMA had targeted the Auckland CBD and a similamgamion of the recent movers who took
dwellings in the Auckland North East HMA had taegkthe Auckland CBD. Pukekohe HMA
and the Rural South HMA also showed high levelsntérest among recent movers who,
ultimately, did not settle there.
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Table 9.3: Auckland Younger Recent Movers’ Search L ocations in Relation to Their Current Dwelling for Previous Dwelling and Current Dwelling (Recent Mov  er
Survey)

Current HMA Locations Considered by the Households

North  Nomn  Soun Soun AUk Man o Mang o No e somem RS RV o

East West East West West Coastal
All Tenure Groups
Auckland North East 58% 20% - 6% 38% - - - 2% - - - - -
Auckland North West 18% 49% 12% 16% 38% - - - - - - - - 1%
Auckland South East 6% 1% 53% 4% - - - - 1% - - - - -
Auckland South West 7% 15% 6% 52% - - 15% - - - - - - 3%
CBD - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Manukau North 5% 2% 18% 6% 13% 83% - - 1% - - - - -
Manukau North West 1% 1% 6% 2% - 3% 46% 4% - - - - - -
Manurewa & Papakura - - - - - 11% 23% 89% - 100% - - 50% 1%
North Shore 4% 4% - 2% - - - 4% 91% - - 5% - 1%
Pukekohe - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Rodney Southern Coastal - - - - - - - - 3% - 95% 9% - -
Rural North - - - - - - - - 1% - 5% 7% - 5%
Rural South 1% 1% - - - 3% - - - - - - 50% -
Waitakere - 7% 6% 12% 13% - 15% - 2% - - 9% - 89%
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9.1.2 Why are Some Locations Left and Some Location s Targeted?

9.18

9.19

The Recent Mover Survey participants were askett labout why they left their current
dwelling and why they selected the suburbs theyirditieir search for their current dwelling.
Few of the participants left their previous dwejlinbecause of locational dissatisfaction. This
does not mean that households were satisfied wghlacational characteristics of their
previous dwelling. Rather it means that any dis&attion with locational characteristics were
not, in themselves, the driver of residential mogam

Among those who did move because of locationakssthe quality of schools was the most
common driver followed by being distanced from fnair friends. There is also a cluster of
drivers around the quality of the built environmelnt that respect, problems around safety,
noise and neighbours can prompt movement (Tab)e 9.4

Table 9.4: Locational Related Drivers of Recent Mov  es (Recent Mover Survey n=499)

Location Related Drivers Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
Poor quality schools in the neighbourhood 29 5.8
Too far from family/friends 20 4.0
Dwelling/Neighbourhood unsafe 19 3.8
Too much traffic/industrial noise 12 2.4
Neighbours disliked 12 2.4
Surrounding dwellings of poor quality 6 1.2
Inadequate public transport 4 0.8
Inadequate services, shops, and facilities 2 0.4
Too close to family/friends 1 0.2

* Multiple response

9.20

9.21

9.22

When these younger households select a locationttfeir next dwelling, connectivity
becomes a critical factor. So too does housingityudlousing affordability and familiarity
with the location. Recent movers reported searcfingwellings in suburbs that they:
» Believed would provide them with:

» Good connectivity — 37.5 percent.

* The range of desired dwelling types, size and perdoce — 23.4 percent.

* Lower house or rental prices than other suburb2 pe2cent.
* Had previous or current connections — 19.6 percent.

Those themes also emerged from the focus groupsywiinger households. For most focus
group participants, location was a major factothi@ir housing choice. It was mentioned as a
significant factor in housing decisions in all fecgroups. The main aspects of location that
influenced decisions (both about place and the ldwg¢lconcerned access to:

« family and friends;

» travel routes and public transport;

» parks, green spaces and recreational facilities; an

* education.

Being able to access facilities and services sa@haps, health services and library were also
mentioned. A few participants expressed a preferémdive close to their church. A few also
mentioned access to broadband as a factor inlthegition choice. Proximity to employment
was not a major driver of decisions about housditagyever, the ability to get to work, either
by private car or public transport, was a majorstderation. The safety and appearance of a
place were also identified as factors that houskreltook into account when choosing the
house they currently lived in.
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9.1.2.1 Family and friends

9.23

9.24

9.25

9.26

9.27

- The North Shore. Even though neither of us worked there at the time, it's close to family
(High income).

- It's especially hard on the Shore as first home buyers, and it's getting harder and harder. It's
where all our family are. There’s not as much variety in stock but, but mainly it was price that
was the issue. We just moved further north (High income).

- Being close to family is the first thing. | did live in South Auckland but it didn't work, | couldn’t
see my family a lot (New home owner).

- If you move away from where you know, you feel a sense of isolation. Knowing people, it
takes away the loneliness aspect. | lived in Manukau and struggled there because | didn't
know anyone (Moderate income).

- More family to help out (Tenant singles).

Participants in all the focus groups except thentige focus group commented that being
close to family was an important factor in theicidens about where to live. The twenties
focus group and four other focus groups mentiohedirnportance of living close to friends,

not only for themselves, but also for their chitdre

Across all focus groups there were participants wpoke of choosing to live in the area of
Auckland region where they grew up because of fatigk to those areas, or of having moved
back to Auckland to live closer to family. Some éaeturned to Auckland so that their
children can get to know grandparents.

A preference for living close to family was expm$sas involving companionship, social
support and resource sharing. While most of th&ggaeints did not currently live in the same
household with extended family, a few individuatscouples were currently living with close
relatives. A few participants were yet to leave gagental home, while a few others had
returned to live in the parental household.

Many examples showed the importance of family fiecto location decisions:

e Sharing accommodation expenses by purchasing a motheother family members or
boarding or flatting with family members.

* Couples and families living with parents as a whyaving to buy a home.

* Young singles returning to live with parents to esawoney or while between jobs or
between flats.

* Moving to stay with elderly, sick or disabled rélat to support them.

» Family members providing accommodation when pebplee housing difficulties.

Those who mentioned a preference for living clas&iends, commented on the importance
of social networks for those with no family in Alakd.
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9.1.2.2 Community/neighbourhood environments and pl ace attachment

9.28

9.29

9.30

9.31

9.32

9.33

- Born and bred in the West, a lot of character here (New home owner).

- There's a lot to be said for inner city Auckland suburbs. It's having a love for the area, there’s
still a sense of community (Moderate Income).

- | like the diversity, it's a real mix. | would like to see the mix preserved, there’s a real charm
(Moderate income).

- It's a familiar neighbourhood. Close to whanau. It's friendly, brown faces. Maori, Indians,
Islanders (Maori).

- The character of the area is important, as are amenities like established trees. The image of
older areas are well known, so you know what you are getting, unlike newer areas where the
environment is less known (Pacific).

The importance of the community and neighbourhamdrenment in housing decisions was
identified across most focus groups. These fast@re highlighted by the Pacific and Maori
focus groups, by those with children as well aglss, by both home owners and renters, and
by people in different income groups.

The aspects of community and neighbourhood enviemsnthat are considered in housing
decisions are: prior knowledge of and familiaritifhwthe area, social and ethnic composition
of the area, investment considerations and housimgre patterns. Intangible aspects such as
identification with the area and perceptions ofadesand friendly environment are also
important in determining whether the community erghbourhood is suitable.

For some participants, an important aspect of looat the ethnic mix of the area. Several
from non-European backgrounds commented that thefieped to live, and had located in a
suburb where other families have a large numbehitdiren and relatives visiting. They found
that having numbers of people and cars around éheehdid not cause adverse comment or
raise suspicion in neighbours. There were alsoumlde comments about living in mixed
ethnic neighbourhoods from some NZ Europeans, wedl the vibrancy and variety of those
areas.

Several focus groups identified certain types djusbs they preferred. The Pacific focus
group preferred older, well established areas wiigger sections that suited their

requirements for children’s play areas and outdeotertaining. They considered newer
housing subdivisions to be undesirable becausemall section sizes, dwellings of similar

appearance, higher priced homes, lacking in shiagk, of public transport options and a

preponderance of private rentals. In contrast to riewer areas, they perceived the older
suburbs to have a more stable population wherel@éogave put down roots”.

Several participants had located in inner city shbwecause of the lifestyle offered by a
range of facilities, entertainment options, and tleemmunity feel” of the inner city
neighbourhoods that they were familiar with.

Comments were made across several focus groupst #iw character of the area being an
important consideration. This consideration wagant associated with the balance of rental
and owner-occupied homes. Several participantsthaidthey would not buy in an area with
“too many” rentals because it was perceived thatetlis no sense of community or stability.
Some of those were also concerned that such areges agsociated with crime, dilapidated
appearance of homes and streets, schools with mrppotation and an image that was not
good for resale.
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9.1.2.3 Transport and Travel

9.34

9.35

9.36

9.37

9.38

- Near a bus or train. | don’t know if I'd want to live somewhere without a bus lane, it could
double or triple the time home (Twenties).

- I live at home so transport is the main thing really, good transport links for the bus and train.
Express buses are a lot faster, | just hop on the motorway. Sometimes the buses are quicker
than driving because of the bus lanes (Twenties).

- [I'd like] good public transport at night. | wouldn’t catch a bus at night to my place, mainly for
safety reasons. I'll usually grab a cab, especially after a certain time
(Twenties).

- My husband had to bus before he got a company car. If we move we have to be on a bus or
train route. You don’t want them [husband] travelling an hour to get home when the kids are
excited about seeing them. | like to be within a half hour’s drive of any employment. You have
to set boundaries around it (Thirties).

- 1 will look for something further out close to public transport and buy that (Chinese).

All focus groups considered that accessibility tdlgc transport, or to routes that facilitated
their driving to work, school and shops, to seeilfaind to access recreation, entertainment
and services were critical factors in housing dens With regard to public transport,
participants mentioned the following factors thatdhnfluenced their choice of both location
and their current house:

* Close to or on a bus route.

* Close to a bus lane.

*  Within walking distance of a train station.

* Availability of a night bus service

* Bus stops that are safe at night.

* Close to park and ride.

With regard to using a private vehicle, the follagifactors were important in their choice of
location and of dwelling:

» Easy access to motorway.

» Ability to access parking at the destination.

* Travel time.

* Ability to drive and park easily at shopping cestre

The ability to have choices around the use of pufsinsport was important to many of the
younger household participants. While participaefsorted that they or their partners used a
private car, access to public transport providedhbusehold greater flexibility. A number of
participants noted that at least one of the adultiseir households was not licensed to drive.

Public transport access was seen as an importantowvahildren to be more independent and
able to access friends, educational and recreatifawlities. A combination of public
transport and private transport meant that housshauld fulfil often complex work, family
and social commitments. Public transport availgbitieant that doing so would not be reliant
on acquiring multiple private vehicles.

Accessibility to public transport meant more thanpy a train or bus stop within walkable
distance. Women participants in particular wereceoned that public transport is safe,
especially at night. Safety was an issue not orilijferon board public transport but also while
waiting for public transport and walking from bus teain stops to either private cars or to
their destination.
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9.40

9.41

When asked about the tradeoffs they made abouidocaeveral participants mentioned that
they had moved to a less preferred area, or wandider such a move, if the access to public
transport was good. Other participants would natsater living in some areas because they
were “too far out”; being distant from their woflamily or recreational activities. Part of what
makes an area undesirable for them are the triaveland costs.

Several participants preferred to use their cacalree of what they said was an inconvenient
and unreliable public transport service. Participathsliked having to change transport mode,
or to travel from their home into the centre andnttout to their destination. Those whose
travel times to work were over an hour said thitimg on public transport would mean even
longer travel times for them.

Some participants did not drive, had partners widondt drive or could not afford their own
vehicle. For them, easy access to public transpuitability to walk to work (if possible), to
shops and other amenities was important in chodhbigig house.

- It's got to be close to the bus stop, and the shops, walking distance to the shops with the little
one (Low income).

- 1 will aim for Glen Eden or Kelston, close to a petrol station®" and shops. | could walk to the
shops, wouldn’t even have to pay for a taxi, and if | did it would be cheap (Tenant singles).

- No, no particular area. Just walking distance to the shops and public transport (Tenant
singles).

9.1.2.4

Education

- ‘M’ [school] offers better schooling for my kids, so | have kept them at the same school
through all our moves. | don't like pulling my kids in and out of school. | think it's important,
otherwise it disrupts them. | need to know they will have a good education and they will get
through the hard times, that's why | want them to stay at ‘M’ (New home owner).

- The children are settled and doing well, | don’t want to disrupt that, especially for the ones at
primary school. They have a friend base and it's hard to start again. Ideally we'd stay in the
area where the school is but if we continue to rent that may become difficult because of
fluctuating rental prices (Thirties).

- We had to move quite often, every two to three years, the school was the stability (New
home owner).

- As a student, location is more important to me than the quality of the house. Close to
university and convenient to shops, especially food shops (Chinese).

9.42

Living close to their children’s school or earlyildhood centre was mentioned as a key
consideration in deciding where to live by manyhafiamilies. The critical aspects were not
only about proximity to school, but also about lgeable to send their children to, or keep
their children at the school they preferred. Sonm® Wwad moved in the past had decided to
move within the same area in order to keep théidien at their preferred school, rather than
remove them.

8 Several of those without access to a vehicle comdethat they preferred to be within walking dista of a
petrol station as they used the convenience stoegdd there to buy groceries.
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9.44

9.1.25

Some home owners without children said that ontheffactors in their choice of home was
their knowledge of the schools in the area as Iskeitfor their future children. This included a
choice to locate in a particular school zone.

Those participants studying full time or part tiaieo said that proximity to their educational
provider was a consideration in the choice of themrent dwelling.

Safety

- We did look at places in the south, but we're not used to it. We feel safer out west. We didn’t
know the community in South Auckland (New home owner).

- Our kids all play together. We have an area out the back, it's safer, you don't get traffic
concerns. We all look out for each other in the neighbourhood. Everybody sort of knows each
other and keep an eye out on each other’s kids (Thirties).

- Safety and security. No undesirables. It's important, because my wife’s a stay at home mum.
We're all working people, young couples and young families. We have a neighbourhood watch
scheme and neighbourhood events (New home owner).

9.45

9.1.2.6

There was also widespread comment about the saffeigighbourhoods as a key factor in the
desirable character of an area. Knowing one’s ieighs was considered important for safety.
Those with children emphasised particular safepeets in the choice of both location and
dwelling, such as:

» A preference for quiet streets away from busy icaff

» A fully fenced section.

» Ability to survey the street and outdoor play arizam the house.

» Safety of children on shared driveways.

* Managing safety hazards in parks and green spsugs,as drains and streams.

Natural areas and recreational facilities

- Within walking distance of a park (Pacific).

- Close to beach and where | grew up. Near where my interests are, where | play sport (New
home owner).

- We're right next door to a park. The locations good ... We have dogs, and it'll be good for
when we have kids (New home owner).

9.46

Several participants identified features of the ldaod lifestyle; the beaches, outdoor
environment, harbours. Others wanted to live ctogbeir sports, or to their children’s sports.
They wanted to make the most of these in theirtiogal choices.
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9.1.2.7 Employment 8

9.47

9.48

9.49

9.2
9.50

- It takes an hour to drive to work, but I'm used to it. You've got to plan it really well otherwise
you struggle in the congestion (Pacific).

- Affordability, close to work to avoid travel time and travel costs (New home owner).

- Living close to city centre because of work, ease of travel and social life. Rent as close as
possible to the city centre. There’s no point renting further out (Twenties).

Locating for employment was a factor in decidingenénto live, but proximity to work was
not as important as other factors such as closeadasnily; familiarity, safety and character
of the area; and proximity to educational faciiti§ome participants had moved to Auckland
from other parts of New Zealand or from overseasabse of job opportunities and higher
wages. In that respect, their location decision been strongly work related. However, the
specific place of residence chosen within Aucklaexded to be influenced by a range of
factors, with proximity to place of work only onertssideration.

While proximity to work was not as important asestifactors, the ability to get to work with
ease, was a critical consideration. There was wwigasl concern about accessing the
workplace easily from home. A location that allowesby access to public transport or direct
road routes was highly desirable.

Some participants did want to live as close to waskpossible and this was clearly the
primary factor in choosing their place of residenkey considerations were travel costs,
travel time and convenience of travel. Those wharessed a desire to live close to work were
mainly in their 20s, single or with a preferencevalking to work.

Tenure Change

The majority of the participants in the Recent Mo8arvey do not have an ownership interest
in the dwelling in which they are living. Only 40pércent are in owner occupied dwellings.
Of those, 94.6 percent have mortgages. Half thécjmants are now housed in the private
rental market (Table 9.5).

Table 9.5: Auckland Recent Movers Tenure Status (Re  cent Mover Survey)

Tenure of Current Dwelling Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
Rented — Private rental market 251 50.3
Owner occupied dwelling 203 40.7
Employer Provided or Other Rent Free 37 7.4
Rented — Social housing 8 1.6
Total 499 100

9.51

Table 9.6 sets out the tenure profile of recent endwn their previous dwelling. When that
data is compared to the tenure profile of recentaerin their current dwelling it is clear that
there is a drop in the proportion of householdsréntal dwellings and an increase in
households in owner occupation.

8 See section 10.1.3 for a more detailed discussidhe Recent Mover Survey data in relation to eypient
and dwelling selection.
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Table 9.6: Auckland Recent Movers’ Tenure Status i

n Their Previous Dwelling (Recent Mover Survey)

Tenure of Previous Dwelling Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households

Rented — Private rental market 286 57.3
Owner occupied dwelling 163 32.7
Employer Provided or Other Rent Free 36 7.2
Rented — Social housing 1 0.2
Not Stated 13 2.6

Total 499 100

9.52

9.53

Table 9.7: Auckland Recent Movers’ Tenure Status fr

Certainly these recent movers express a desirewoer occupation. Overall, 14.4 percent of
all the recent movers reported that they specifiaalboved dwellings to allow them to move
from the rental market to owner occupation. Oftladl owner occupiers of current dwellings,
40.3 percent moved to that dwelling as part ofpiteeess of leaving the rental market.

Overall, however, as Table 9.7 shows most youngaséholds tend to stay in the same tenure
status when they move dwellings. They churn arabedrental market or they churn around

the owner occupier market. Of the 286 participantghe private rental market in their
previous dwelling, 64.7 percent remained in the/gid rental market in their new dwelling,
while 28.7 percent moved from the private rentatkefiinto an owner occupied dwelling.
The private rental market was also the largestcgoat participants who are currently living in

social housing.

Mover Survey)

om Previous Dwelling To Current Dwelling (Recent

Current Dwelling
Tenure Rented — Owner occupied Employer Rented — Social
Private rental dwelling Provided or housing
market Other Rent Free
Rented — Private 185 82 12 7
o | rental market
£ [ Owner occupied
°© ; 52 105 6 0
= | dwelling
Q | Employer Provided
g or Other Rent Free 10 8 1 1
§ Eented — Social 1 0 0 0
kS ousing
Not stated 3 8 2 0
Total 251 203 37 8
9.54 Among those previously in owner occupation 64.4£@st stayed as owner occupiers. What is

clear however, is that a substantial proportio2@#0 year olds move from owner occupied
dwellings into the private rental market. Of the8 Jarticipants who were in owner occupied
dwellings in their previous dwelling, 31.9 percenbved to rental accommodation on the
private market.
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9.59
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The participants most likely to move from owner @eation to rental are:

* Those who owned their previous dwelling by themsglwhere 13 of the 25 participants
in that situation were no longer in owner occupatio

» Participants who owned their previous dwelling vatprevious partner were also likely to
move from owner occupied dwellings to rental dwe$. Four of the 7 participants who
owned a dwelling with a previous partner are cutyan the rental market.

» Of those who previously owned a dwelling with areut partner, 24.2 percent are now in
the private rental market.

* Young people moving from their parental home.

It is notable that in the focus groups, most ofsthavho had purchased a dwelling in the last
two years had moved from rental dwellings to owoetupation. Those home owners who
were in their late 30s when they moved reported ithdad taken them many years to save
enough money to become a home owner. A number tegptinat they had been assisted by
their family or a housing trust.

By way of contrast, other participants who had odvtieeir dwellings for longer than two
years also noted that their shift was due to areldsir home ownership. Owning a home was
seen as providing security for themselves and tfagnilies, and as a way of acquiring a
financial asset. However, most of these youngerséloolds found affordability barriers a
considerable hurdle. For some it was a hurdle tesgieing themselves on reasonably high
incomes and being well-qualified.

There’s no way | could have bought a house even though I've got a Masters degree and a job;
[through the housing trust] is the only way we could have done it (New home owner).

Changing Dwelling Amenity

The Recent Mover Survey found that in relation twellings, younger householders
considered a range of issue:

* dwelling typology and size; and

» dwelling condition and performance.

A desire to change dwelling size was an issue alitiost a third (31.7 percent) of those in the
Recent Mover Survey. Of all recent movers, 28. et reported that they had left their
previous dwelling because they were seeking a Hadgeelling. The desire for a smaller

dwelling was reported by 2.8 percent of recent mav@verall, 15.2 percent of recent movers
reported that their move was prompted by a desingpgrade the quality of their dwellings,

and 5.6 percent of all recent movers reportedttigit move was prompted specifically by a
desire for a warmer dwelling.

Dwelling Typology and Size

Table 9.8 sets out the dwelling typology of pap#sits’ dwellings prior to moving to their
current dwelling. As for the profile of current diegs, the previous dwelling types are
dominated by detached dwellings (74.9 percent afeme movers). There has been a
substantial shift associated with residential moseito detached dwellings with 83.2 percent
of current dwellings being detached. As Table :éws, however, the change in dwelling
typology was not always a simple movement from muitt dwellings to detached dwellings.
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Table 9.8: Auckland Recent Movers’ Previous Dwellin g Typology (Recent Mover Survey)

Dwelling Type Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
Detached dwelling 374 74.9
Dwelling attached to 1 other dwelling (semi-detached) 44 8.8
Dwelling attached to 2 other dwellings 19 3.8
Dwelling attached to 3-9 other dwellings 21 4.2
Dwelling attached to 10 other dwellings or more 27 5.4
Dwelling attached to a business or shop 1 0.2
Not stated 13 2.6
Total 499 99.9*

*Due to rounding

9.61 Of 374 householders reporting that their previougling was a detached dwelling, 13.1
percent had moved to a multi-unit dwelling of sosmt. Most of those moved to a semi-
detached dwelling followed by multi-units with tleréo nine residential units. In contrast,
there is a clear desire to stay in detached dvgsliiB0.4 percent of those currently in detached
dwellings were previously in detached dwellings.rtRermore, 71.4 percent of those
previously living in multi-units or semi-detacheawed to a detached dwelling.

9.62 Among participants in the focus groups there wase al strongly expressed desired to move
out of multi-unit dwellings to what they termeddelr style’ detached homes. The latter were
seen as providing better storage, better and ldigeg spaces and better outdoor space
amenities. Multi-units were also seen as being éned by corporate body structures and
likely to have leaking building syndrome.

High Income focus group discussion:

-We wanted a yard and to be near a park.

- | wouldn’t consider an apartment or terrace house because we have animals.

- We briefly considered them [apartments] but no. There’s that leaky building anxiety.

- There’s no point in buying a terrace house in the suburbs, they're only desirable in the inner
city so then you can walk to work. Apartments are targeted to the rental investor, not the home
owner. They are far too small, like a shoe box and of poor quality.

- If they are nice and of good size and by the beach they are out of price range.

9.63 The desire for increased space was evident in goef Mover Survey. As Table 9.10 shows,
the broad profile of dwellings dominated by threwl dour bedroom homes prevails in the
dwellings in which participants previously lived.

Table 9.9: Auckland Younger Household Recent Movers ' Previous Dwelling Number of Bedrooms
(Recent Mover Survey)

Number of Bedrooms Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
1 bedroom 27 5.4
2 bedrooms 97 19.4
3 bedrooms 212 425
4 bedrooms 122 24.4
5 or more bedrooms 28 5.6
Not stated 13 2.6
Total 499 100
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Table 9.10: Auckland Recent Movers’ Previous and C

urrent Dwelling Typology (Recent Mover Survey)

Dwelling Type

Current Dwelling

A detached House/flat/ unit/ House/flat/unit/ House/flat/unit/ Housef/flat/unit/ | House/flat joined Bach, crib,
dwelling apartment apartment apartment apartment to a business holiday home
attached to 1 attached to 2 attached to 3-9 | attached to 10 or shop
other others others more others
A detached dwelling 325 21 8 14 5
House/flat/unit/apartment
attached to 1 other 34 ! L L L 0
@ | House/flat/unit/apartment
c
T | attached to 2 others 11 3 2 ! 2 0 0
= House/flat/unit/apartment
?, attached to 3-9 others 16 3 1 0 0 1 0
3 | Housefflat/unit/apartment
% | attached to 10 or more 17 4 2 3 1 0 0
a | others
Hou_se/flatjomed toa 1 0 0 0 0 0
business shop
Bach, crib, holiday home 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
404 38 14 19 9 1 1
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9.64 Recent movers are more likely to live in dwellimgish more bedrooms after moving. Almost

a quarter (24.8 percent) of households were livmgne or two-bedroom dwellings, while
only 16 percent of households currently live in onéwo bedroom dwellings (Table 9.11).

Table 9.11: Auckland Younger Household Recent Mover s’ Current Dwelling Number of Bedrooms
(Recent Mover Survey)

Number of Bedrooms Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
1 bedroom 18 3.6
2 bedrooms 62 12.4
3 bedrooms 221 44.3
4 bedrooms 139 27.9
5 or more bedrooms 59 11.8
Total 499 100

9.65

9.66

Like the previously discussed change in dwellingetychange in the number of bedrooms is
complex. Over a third (36 percent) of participanteo moved chose dwellings with the same
number of bedrooms they had in their previous dwngll However, 22.2 percent of
households reduced bedroom numbers. Overall, hawévere is a strong trend towards
increasing the number of bedrooms available to wséleold when moving; 41.8 percent of
participants did so.

Table 9.12 sets out the numbers of recent moverdgngdrom previous dwellings with
specified bedrooms to current dwellings with spedibedrooms.

Table 9.12: Auckland Recent Movers’ Number of Bedro  oms Previous Dwelling To Current Dwelling
(Recent Mover Survey)

Number of Bedrooms Current Dwelling
1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed 5+bed
1 bedroom 7 11 9 0 0
2 bedrooms 5 18 57 14 3
4 2 | 3bedrooms 5 22 98 60 27
% = |4 bedrooms 1 9 42 48 22
& 5 5 or more 0 1 9 13 5
bedrooms
Not stated 0 1 6 4 2
Total 18 62 221 139 59
9.67 Most focus group participants said that when theyewooking for a house, they had specific

preferences for size and design. The importanakvefling size and design was discussed by
participants in all income bands, twenties, thirtienant families, new home owners, Pacific,
Chinese, and Maori.
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- Storage! Something that can accommodate a growing and returning family. More than one
bathroom. Also have to have a backyard, even more important than a big house, so we can
have barbeques (Pacific).

Twenties focus group discussion:

- I looked at over 40 places recently, too small, no privacy.

- l won’t share a bathroom with too many people. And | need to have a backyard.

- The size of the room. | have a lot of stuff. Town houses are nice and modern but most of
them are really small, they're too much like a shoebox.

- 1 gave up living in a warmer place for more space. | may regret it in winter.

Maori focus group discussion:

- It's got to have space for whanau to visit, enough bedrooms, a large living area, and outside
space as well.

- We needed a larger house to care for my grandmother. It was important that she had her
own space, she felt independent because she had her own space.

- We are trapped in a model of three bedrooms. If we expand our family we’ll need to move,
but it will jump another $100k.

- In West Auckland you can buy older, solid houses that have got storage and a bigger
section. There’s potential to expand.

- Having a garage and parking space is also important. We need space for cars and kids.

Participants with children expressed particulafgmences around the size of house, provision
of amenities and safety features. Some of theufesitpreferred by participants with children
included: homes with a lot of storage and spaa,ding a large section, a fenced section and
windows with safety catches.

Single people also looked for a place that was yod¥o participants wanted single bedroom
dwellings. Two bedroom dwellings were regarded amimimum by people living on their
own and sole parents. A second bedroom, if not bgeahother family member, was regarded
as essential for storage, study or for visitorsn&single people noted that, even though they
would prefer a two-bedroom dwelling, this was uuahaffordable for them.

The Maori, Pacific and Chinese focus groups, a$ agebther participants across those ethnic
groups in other focus groups, commented that roaogommodation was needed for large
families, relatives coming to stay, and for eldgrrents. Many of the participants’ comments
showed how the spaces of the dwelling are very itapd in maintaining ties between
extended family and whanau. They commented on d faedarge kitchens and living areas.
More than one bathroom is preferred. There alsdsweebe different spaces for different age
groups, both young and old, to allow for personmce and for different activities such as
study and recreation.

- It's not catering for bigger families, | have seven children. | was in a three bedroom house.
Now | only have three children with me. My other children live with my parents. | can't afford to
go private, but | do want all my children together with me (Tenant family, in emergency
accommodation).

- Most important is the room, the size of the house with a big family, but | am limited by
money, so | was limited in what | could get in the way of a larger house (New home owner).
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9.3.2 Dwelling Condition and Performance

9.71

Just under a third of householders (30.7 percenthe Recent Mover Survey describe their
dwellings as inExcellentcondition. Almost half (47.5 percent) the houseleot described
their dwellings as iloodrepair. Only 2.6 percent of recent movers desdrtheir dwellings
as inPoor or Very Poorrepair. 19.2 percent on dwellings were descrilzetdeang inAverage

repair (Table 9.13).

Table 9.13: Auckland Recent Movers’ Current Dwelli
Survey)

ng Perceived Dwelling Condition (Recent Mover

Dwelling Condition

Recent Mover

Households

% Recent Mover
Households

Excellent — no immediate repair and maintenance needed

153

30.7

Good — minor maintenance needed

237

47.5

Average — some repairs and maintenance needed

96

19.2

Poor — immediate repairs and maintenance needed

10

2.0

Very poor — extensive and immediate repair and
maintenance needed

3

0.6

Total

499

100

9.72

9.73

9.74

9.75

Most survey participants (486 of 499 householdpreyided information about the condition
of their previous as well as their current home.tiafse, 32 percent reported that their most
recent residential move had no impact on the dmgeltionditions to which they were exposed.
Over a third (36.2 percent) reported that the diordiof the dwelling in which they lived had
improved by moving. However, 29.6 percent of hootiddrs reported that the condition of
the dwelling that they occupied had declined wiihirt recent move.

Declining housing condition was most evident amdwgiseholders previously living in
dwellings that they considered to bebrcellentcondition; 66.5 percent of those householders
experienced a decline in dwelling condition witmave. By comparison, only 20.5 percent of
those previously living in a dwelling iGood condition experienced a decline in dwelling
condition with their move. All the 39 householdegporting that their dwelling was iRoor

or Very Poor condition reported that their current dwelling was improvement on their
previous dwelling.

Perceived house condition is associated with p&mrep of better dwelling performance in
relation to heating. However, the relationship lestw dwelling condition and heating
performance is relatively weak (Table 9.14). Whig2 percent of the participants described
their dwelling as inExcellentor Good condition, only 63.7 percent of participants reedr
being usually or always warm in winter. Furthermd22.4 percent of participants reported
that they were only sometimes or never warm inevint

In terms of thermal performance, data is availaldgarding the comparative thermal

performance for 411 recent movers. Of those:

e Over a third (37 percent) reported that their autrdbvelling provided better warmth than
their previous dwelling.

» 35 percent reported that there was no change betivee two dwellings.

e Of the, 144 dwellings reporting no change in warm@h1 percent of them reported never
or only sometimes being warm in their previous leoaisd never or only sometimes being
warm in their current dwelling.

e Over a quarter (28 percent) of participants repbtteat they were less warm in their
current house than they had been in their preuieedling.

91



Table 9.14: Perceived Dwelling Condition by Aucklan  d Recent Movers by Warmth of Winter Heating
(Recent Mover Survey)

In Winter Heating Keeps House Warm ...
% Most of % Some of % Never %
the time the time 0 Unknown

Dwelling

Condition % Always % Total*

Excellent — no
immediate repair
and maintenance
needed

44.4 28.1 7.8 5.2 14.4 99.9

Good — minor
maintenance 27.4 33.8 13.1 12.2 13.5 100
needed

Average — some
repairs and
maintenance
needed

27.1 30.2 15.6 10.4 16.7 100

Poor — immediate
repairs and
maintenance
needed

30.0 10.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 100

Very poor —
extensive and
immediate repair 0.0 0.0 66.6 33.3 0.0 99.9
and maintenance
needed

* Variance from 100 percent due to rounding

9.76 In the focus groups, those who were currently msnter who had been renters prior to their
last move gave a wide variety of examples of havingiove because of the dwelling being
too small, household crowding, or poor dwellingfpamance or condition. Tenant singles and
tenant families in particular had experience ofwnalimg. Other participants who had been
students reported lived in overcrowded flats beeadsaffordability problems. They observed
it was common for living rooms to be rented outbaslrooms. Other tenants talked about
leaving dwellings because of their poor conditioperformance.

- I was living in a garage with the three children. The majority of families in this street live in
garages — there are twenty people in a three bedroom house next door (New home owner).

- We were staying with my sister, three families in a three bedroom house. Then we went into a
private, but couldn’t afford it and it was not good [condition]. So we moved back to my sister’s.
Then we went to a boarding house for one month, it was a terrible time ... we are desperate,
any house, anywhere, we want to settle down (Tenant families).

| was living in a three bedroom house with my mother, but it was too small for everyone and
expensive. | am a student and | needed more space to study, so | went flatting with my brother,
but it was too expensive (Low income).

- We've moved because of it. It's especially a factor after you have children. We've moved out
because the maintenance wasn’'t good enough (Thirties).

- The house was making me sick. It was damp, we had to use the humidifier every day, and it
cost lots for power. It was very cold in winter. We were getting coughs and colds (Low income).
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While house performance was considered an impoféatdr in housing decisions, for many
focus group participants, it was not a factor ety had much control over if they were
renting, or if they were constrained in what thegrevable to afford to buy. Like size, house
performance appeared to be one of the main fathais participants compromised on in
choosing their current home and location.

Thirties focus group discussion:

- When we moved from our first house to our second house | was amazed at how expensive a
low maintenance, newer house was to rent. We had to lower our standards, our expectations
a bit and still pay around the same price.

- Just about every rental I've ever lived in has had weepy windows, lots of condensation. |
don’t think I've lived in a rental that isn’'t damp.

- Our house is falling down around our ears but we don’t want to go anywhere else because of
the price.

- We live in an old villa. In summer it's just fantastic. In winter we camp out in the lounge.

- I live in a town house, it's so hot. There’s not enough windows to open to get a breeze
through. There’s no window in the bathroom, it's really bad.

- There’s a tendency to face houses to the street, regardless of orientation. People building
new houses really need to think about sunlight and what will actually benefit a family.

Other participants had made trade offs in the guafi their rental accommodation, to reduce
on-going accommaodation costs so that they could saough to buy a home.

| was in a rat infested, cockroach infested, dilapidated place, then | got into Housing Corp, it
was fantastic but only two bedrooms. So then | got a five bedroom place [private] but it was so
cold and damp, substandard and the ground floor flooded. But it was really cheap rent which
helped me save my deposit. | put up with really bad housing to get into home ownership (New
home owner).

House Price/Rental Price Change

A minority of those in the Recent Mover Survey nded that they specifically moved from
their previous dwelling because of affordabilityoplems. Five percent of recent movers
reported that they could no longer afford the wdrtheir previous dwelling, while 2.6 percent
of recent movers shifted dwellings because theyldcawt afford their mortgage. Two
householders (0.4 percent) of the 499 recent maepxarted moving house because they were
subject to a mortgagee sale and 4 householderspé@@nt) moved dwellings to release
equity.

The Recent Mover Survey data suggest that:

» 15.2 percent of those in the private or social hgusental markets in their previous
dwelling moved dwellings because of rent affordgbproblems.

e 8 percent of owner occupiers of their previous dimglmoved dwellings because they
could no longer afford their mortgage.

« 1.2 percent of owner occupiers of their previouglling moved dwellings because they
were subject to a mortgage sale.

» 2.5 percent of owner occupiers of their previouglling moved dwellings because they
wanted to release equity.
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Housing affordability was a major considerationaasrall focus groups, for all income levels
and for both owners and renters. For some partitspa was the main driver of their housing
decisions. For others, it was a high priority alevith other considerations such as location.

- As a working mum with three children [affordability] it's the main factor (New home owner).

- Price is a big one! An investment that will grow in value. Your first home is not your dream
home, it's getting into the housing market. Don’'t worry about what the house looks like
(Pacific).

-You can't get the perfect house, you have to compromise. The agent was wasting my time,
showing me too many expensive houses (Chinese).

-Affordability, that precluded [buying in] some areas. Also resale, an investment choice (High
income).

Renters said that their choices were often priceedr They gave examples of trading off
house condition and performance for a cheaper Ireftaund 22 focus group participants
were actively looking for accommodation at the tithe focus groups were conducted. Some
of those were in emergency accommodation, others staying in camping grounds or with
friends. Reasons for their having to move from rthgievious accommodation varied
considerably and included recent movement to Aunckla@viction and incompatibilities with
flatmates. However, the two main reasons for moviogn their previous accommodation
were unaffordable accommodation or the accommaoadlatas no longer available.

- 1 was flatting with friends and at the time | was working so it was affordable. I've been made
redundant twice, there’s no work at the moment (Tenant singles).

- The main thing is it's got to be affordable. Most on benefits are struggling to get by, you're
only left with a little bit at the end of the week (Tenant singles).

- | have applied for private rental, we looked at them but they were damaged, we wanted the
landlord to repair, but then he would put up the rent, so we can'’t afford that (Tenant families).

A number of the singles and families in rentalsdsthat their low incomes and debt

constrained the amount of rent they were able faréf They were of the view that the only

viable rental options for low income workers anddfeciaries are Housing New Zealand
Corporation (HNZC) or housing trust accommodatiloat toffers income related rents. Many
cannot afford to rent on the private market. Theynfd that the Accommodation Supplement
is insufficient to cover private rentals, and exkough the Accommodation Supplement is
provided at a higher rate in central Auckland ttsouth Auckland, they have found little

difference in rents between the two areas.

A few participants felt that they were “caught” they earned over the limit to qualify for
Housing New Zealand Corporation housing, howevey tstruggled to find an affordable
private rental. Other participants commented thatsonal and household debt exerts a
significant impact on the amount of money they havailable for accommodation. Even
those middle-to-higher income earners who werangmommented that their highest priority
when seeking a house was the amount of rent thay edford.

-There are so many negatives to renting, you're unsure how long you're there for. Is the rent
going up? You don’t know what your neighbours are like (New home owner).

- Dead money. At the end of the day you have nothing. Choice is a luxury you don’t have ...
you take what you can get. Beggars can’t be choosers (Low income).
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Those who were currently flatting, mainly in thiirenties or single, talked about leaving flats
because of the expense of renting single rooms;comgding and lack of privacy (living
rooms are commonly rented as bedrooms), difficaltie finding compatible flatmates and
flatmates not paying their share of the househgjikrses. Some participants said they had
returned home to live with parents because theydcaoot afford to flat. Tenants raised
concern that rents in inner city areas and subcidEe to Auckland's city centre were often
unaffordable.

I would like to flat with S but who's he going to bring round? They have to be able to pay their
way and not abuse the facilities and the property (Tenant single).

Some participants talked about the financial stegssvning that had forced them to rent out
the home to meet mortgage payments. One womanriBds who had been helped with a
deposit by her parents, had bought at the topeohtusing cycle and was finding it a struggle
to pay the mortgage. She now rents out the houséivas with her parents. Other new home
owners said they would consider renting out theinde and renting somewhere cheap to live
if they could not sustain mortgage payments.

The main negative aspect of home ownership thatcjgants identified was the dwelling-
related expenses of rates, insurance and maintenahile rates and insurance are
predictable, it was the unpredictable aspects pdire and maintenance that were especially
highlighted. Other costs were associated withisery the mortgage itself, such as increases
in interest rates, and mortgage insurance. Paatit§pthought that the on-going financial
commitments and responsibilities of home ownershgant they could not easily move or
change their lifestyle. The on-going commitmentholusing expenditure was seen as very
restricting by some homeowners who were highly ggaprecluding spending on anything
but essentials.

- Rates. Auckland City rates, regional rates. Unexpected things like water leaks. Cashflow.
When you're paying a mortgage you know it's going out regardless (New home owner).

- It's all new and scary ... some days | still think did | do the right thing? (New home owner).

- It's such a pressure ... | actually regret buying it because it takes so much of my salary
(Chinese).

Several of the home owners identified the trads offthe type of dwelling they wanted, in
order to afford home ownership. These trade offslved around the appearance and physical
condition of the house, house performance and heizee Some who now owned a home
noted that their home was smaller than ones thdydmted; they had traded off a large rented
house and section for a smaller owned home, baseaffordability. Similarly, others had
bought an older home in need of repair, while thag been renting a newer dwelling with
more amenities than their owned home had.

- Affordability. There were some quite nice places where we would have liked to live, but we
just couldn’t afford it (New home owner).

- It's an apartment, not what | thought | would buy, but it was an insane market, way above
what | could afford. | reassessed my situation, the purchase was more of an investment, an
apartment where | can live but rent out if necessary (New home owner).
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Summary

The analysis in this section has been predominamdlsed on the Recent Mover Survey
augmented by some additional analysis of the 20@iL2006 Censuses in relation to HMA
movement. It has been concerned with the actuakwuoption changes that younger
households make when they move. Those consumptianges allow us to examine the
determinants of those patterns of consumption ptsly described. Key findings with regard
to the determinants of housing consumption amongyger households are:

. Housing consumption changes are for a considerpf@portion of younger recent
mover households driven by external decisions hahges in tastes or preferences. 17.6
percent of the non-owner recent movers had to nimaause their dwelling was no
longer available rather than by choice.

. Householders search for dwellings near to theirecurdwelling.

. Younger households are more likely to move to agotHMA than all households;
except in Waitakere and North Shore.

. Low resourced younger households tend to searclhndasing in a limited range of
areas close to their current dwelling.

. Location is an important driver of demand espegiaticess to schools and connection
to family and friends.

. Employment change is not strongly associated wotising change.

. Access to public transport is seen as desirable.

. Home ownership is a prompt for moving house.

. Dwelling size is a strong demand factor.

. Desire to exit a multi-unit and acquire a detactheelling is a strong demand factor.

. Reducing housing costs is a driver of housing delmmmong a small proportion of
households.

10
10.1

10.2

Aspiration, Housing Need and Housing Demand

This section provides an assessment of the exdtemhich housing consumption patterns are
driven by changes in housing preferences, willisgrte pay or the ability to pay. It considers
the key outcomes that younger householders amnatitey to achieve through their housing
consumption. The section then goes on to consideexktent to which younger households,
even with modified expectations, are able to mbeirthousing needs. It then explores the
way in which 20-40 year olds make housing choicesthe importance of location in younger
households’ attempts to optimise suitability ofith®using. Finally the discussion concludes
that while there are considerable barriers to haweership, home ownership is seen as
desirable not primarily as a cultural ideal but dese it is seen as delivering security and
value not accessible on the rental market.

This section responds to the key findings from datd analysis presented earlier in this
report. In doing so, it is notable that the thraenpry datasets that underpin this research — the
HMA census data, the Recent Mover Survey and tloesfggroups — give a remarkably
consistent picture of the housing consumption padtand trends in the Auckland region by
this critical set of 20-40 year olds and their hehads.
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That picture is one of very different conditionsdahousing demand for these younger
households compared to the housing demand of thg baomers when they were young.
There is no evidence of the apparently orderlygoatbf housing access and consumption that
prevailed among the mainstream baby boomers. Tymseger households have heightened
anxieties about housing access and getting acdegtabsing in the locations that they want.
Their housing choices are heavily constrained leypgattern of supply. They are frequently
dissatisfied with the dwellings available to thdmt select dwellings in ways in which they
feel they can best optimise their own and theirteas and children’s access to work,
schooling, amenities and critical social and reseuretworks. They want home ownership but
see house prices as presenting a major barrienttg that are unlikely to be traversed by
family assistance or by different housing ownergppons such as shared ownership.

Modifying Expectations But Not Aspirations

Younger households largely want what twenty-sonngthjear old baby boomers wanted in
the 1960s; a detached dwelling with a garden withza that makes the dwelling flexible,

located in a place that connects them to diffepants of the city giving access to good quality
schools, safe public spaces and services at ardaffie price. They want to have choices
about whether they go or stay. They want secuatytfiemselves and their families. They
want to be owner occupiers. Unlike the baby boonoérthe 1960s they also want warm
homes free of damp. Unlike the baby boomers, theykthat under current conditions their
chances of accessing home ownership are signifyclanter for them than they were for their

parents. They still, however, attempt to optimfse functionality of their housing, particularly

in relation to dwellings and location.

Dwellings

Younger households choose, if they can, locatioite which they are already connected,;
locations that connect them to places they nedmbi@and, safe neighbourhoods. Within that
context, younger households then select dwellirgoraling to a multiplicity of selection
criteria. The Recent Mover Survey found that 3&itent of householders reported that their
selection of their current dwelling was based osirgyle consideration. But as Figure 10.1
shows, 31 percent report that the selection of thairent dwelling involved three or more
considerations.

Figure 10.1: Number of Selection Criteria Considere  d by Recent Movers’ In Selecting their Current
Dwelling (Recent Mover Survey)

Five or More Dwelling Selection
Criteria
Four Dwelling Selection Criteria 4%
7%

Three Dwelling Selection
Criteria
20%

One Dwelling Selection Criteria
38%

Two Dwelling Selection Criteria
31%
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For all these younger households, the most commlectson criterion was the desire for more
space (Table 10.1). But other considerations wése mmportant. Of the 259 participants

currently in rental housing, 18.9 percent selec¢hair current dwelling because it provided a
lower rent. While of the 203 participants curreritiyowner occupation, 15.8 percent selected
their current home because it would improve theartgage affordability and 5.4 percent

because it would allow entry to owner occupation.

Table 10.1: Recent Movers’ Selection Criteria for t

heir Current House (Recent Mover Survey n=499)

Selection Reasons Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
House provided more space 139 27.9
House had larger section 49 9.8
House needs less repairs and maintenance 48 9.6
House had lower rent 48 9.6
House offered better warmth 34 6.8
House increased mortgage affordability 32 6.4
House has garden 27 5.4
House was available when required 26 5.2
House price allowed owner occupation 12 2.4
House allows easy interior movement 11 2.2
House has good parking 11 2.2
House provided renovation opportunities 10 2.0
House provided opportunities for investment returns 10 2.0
Rental house allowed for pets or other desired conditions 9 1.8
House had smaller section 5 1.0
House has no garden 2 0.4
* Multiple response
10.1.2 Housing for Balanced Lives and Optimising Re  sources

10.7 As well as the desire for more space, households alant to optimise access to the
multiplicity of services, relationships and amessti that the whole household needs.
Dwellings are important, but so too is the locatdnhe dwelling.

10.8

Table 10.2 sets out the connectivity improvemehtt tecent mover households sought in
moving from their previous dwelling to their curtetwelling. This desire for balance reflects
the very complex lives of younger households amddiwersity of younger households. They
include households in which the youngest membef ismployment age to households that

have pre-school children (Figure 10.2).

Table 10.2: Access Improvements Associated with Mo
Mover Survey n=499)

vement from Previous to Current House (Recent

Recent Mover

% Recent Mover

Outcome Households Households
Closer to desired primary school/zone 82 16.4
Closer to work for householder or partner 62 12.4
Closer to desired secondary school/zone 29 5.8
Reduced transport and travel costs 17 3.4
Closer to other family members 16 3.2
Closer to education for householder or partner 4 0.8
Closer to early childhood care 3 0.6

* Multiple response
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Figure 10.2: Age of Youngest Household Member Recent Mover Households (Recent Mover Survey)

Working Age
33%
Pre-school
44%

School Age
23%

10.1.3 Proximity to Employment

10.9

Interestingly, although younger householders wanbé connected to employment and/or
education, the proportion of households in the Rebver Survey actually moving because
of this was relatively low.

10.10 The majority (75.1 percent) of participant housekos are employed. Around a quarter (25.3

percent) of householders do not have partnersh@et that do, 89.2 percent report that their
partners are in employment. Table 10.3 sets outeimployment status of participant
householders and their partners.

Table 10.3: Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent Movers’ Householders and Partners Employment Status
(Recent Mover Survey)

Employment Status Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Households Households
Unpartnered Householder Employed 101 20.2
Unpartnered Householder Not Employed 25 5.0
Partnered Householder and Partner Employed 246 49.3
Partnered Householder Employed Partner Not Employed 28 5.6
Partnered Householder Not Employed Partner Employed 87 17.4
Neither Householder nor Partner Employed 12 2.4
Total 499 99.9

* Variance from 100 percent due to rounding

10.11 There is a strong preponderance of professionaharhgerial occupations among employed

participants and employed partners (Table 10.4)s Thassociated with the relatively high
income profile of recent movers (Table 10.5). Botttupations and incomes vary across
Auckland. As Table 10.6 shows, Auckland City hasigher proportion of participant’s
households with incomes in excess of $70,000, wRié@akura District has the lowest
proportion. Auckland City also has the highest prtipn of professionals and managers and
Papakura District has the lowest proportion (Tdlfle).
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Table 10.4: Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent Movers’

Mover Survey)

Occupation of Householders and Partners (Recent

Occupation Householder (n=375) Partner (n=333)
N % N %

Manager 56 14.9 101 30.3
Professional 166 44.3 113 33.9
Technician or Trades Worker 30 8.0 59 17.7
Community and Personal Service Worker 18 4.8 13 3.9
Clerical and Administrative Worker 52 13.9 20 6.0
Sales Worker 39 10.4 14 4.2
Machinery Operator or Driver 3 0.8 5 15
Labourer 0 0.0 3 0.9
Other 11 2.9 3 1.5

Total 375 100 333 100

Table 10.5: Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent Movers’

Nationally (Recent Mover Survey)

Household Incomes Compared to 20-40 Year Olds

Annual Household Income

% Recent Mover Households

% Household Economic

(Gross) Survey
Under $20,001 4.0 6.1
$20,001 - $30,000 2.5 6.8
$30,001 - $40,000 4.7 8.2
$40,001 - $50,000 5.4 9.4
$50,001 - $70,000 14.5 19.5
$70,001 - $100,000 20.1 23.5
$100,001 - $130,000 22.1 14.4
$130,000 and over 26.8 12.2
Total 100.1 100.1

* Variance from 100 percent due to rounding

Table 10.6: Percent Auckland 20-40 Year Old Recent M overs’ Household Incomes by Territorial Authority

(Recent Mover Survey)

% % % % % %
Annual Household Auckland Manukau | North | Papakura | Rodney | Waitakere
Income (Gross) City City Shore District District City
City
Under $20,001 3.9 3.9 4.0 6.7 0.0 5.9
$20,001 - $30,000 1.3 1.3 4.0 6.7 0.0 4.4
$30,001 - $40,000 4.5 3.9 3.0 13.3 8.6 4.4
$40,001 - $50,000 4.5 7.9 1.0 6.7 0.0 13.2
$50,001 - $70,000 9.0 14.5 12.1 26.7 20.0 25.0
$70,001 - $100,000 14.2 26.3 23.2 26.7 28.6 16.2
$100,001 - $130,000 23.9 21.1 24.2 13.3 20.0 19.1
$130,000 and over 38.7 21.1 28.3 0.0 22.9 11.8
Total 100 100 99.8 100.1 100.1 100

* Variance from 100 percent due to rounding
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Table 10.7: Percent Occupation of Auckland Recent  Mover Survey Householders and Partners by
Territorial Authority (Recent Mover Survey)

] % % % % % %
Occupation of Householder Auckland | Manukau North Papakura | Rodney | Waitakere
City City Shore City District District City
Manager 12.7 14.5 15.9 9.1 17.1 19.2
Professional 55.5 42.0 41.5 27.3 37.1 32.7
Technician or Trades Worker 7.9 5.8 9.8 18.2 2.9 9.6
Community and Personal Service 4.0 29 6.1 0 14.3 1.9
Worker
Clerical and Administrative 7.9 26.1 12.2 27.3 14.3 11.5
Worker
Sales Worker 9.5 7.2 13.4 9.1 5.7 154
Machinery Operator or Driver 0.8 0.0 0 0 2.9 1.9
Labourer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 1.6 14 1.2 9.1 5.7 7.7
Total* 99.9 99.9 100.1 100.1 100 99.9
% % % % % %
Occupation of Partner Auckland Manukau North Papakura Rodney Waitakere
City City Shore City District District City
Manager 36.6 26.2 34.2 57.1 31.3 104
Professional 375 21.3 42.5 28.6 34.4 29.2
Technician or Trades Worker 8.0 29.5 13.7 14.3 28.1 25
Community and Personal Service 3.6 3.3 14 0.0 0.0 125
Worker
Clerical and Administrative 6.3 8.2 1.4 0.0 3.1 12.5
Worker
Sales Worker 5.4 4.9 4.1 0.0 0.0 4.2
Machinery Operator or Driver 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 3.1 4.2
Labourer 0.9 1.6 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 1.8 1.6 14 0.0 0.0 2.1
Total* 100.1 99.9 100.1 100 100 100.1

* Variance from 100 percent due to rounding

10.12

10.13

10.14

The Recent Mover Survey found that only 12.2 paroémecent mover households left their
previous dwelling because of a desire to be claser newly acquired job or to be closer to
existing work. Only 4.2 percent of recent mover $gholds moved to be closer to education
or training opportunities.

This may be because householders have alreadyezklecations that optimise their access to
employment and employment outcomes are not cowgttedgly with dwelling location in an
urban conurbation such as Auckland. For instateeRecent Mover Survey showed that 72.9
percent of participant householders reported they &are currently in employment. Overall,
373 householders had partners, and 89.2 percghbsé partners were in employment at the
time of surveying. Among the households of thosesinployment, 12 householders (3.3
percent) were previously not in employment priorttheir move. Among the 333 partners
currently in employment three (0.9 percent) hadbe®n in employment when living at their
previous dwelling. Overall then dwelling movememess to have had little impact on
employment status.

Similarly the Recent Mover Survey found that restéd@ movement has little impact on the
proximity that householders or their partners hiaveelation to their places of work. As Table
10.8 shows, irrespective of place of work, for mostiseholds their current dwelling is either
in the same or an adjoining HMA to the workplace.
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Table 10.8: Auckland Recent Movers’ Current Reside

(Recent Mover Survey)

nce Relative to Current & Previous Place of Work

Recent Movers % Same HMA % Adjoining HMA 0)@ Non Adjo  ining HMA
Current Residence Relative to Current Place of Work

Householder 43.5 30.4 26.1

Partner 30.4 33.9 35.7

Combined 36.9 32.2 30.9

Current Residence Relative to Previous Place of Wor  k

Householder 39.9 334 26.7

Partner 28.3 35.2 36.5

Combined 34.1 34.3 31.6

10.15 The reasons for this are clear. As Table 10.9 shevi'en householders or their partners

Table 10.9: Auckland Recent Movers Existing Place of

changed jobs those new jobs were usually situate¢tde same HMA as the previous job. In
the case of recent mover householders, 85.4 peafahibse who had moved job had their
new job in the same HMA and a further 4.9 percequaed a new job in an HMA adjoining
the HMA in which their previous employment had bémsated.

Work Relative to Previous Place of Work (Recent

Mover Survey)

Recent Movers % Same HMA % Adjoining HMA % Non Adjo  ining HMA
Householder 85.4 4.9 9.8

Partner 91.8 2.3 5.9

Combined 88.6 3.6 7.8

10.16 That tendency was even higher among the partneitsedfiouseholders in the Recent Mover

10.17

10.2
10.18

Survey. In short, for the majority of household®it existing place of work is in the same
HMA as their previous place of work. This trendswtae same for both householders and
their partners.

What is also notable is the tendency for househsldmd their partners to locate their
dwellings to optimise access to the employmentodifibin previous dwellings, 68.4 percent of
partnered householders with both partner and holdehin employment reported that their
previous place of work was in the same or adjoitiih@A to their current dwelling. A similar
proportion (69.1 percent) report that their curnersidence is within the same or an adjoining
HMA (Table 10.8 above). When people changed jobsniy marginally increased the
proportion of households living and working in t@me HMA. For householders the increase
was 3.6 percent (from 39.9 percent to 43.5 peraamd)for their partners the increase was 2.1
percent (from 28.3 percent to 30.4 percent).

Modified Expectations and Unmet Need

There are a number of indicators that there ispa gat only between younger householders’
housing aspirations and their housing demand, Isat lsetween their housing demand and
their housing needs. There are two critical indicafrom the Recent Mover Survey and the
focus groups. They are: the proportion of partistpawhose last residential move was
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unwilling; and the proportion of younger househald®o see themselves as moving within the
next two years.

10.2.1

10.19 Table 10.10 shows that 11.4 percent of the rec&vers participating in the Recent Mover
Survey were tenants who had to leave because thhdgnger had access to their previous
dwelling. Of all tenants and rent free occupieft froportion is considerably higher, in the
region of 17.6 percent of non-owner-occupiers. Tata is consistent with the lack of tenure
security in the rental market being a persistesimth in both the focus groups and the
stakeholder workshops.

Having to Move

Table 10.10: Previous Dwellings No Longer Available (Recent Mover Survey n=499)

% of All Recent
Mover Households

% of All Recent
Mover Tenants and
Rent Free Occupiers

Movement Driver

Dwelling no longer available for rent 8.6 13.3
Dispute with previous landlord/agent 1.8 2.8
Transferred to another dwelling by landlord 0.6 0.9
Asked to leave 0.4 0.6

* Multiple response

10.20 In general owner occupiers are less likely to leawdwelling in an unmanaged way. There
were instances of mortgagee sales among the rewevers. There were also instances in
recent mover owner occupiers wanting to releaséyeda general, however, where owner
occupiers moved unwillingly it tended to be arouel@tionship breakdown.

10.21 Indeed, the household changes most likely to leaddving from the previous dwelling were

generally around changes in household composifi@ble 10.11 shows that changes in

household size and relationship breakdown wereallothe household circumstances that
drove residential movement, the most common.

Table 10.11: Household Change Driving a Recent Move  (Recent Mover Survey n=499)

. Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Household Composition and Change Households households
Change in household size 23 4.6
Relationship breakdown 21 4.2
Marriage or cohabitation 9 1.8
Moving from parental home 8 1.6

* Multiple response

10.2.2 Have Moved and Will Move Again

10.22 Over a third (38.9 percent) of participants in fRecent Mover Survey reported that they
intend to move within the next two years. In adufifi 5.8 percent of householders do not
know whether they are likely to move, while 55.3gamt report wanting to stay with their
current dwelling.

10.23 Of the 194 households reporting an intention to epdess than a third (30.9 percent) were
actively seeking a dwelling at the time that thesrevsurveyed. The majority (77.8 percent)
are intending a move within the Auckland region,ilel13.4 percent are looking to move

outside the Auckland region. A further 8.8 peradmnot know where they wish to move to.

10.24 The majority of intending movers were householdisi§j in either rental accommodation or in
some other non-ownership situation. That group mgul89.3 percent of all the recent movers
but 77.8 percent of those intending to move agdihinvthe next two years.
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10.25

10.26

The desire to move within the next two years wasrted by a range of dwelling, locality
and household change issues. Table 10.12 sethewttious reasons why intending movers
want to move.

The most common reason for intending to move, wasntention to move from rental to
home ownership. That group made up 34.5 percerdllothe intended movers, but 44.4
percent of those who were not already in home osinigr Clearly, the desire for home
ownership is very strong despite the barriersybahger households feel that they confront.

Table 10.12: Reasons for Auckland Recent Movers Wa  nting to Move Again in the Next Two Years (Recent
Mover Survey n=194)

Recent Mover % Recent Mover
Reason for Intention to Move Households Households
Intending to Move Intending to Move
Buying own house 67 34.5
Bigger dwelling 16 8.2
Upgrade dwelling quality 15 7.7
Changed jobs and need to be closer to work 14 7.2
Unable to afford current rent 12 6.2
Moving from parents home 12 6.2
Dwelling is becoming unavailable (landlord sale etc) 10 5.2
Move for education or training 9 4.6
Local schools are poor quality 9 4.6
Warmer dwelling 7 3.6
Entering or leaving a relationship 7 3.6
Dislike neighbours 6 3.1
Unable to afford the mortgage 4 2.1
Closer to family/friends 4 2.1
Change in household size 4 2.1
Smaller dwelling 3 15
Want to release equity 2 1.0
Further from family/friends 2 1.0
In response to children’s school needs 2 1.0
Subject to mortgagee sale 1 0.5
Will be transferred by landlord 1 0.5
Inadequate services, shops facilities in neighbourhood 1 0.5
Too much traffic/industrial noise 1 0.5
Surrounding dwellings not satisfactory quality 1 0.5
Area feels unsafe 1 0.5

* Multiple response

10.27

10.28

Apart from the desire for home ownership, it isatd¢ that dwelling size and quality is a
recurring issue. So too are the amenities and tgualif schooling provided by the
neighbourhood. There also a substantial proporifoimtending movers who are moving as
part of a relationship transition: moving from tiparental home; entering or leaving a
relationship, or adding or reducing the size offtbasehold in which they are living.

Some people are moving, however, because of tesamarity problems. These problems are
apparent for a small group. Of the 151 rentersnofitey to move, 7.3 percent report that they
can not afford the rent. Others (5.3 percent) Hauad that the house that they are renting
will simply no longer be available despite havinglyomoved to that dwelling within the
previous year.
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10.29

10.30

10.31

10.32

10.33

In the focus groups there was a strong preferemetay in areas with which participants were
familiar. Often those places were also where paeits have family ties. There was also
strong identification with particular places. Themas a strong desire on the part of most
participants to not only stay in Auckland, but &main in the area where they were brought
up or where their family lived. Even if particigarcould not find a dwelling in a preferred
neighbourhood or suburb, they still wanted to linea district they strongly identified with.
Locations which were identified as attracting stramd enduring identification were the West
(Waitakere City), the Shore (North Shore City) @&ndtkland’s inner city suburbs.

Those participants least concerned about the arécation in which they would live were
single tenants. In contrast, participants who veate parents expressed strong preferences for
living in particular areas. Those preferences weagnly associated with familiarity, friends
and presence of family. However, they sought HausMew Zealand Corporation
accommodation because of income-related rentsoingdso, they acknowledged that they
might be offered a tenancy in a location away frili@ir preferred area of residence. Most
reported that they would take up that offer, eveugh they would prefer to live elsewhere.

For those on low incomes, their housing optionsewignited. For those who wanted to stay
in Auckland, they saw their future housing intenias coping with their current situation and
trying to improve their housing if possible. Foms® this meant remaining on the HNZC
waiting list, while others expected to live witthets to share housing expenses, or they would
reduce other expenditure such as on transporder @0 spend more on accommodation.

Some participants had decided to move away fronkkand in the past, but had had to revise
their plans because they could not afford the npwosts and were uncertain of their work
prospects at their intended destination. Some wnihzomes said that even a move within
Auckland to improve their housing (e.g. into mofl@able accommodation) was difficult to
achieve because of the expense of a new bondgédtes, rent in advance and other costs
associated with moving house. A few of the par#iofg in their 20s commented that in the
past when they had moved they had not sought tthgetbond back (often because they were
either unaware they could get their bond back oewasure how to do this); this was another
financial cost of moving. In another instance, os@e parent had moved to cheaper
accommodation on the outskirts of Auckland, onlyital she could not then afford the travel
costs to her work.

Those who commented that they would consider a m@yefrom Auckland were likely to be
younger, seeking work experience, wanting to travehterested in moving closer to family
who lived elsewhere. A few were intending to mowgagp from Auckland for lifestyle
reasons; moving to somewhere with less traffic estign was mentioned several times.
Others were considering a move away from Aucklandtlsat they could buy a more
affordable home. This included two people who werkgare through relatives of the
introduction of assistance to first home buyersAunstralia. Some Pacific participants
considered a move in the long term to their homand for retirement, while Maori
participants commented that some Maori preferrethiest in a property, not in Auckland,
but where their whanau are from.

- A migrant mentality, we don’t see ourselves in Auckland in the long term (Maori).

- | would never consider Auckland home and if | was to buy in Auckland it would be a
temporary thing. Home will always be where my ancestors are (Maori).

- My son may be different, he's born and bred in Auckland, his experience of my home up
north is only in the holidays. He loves our house and the area here (Maori).
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Making Choices and Selecting Dwellings

Effectively what census and Recent Mover Survew daiggest is that 20-40 year olds make
housing choices and selections, but within a tjglthnstrained set of parameters. This is
confirmed by the experiences of both focus grouptiggpants and housing providers.
Moreover, while householders do make choices betweellings and between locations and
even between tenures, these are rarely simple-tffsle

It is tempting to believe that these householddetaff, for instance, the desire for a detached
dwelling and accept a multi-unit simply to entemfeownership. Equally it is tempting to
believe that householders choose to stay in reac@dmmodation because it provides greater
disposable income. Or alternatively the decisiobddinner city” or “out of city” represents a
simple trade off between lower rents or house praxed convenience. But the choices that
householders make are much more complex than this.

Households do make tradeoffs. Some make tradeeffsden home ownership and rental in
an effort to access dwellings that are bigger, aite located. Tradeoffs are made between
desired detached dwellings and not desired seracHet or multi-unit dwellings. The
tradeoffs between detached and semi- or multi-dwmellings are frequently assumed to be
compromises by households seeking to move fromalend home ownership. They are,
however, trade-offs that are made by householdsimgowithin the rental market and by
households already in home ownership as well d®bgeholds moving between the tenures.

For households dwelling selection is not only craised by their incomes and financial
commitments, it is constrained by a multiplicity adnsiderations around the different places
household members need to be for work, for edutafor their families and their friends. It is
also constrained by what housing is supplied andenaaailable to them. These two factors of
household need and resources on one hand, andottle price and location of available
dwellings on the other hand, make ‘trade-offs’ aatdinarily subtle.

When the data from the HMA analysis, the Recent édsurvey and the focus groups is
considered as a body, what emerges is the impatahtocation in framing up households’
housing choices. Price is, of course, important tbuts not simply price that drives
householders’ pronounced tendency to search fosihgwvithin or proximate to locations in
which they already reside. Instead there seem tihilee dynamics that underpin location as
the pivotal point for dwelling selection.

First, the operation of housing classes in whichiseoprices are strongly associated with
locality means that unless households have hadrafisant adjustment in their incomes or
disposable capit&f, affordability constraints are likely to restridiem to certain localities
including their current locality. So location doesorporate, in and of itself, recognition of
price and housing costs.

Second, where people live already often refleatwipus decisions designed to optimise their
access to their and their partners’ workplacesamhination with, if they have children,
schools, as well as the range of social, recrealii@@rvice, familial and friendship networks
in which they operate. As a consequence, unlessrastances have significantly changed for
a household, those decisions are still likely tmpegmal and keep them in their existing area.

% The hoped for Lotto win or other windfall gainshias inheritance.
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It is notable that households with the least resemitend to have a smaller range of movement
than other households. It is likely that this ixdgse they are both less able to maintain
important networks if they move away from them afgb use existing networks to substitute

for their resource deficits. Significant compensatoenefits would need to be associated with

a residential movement that distanced them fromeoaitocations.

In this regard, it would be useful to explore whyegarent households tend to move further
than other low resourced households and the nafutiee compensatory benefits associated
with that movement. This research would suggest fimaone parent beneficiaries longer
distance movement across the Auckland region enadssociated with attempting to access a
Housing New Zealand Corporation tenancy. One pdreneficiaries are prepared to move to
areas where that housing is available becausesdighefits such tenancies provide including:
income-related rents; secure tenure; and a peoceptibetter housing quality.

In relation to other one parent households, theifogroups suggest that longer distance
residential movement comes from the process oflaAging their household in the context of
the shock of relationship breakdown and/or hougsktdecomposition. This is often associated
with sudden falls in household income which net¢atss a re-balancing of household costs
with household income.

A number of one parent participants in the focusugs talked about how they had to
experiment to get that re-balancing right. Houstogts, being frequently the single largest
and most regular lump sum expenditure, were oftegeted first in those circumstances. An
effort to substantially reduce housing costs by impaway from well connected and familiar

localities, however, could mean an explosion oeotiousehold costs, in particular transport.
In one case those costs became so great that gtayiemployment and retaining this

distanced but apparently ‘cheap’ housing was matricially viable. In that case the individual

returned to the locality they had previously redide

The third factor that prompts households to se&ochiwellings more or less in the locations

in which they already reside relates to peoplerengt place attachments. It is a repeated
theme in the focus groups and the Recent Movereyuhat previous or current connection to

an area is an important driver in dwelling and tmraselection. There is a strong desire ‘to
move up’ to better or bigger dwellings and ‘betteeighbourhoods, but that desire is not the
same as ‘moving out’ of an area entirely.

Clearly, then, householders make decisions aboicpiar dwellings within a location to
which they are attached. However, they still uralagtmicro-scale decisions about a location
which relate to perceptions of neighbourhood saf&tgess to desired schools, ease of access
to public transport including whether a bus lanestsx ease of access to commuting routes,
and proximity to shops, green spaces and other itiggemt this scale of location, the focus
groups and the Recent Mover Survey both show aetenydfor greater trade offs between
locality and dwelling characteristics. Indeed,sitclear that desired dwelling characteristics,
around size, for instance, or even dwelling typgléghether a multi-unit or a detached), and
costs become much more situational and expliciopfewill choose to reduce costs by
accepting a dwelling close to their preferred steeelong as that locality is within the wider
district to which they have an attachment.

The data shows that once households have frametd ®cations which meet their myriad
needs they have preferences for dwellings witHfahewing characteristics:

« Home ownership, particularly for families.

« A detached dwelling.

e Comfort and functionality which involves dwellings as well as winter warmth.

e Site and dwelling safety, again particularly whehiddren are being housed.
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Some households struggle to achieve any of thafenences. Home ownership and detached
dwellings are problematic for many. Indeed, sor@e4@ year olds will take a multi-unit,
preferably semi-detached, to get home ownershifp access locational benefits although
there is a deep suspicion of multi-units.

The desire to leave multi-unit housing was cleaslident in the Recent Mover Survey despite
the increased provision of that stock type by huggiroviders over the last decade or so.
Analysis of the census data also suggests thatreemxposure to multi-unit housing is greater
than owner occupiers. What the focus groups tellisuthat while some households are
prepared to rent multi-units, they would preferatwid them in the context of moving into
owner occupation.

Both tenants and owner occupiers have severe edgery about the design, indoor and
outdoor space and performance of newer multi-uaitd semi-detached dwellings. Those
issues in themselves make them unattractive forlildrhouseholds. The major issue with
multi-unit housing for owner occupiers, howeverthe perception that multi-unit dwellings
are leaky buildings. Moreover, that where a corfotady exists that the home owner will
have no ability to manage their exposure to casting from leaky building repairs demands
by other owners. In short, multi-units are seemasginally acceptable as a tenancy because
the liability for repair is with the landlord, bthiey are seen as a considerable risk for most of
those going into owner occupation.

Notable in the focus groups is a belief that winaytlabel as medium density housing is
inherently associated with both leaky buildings avitht they see as burdensome corporate
bodies. While clearly this is not the case, theggtion is, however, driven out of exposure to
real situations. They are consistent with the agdilp of stock affected by leaky building
syndrome. Medium density stock, multi-units andrapants have been subject to downward
valuation adjustment which affects the equity, lkesad leverage potential of some owrférs.
There is evidence that some corporate bodies ofi-omits have been established, often by
developers, in ways in which owner occupiers findifficult to assert their needs and
interests in relation to absentee owners who it tinits out but still have decision-making
powers within the corporate bo8/Finally, there is evidence that higher density bings
and neighbourhoods are frequently designed anddmiif they are low density environments
with resultant problems relating to noise, visuakaity, and privacy.

Some 20-40 year olds find that they must compromrsalmost all their criteria for housing
selection. Compromising at the scale of the dwgllimowever, is most common. Depending
on circumstances, often around timing, transactiosts of time and stress, householders
reported that they would simply take whatever dwgllvas available. This was the case both
among homeowners and tenants.

Grasping at Home Ownership as the Housing Solu  tion

There is quantitative and qualitative data emerdiom this research and a variety of datasets
suggesting that many of these households strugglaeet their housing needs. Persistent
over-crowding evident in the Auckland region, adoephousing which is dilapidated or with
poor thermal performance, and problems around isusgatenancies are all evidence of
misalignment between the dwellings that these Hmlds want and need, the dwellings that
are supplied by the housing market, and househeftEttive demand.

" Rehm, 2009.
8 Dupuis and Dixon, 2009.
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While it is generally assumed that New Zealandspsra to home ownership because it has
embedded itself as a cultural norm, it could equiaé argued that the desire by some of the
younger households to move into owner occupatifieats the inability of the rental market
to provide the sort of housing and tenure conditittrat these younger householders want.

There is no doubt that there is a strong desirdéone ownership among 20-40 year olds. It
emerges in the focus groups, it emerges in therRd&dever Survey and it is consistent with a
range of housing aspirations. But what also emefigas the focus groups is that there are
two different drivers underpinning this desire tayba home. One driver could broadly be
described as the ‘pull’ of owner occupation. Thsabiwner occupation is associated in people’s
mind as providing them and their children with:aaset; a sense of place and belonging; and a
sense that they have ‘made it'. Home ownershifis tontext is bound up with aspects of
upward social mobility, self-improvement and makimag long lasting contribution to
succeeding generations.

The other driver of the desire for home ownershigyever, could broadly be described as a
‘push from the rental market.” Owner occupation rfizetny households is a direct response to
what they see as negative aspects of rental temurde Auckland context: uncertain
availability; exposure to rental bidding; the la¥stime and costs associated with repeatedly
having to search for suitable rental accommodatithe difficulties of finding rental
accommodation in neighbourhoods in which they femhfortable; and deeply embedded
anxieties around dealing with landlords and lackaritrol.

The progressive concentration of households in rdmal market then is not so much
problematic because aspirations for home ownerbbai®e not been achieved. But rather,
because so many younger households are neithetcatthieve home ownership nor able to
access satisfactory and secure rental housing.

Moreover, as the number of households seeking hgusn the rental market increases, the
pressure on those households which have traditjofieen dependent on rental housing
increases. Notably the increase in the intermediatesing market has not been restricted to
only those areas dominated by owner occupationatsst HMAs which have traditionally
provided affordable rental stock: Auckland City MoWest; Waitakere City; Auckland City
South West; and the Manukau City HMAs.

Under those circumstances, and with an intermedretesing market among younger
households since 2001, there can be no surprisehthiee is pressure on the social housing
stock in Auckland. Housing New Zealand Corporati@ports that of those waiting for
tenancies, 60 percent are in the Auckland regimhedd, the inability to meet the demand for
rental housing through its own stock has promptedestablishment by Housing New Zealand
Corporation of a service to assist households thigir search on the private rental market.

It is also evident that there is widespread dis&attion with the housing stock. Problems of
dilapidation and poor performance in pre-1980 stoake themes in the focus groups,
especially in relation to rental housing but aleorélation to the costs of maintenance for
home owners. But what featured most in relatiothi® stock was an almost universally
expressed dislike and suspicion of multi-units avitht was described as medium density
housing. Thus, while the supply and consumptiomofti-unit dwellings has increased there
is a strongly expressed pattern of movement oumhwfi-units. Moreover, while multi-units
have been presented to potential home owners aff@dable entry into owner occupation,
there appears an emergent trend for those muli-tmbe absorbed into the rental market.
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Taste, Willingness to Pay & Ability to Pay

Overall then, housing demand consists of the sutatlencing of taste, willingness to pay and
ability to pay. What is clear in Auckland is thainsiderable proportions of moderate income
households in their 20-40 years find themselvegelgrpriced out of owning dwellings that
meet their locational needs but they are also @n@bhccess rental housing that provides for a
durable housing solution in the places that thegdnt® be. Low income households have
even more precarious experiences in the rental @hamiless they can access either social
housing or are assisted into owner occupation girosweat equity or shared ownership.
Opportunities for the latter are extremely limitadd are still marginal financially for low
income households.

The interaction between taste, willingness to pay ability to pay is complex and shifting.
Younger households have a taste for home ownebshimcreasingly an inability to pay for it
under the current supply conditions in Aucklandm8ooptimise their ability to pay for home
ownership by a willingness to pay for multi-unitfowever, longstanding concerns with leaky
building syndrome, dissatisfaction with the desagml size of multi-units, dissatisfaction with
space around multi-units and medium density enwiemts, and anxiety around corporate
bodies mean that some householders are not witiingay for this pathway to home
ownership. Indeed, the stigmatisation associatell eertain building types may mean that
households may increasingly have difficulty acasgpsnortgage finance unless there is a
significant downward price shift.

But while younger households want detached dwaellirapnstraints on their ability to pay
mean that they will increasingly source these feonental market that is uncertain in relation
to tenure duration. It is notable that of the Réddaver Survey non-owners, 17.6 percent had
to move house because the dwelling was simply ngdo available. Having to move on
because rental dwellings were no longer availalde @ pervasive and persistent theme. In
short, younger households are operating in a hgusarket that is increasingly constraining
their choices. Within those some make incrementagrovements in the functionality of their
housing solutions but others are churning arouachtiusing market without clearly beneficial
housing outcomes.

Summary

Given the consumption patterns and dynamics evitledata presented earlier in this report,
two immediate issues arise in relation to youngarsieholds in Auckland. Those are, firstly,
the key outcomes that younger householders amatiteg to achieve through their housing
consumption and the extent to which those housimgsumption patterns are driven by
changes in housing preferences, willingness tograye ability to pay. The second issue is
the extent to which younger households, even witldified expectations, are able to meet
their housing needs.

8 Rehm (2009) in his research on leaky homes in Fanckregion estimates that nearly 17,000 monolithac

dwellings were built in the region over the critipgriod 1999 to the end of 2003. While not altlidse homes
may have leaks, nevertheless, the ‘leaky buildiigns’ impacts on all those homes. That researohdahat
the leaky building stigma is affecting the valuefafckland region’s homes and their marketabilitheTleaky
building stigma is discounting prices of the regsomonolithic-clad single family homes by five pent and
multi-unit dwellings by ten percent. Auckland homa®rs of monolithic-clad dwellings built since 198ave

suffered an estimated $1billion reduction in prapealues due to the leaky building stigma.
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10.65 What the data presented in this section showsaishibusing demand in Auckland among 20-
40 year olds consists of a subtle balancing betwastie and preferences, willingness to pay,
and, ability to pay. For younger households:

House prices are reducing the ability to pay fomboownership, although it is an on-
going preference among younger households.

Considerable proportions of 20-40 year old hous#shobn not access home ownership
in areas that meet their locational needs or reintaising that provides a durable
housing solution in those places.

There is an unwillingness to pay for multi-units@arg many younger households.

The desire for home ownership reflects not simpty abstract desire for home
ownership but a real concern among younger houdshbht the rental market fails to
meet their needs.

Householders attempt, not always successfully, aenincremental improvements in
their housing by residential movement.

Residential movement for some younger householdgnesents churning around the
housing market without any clear beneficial housiotcomes.
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PART 4: HOUSING FUTURES FOR AUCKLAND

Part 4 comprises three sections.

Section 11 is concerned with future patterns of housing consumption and the implications of those
patterns for Auckland and Auckland’s households. Key points are:

Younger households have housing preferences that they see as unobtainable and have modified

their expectations.

Younger households see home ownership as providing use value that cannot be easily purchased

on the rental market.

Younger householders want dwellings that are located in places to which they are attached, can

accommodate their needs for adequate space, privacy and warmth, are well connected, in safe

neighbourhoods and available at a price that allows them to manage other living costs.

Housing consumption patterns likely to continue in the Auckland region are:

* Increasing reliance on the rental market.

* Increased consumption of semi-detached and multi-units.

e Churns within the rental market and owner occupation market respectively, and little
movement from rental to home ownership.

» Areas most likely to experience growing housing demand are Waitakere, North Shore and
Manukau.

* Increasing numbers and proportions of Auckland’s children living in rental housing.

» Demand for owner occupation most likely in the following HMAs — Auckland CBD, Auckland
City South East, Manukau City North West, and Auckland City South West.

» On-going trade-off between housing performance and price in both the home ownership and
rental sectors.

Potential implications arising from these likely future housing consumption patterns are:

» Pressure on spatial form and the costs of infrastructure.

» Provision of amenities and services in appropriate places.

» Pressure on those younger households that are least resilient and least resourced to manage
their housing needs.

» Pressure on neighbourhoods that are close to major transport corridors and enhance
households’ ability to choose between alternative transport modes.

Possible poor outcomes associated with likely future housing consumption patterns are:

* Negative health and productivity associated with inadequate house performance.

» Costs (for households and for Auckland) associated with living in low density, non mixed use
suburbs.

« Attenuated and costly city infrastructure.

Section 12 presents the views of focus group and workshop participants on accessing functional
housing. Those views focus on: improving the connectivity of housing; improving the rental market;
getting existing stock to work; designing better multi-units and medium density neighbourhoods; and
developing new tenures and providers.

Section 13 focuses on the range of solutions to address housing needs, demand and supply. Four key
priorities emerge from the research. They are:

Establishing a resilient urban structure that: maximises connectivity with work, services and
amenities and allows households to maintain the functionality of their dwellings in the context of
changing needs; and, provides for price and typology diverse developments and redevelopments
across the city.

Transformation of the rental market by linking landlord incentives and rental assistance to
acceptably performing stock, stock diversification, and tenure security; and, supporting
diversification and expansion of rental housing providers.

Retrofitting the existing housing stock for increased energy efficiency, water efficiency and thermal
performance.

Expanding the housing stock by: improved design and delivery of multi-unit housing and medium-
density developments; new housing providers to deliver additional rental stock, new home
ownership products directed to high affordability across the range of under-supplied households;
streamlined planning and development processes; and, a progressive approach to cross-city
integration and connectivity that allows for housing developments and re-development.
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Housing Futures in Auckland

This section is concerned with the patterns of mgusconsumption that are likely to
characterise Auckland’s future given the housingastgics identified in the Recent Mover
Survey, the focus groups with younger householdsl existing housing consumption
patterns. It considers the implications of thostegpas for the Auckland conurbation and for
Auckland households.

Housing Preferences and Functionality

This research shows that Auckland’'s younger houdehtave housing preferences that they
see as unobtainable and they have modified thpeaations accordingly. Householders have
set aside albeit, with regret, some of those peefsrs, while other housing preferences are
pursued. Households make attempts to incrementaifyrove the functionality of their
dwellings but not always successfully.

It is perhaps worthwhile to reflect on this ideadvfelling function because this research
shows very clearly that what younger householdenstirom their homes is use value. Home
ownership is preferred because owner occupatiqreiseived as providing use value that
cannot be easily purchased in the rental market.

It is true that younger owner occupiers are corextrthat their dwellings do not become
significantly devalued. Part of the concern abouttirunits and leaky buildings, for instance,
is undoubtedly associated with an anxiety abowdragived loss in value. Nonetheless the real
dislike of multi-units, medium density and rentalises from a sense of lack of control over
their term of residence, problems with inside antside spaces, and a lack of control over
their living conditions. Very few of the participsnin the Recent Mover Survey were
concerned to enter home ownership to pursue cagtal Nor did any but a tiny minority of
owner occupiers have capital gain on their listcoteria which guided their dwelling
selection.

Rather, younger householders want dwellings thattian as a secure base to support and
facilitate their everyday lives. That means, dvngi:

« located in places to which householders are atthche

« able to accommodate their needs for space, priaa/warmth;

e connected to the myriad of places that they nedetto

« in safe neighbourhoods with local schools and sesyiand

e at a price that allows households to manage tlleardiving costs.

If those needs could be met through the rental etatkere is no doubt that many younger
households would not only set aside the desir&dane ownership but the desire itself would
diminish. The contradiction that younger househalaisently face is that the rental market is
not providing those amenities, so the desire fonemwoccupation persists while at the same
moment the probability of accessing home ownershipcreasingly restricted.
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Housing Consumption Patterns & Demand by 20-40  Year Olds

Overall, then, the following housing consumptionitgans are likely to continue in the

Auckland region:

* Increasing reliance on the rental market for hagsiolutions arising from falling rates of
owner occupation, although among Pacific people smde Asian ethnicities younger
households may drive somewhat higher levels of owsezupation than previously
apparent in that age group.

* Increased consumption of semi-detached and muksHohgs, particularly among tenants
as undersupply of dwellings becomes apparent.

* Residential movement that churns within the remtgrkets and ownership markets
respectively with lower levels of people and howud#$ moving from the rental market to
owner occupation.

* Housing demand growth in current territorial auitties and HMAs with higher
proportions of younger households, particularly yger familial households, in response
to the combined effect of house and rent priceedsivand place attachment. The areas
most likely to experience this demand are:

* Waitakere;
* North Shore; and
* Manukau.

* Increasing numbers and proportions of childrenhia Auckland region being reared in
housing provided through the private rental market.

» Demand for owner occupied housing is likely to bestrpronounced in HMAs with lower
house prices, highest connectivity and emerginggpétachment such as:
 Auckland CBD;

* Auckland City South East;
* Manukau City North West; and
* Auckland City South West.

* There is likely to be ongoing trade-off between ding performance and price in both the
home ownership sector and, more especially, thalreactor with no improvement of the
thermal performance of existing dwellings.

Implications

There are a number of implications arising fromsth@ousing consumption patterns. Some
will place particular pressure on Auckland’s sgddtiam and the costs of the infrastructure, as
well as the services and amenity provision needemhdintain urban quality of life. These
housing consumption patterns evident in this retealso have implications for households.
The consumption of dwellings with poor performatitat are disconnected from services, that
require considerable travel time and generate fiegni travel costs, that are disconnected
from their social and economical networks, and hiagecure tenure, all impact negatively on
households. Those households that are least resiliel least resourced are likely to struggle
to cope with those pressures.

The issue for Auckland will be whether those hoosdhthat have the resources will become
so dissatisfied with the use value that they gatfiAuckland’s housing, relative to its price
and the inadequacies of design in multi-units, ttleyose to go elsewhere.

The patterns of housing consumption likely to pilewia Auckland will continue to be
confronted by complex spatial pressures. Firstigré will undoubtedly be growth pressure in
the current ‘outer cities’ of Waitakere, North Sbh@nd Manukau. This will partly reflect the
generally lower price structure in those citieshbit relation to housing prices and rental
prices. However, pricing is only one factor drivingusing demand in those areas.
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The major growth driver in those areas may arismfplace attachment. This research shows
that place attachment impacts significantly on y®imhousehold housing choices. While
some households undoubtedly move for work proximitany households have multiple
members in employment and consequently the nofiamook proximity in itself is complex.
Household members will and do travel long distatacevork if their dwelling provides them
with other place-related benefits. Those benetfittude a range of affective and instrumental
elements. Locational choices are influenced byrsesef familiarity with a place, existing
connections of family, friends or services, andtipalarly for families, access to satisfactory
schools.

Consequently, it can be expected that householavtbran those areas will become
increasingly self-perpetuating. People broughtrupViaitakere, North Shore or Manukau can
be expected to eventually establish their own huooisls in those areas. If this is the case, it
can be expected that over the medium to long tdenisions will need to be made to either
extend the metropolitan limits or to intensify taeisting built environment in those ‘other
cities’.

The second development that can be expected toshgpatial expression is pressure on nodal
connections which, if not resolved satisfactorilyll also result in further pressure on urban
limits.

This research shows that households attempt tongaticonnectivity. It is connectivity that
allows these households to balance their multiteatdives across demands of work, child-
rearing, providing for their families, supportingdaenjoying their friends, participating in
their communities and recreation.

The dwelling becomes, for households, the pivot vidgich households optimise their
proximity, reduce travel times, and reduce travests. While shifting dwellings is not
associated with significant changes in travel mag®ng recent movelsit is clear that the
opportunity to choose alternative travel modesaiied. In particular public transport access
is seen as critical to many families that havedrkit who are not able or licensed to drive, or
in which there are other unlicensed adult househ@thbers.

% In the Recent Mover Survey, the pattern of tranispse by participants, their partners and theildcén have
shown some change between that prevailing in pusvitwellings to those prevailing in their curremtedling.
Those changes are complex and muted and all witieirmargin of error. This suggests that transpaenis
strongly dependent on city structure and city foi@iven that 20-40 year old households have a strong
predilection to move to dwellings within the samBIA, it is likely that similar mixes of transport rdes will
prevail at the aggregate level although for indieithouseholds there may be considerable shiftodem

% Householders % Partners % Children
Mode of Transport Current Previous Current Previous Current Previous
Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling
Public transport 10.4 10.8 6.8 7.2 5.4 4.5
Private Vehicle driving alone 58.9 55.5 51.1 52.5 1.8 1.6
Private Vehicle household member passenger 17.4 15.6 7.0 6.4 9.2 7.8
Private Vehicle non household member 1.2 2.0 20 1.2 0.4 1.2
passenger
Passenger Private Vehicle Household Member 1.0 1.8 3.6 2.2 31.3 31.7
Passenger Private Vehicle non-household 0.4 2.6 0.8 0.6 1.0 1.0
Employer Provided 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.6 0 0
Foot 4.6 8.2 1.6 3.2 18.4 15.2
Bicycle 1.0 14 1.8 14 0.2 0.8
Not Applicable 15.0 8.6 255 21.6 41.1 42.3
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Under those circumstances, there is likely to besgure on neighbourhoods proximate to
Auckland’s major public transport corridors. Inriuprice pressure on detached dwellings in
those neighbourhoods is almost inevitably likelp#osustained. Indeed, price pressure will be
increased if intensification is unsuccessful dueetistance to multi-unit and medium density
development. The combination of both price pressand a desire for different types of
dwellings is also likely to push younger househatdsther parts of the city.

The pressure on the metropolitan urban limit islijkto mount. There is likely to be
unaffordable housing within the urban settlemerttermiated and costly demand for
infrastructure as the urban form continues to spramiward, threats to catchments and
remaining productive soils. Those risks are weltuoented in urban and city reseattht
the same time avoidance of multi-unit and mediumsidg developments often associated
with the transport modes, may see a shelling ouesitiential areas on transport nodes with
the risk of a cycle of decline in those areas withlti-units as they become increasingly
occupied by households that have no other choim@®atransient, populatiors.

For households, whether on the periphery or incietre, those spatial developments are
costly. For those that become disconnected in perg, car dependent developments, travel
burden may become a critical issue. The extenhefttavel burden on this 20-40 year age
group as they become older should not be underattn

This group of households is indeed sandwiched ktvizalancing responsibilities associated
with child bearing and rearing, with being the labdorce that will maintain Auckland's
productivity in the next forty years, and the hdusds that will be caring and supporting
older people. They, quite literally, are likely become the chauffeurs of both the young and
the elderly. The future is for these householdsigp@iaught between increasing numbers of
older people, often also living in low density sthimj who are excluded from driving and
young people who are also prevented by drivingughoincreasingly stringent licensing
requirements and later licensing ages.

The spatial challenges to Auckland arising from g pressures are already evident. The
challenge of Auckland to younger households is elsar. Auckland’s housing stock presents
persistently high prices, aggregate under suppiyitimunit dwelling typologies that in the
popular mind are associated with poor performamckfenancial risk. Rental housing is seen
as social housing that is under-supplied or privatgal which is also under-supplied and
provides no certainty about length of tenancy. Aacl’'s younger households actively
attempt to improve their housing consumption batthave low expectations that they will be
able to find what they need on the market.

Auckland’s housing stock is not high performing.efd is some gradual stock upgrading
through existing retrofit programmes. There iddittvidence, however, that opportunities for
improving the performance of the rental stock aemdp adopted by private landlords. This is
particularly problematic in a conurbation that hesergy supply problems and increasing
concentrations of children who are particularly narbble to damp, cold dwellings and
overcrowding?

°> Auckland Regional Growth Forum, 1999.
%2 wilkinson, 2006.
% See Public Policy & Research and CRESA 2010: 5886 review of children’s housing vulnerability.
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There appear to be a range of less than optimabmgs associated with Auckland’s likely

housing consumption patterns into the future. Thoskede:

* Negative health and productivity impacts associatithl inadequate house performance.

» Considerable direct and indirect costs associatddliwing in low density, non-mixed use
suburbs, particularly associated with dependengerigate car use.

» Potential for the city infrastructure (reticulatetectricity, water supply and disposal,
communications and roading) to become increasiatjgnuated and costly.

In addition, younger householders also identifyngigant direct and indirect costs (including
productivity loses) associated with leaving anceeng successive tenancies. Those costs for
households have not been subjected to systemagiysis nor have the wider social and
economic costs of this apparent churn in the remilket been estimated. Both are critical
aspects of the operation of rental markets in Nealahd.

Summary

Essentially, younger householders want dwellings #ne located in places to which they are
attached, can accommodate their needs for adegpame, privacy and warmth, are well
connected, in safe neighbourhoods and availabdepaice that allows them to manage other
living costs. Currently younger households seer thieiference for home ownership as largely
unobtainable. At the same time, younger househslfied it difficult to rent the sort of
houses they want in the locations that best seit ttousehold needs at an affordable price.

Future patterns of housing consumption in Aucklarllikely to be characterised by:

* Increasing reliance on the rental market.

* Increased consumption of semi-detached and mulis-un

e Churns within the rental market and owner occupatimarket respectively, and little
movement from rental to home ownership.

* Areas most likely to experience growing housing dechare Waitakere, North Shore and
Manukau.

« Increasing humbers and proportions of Aucklandifloén living in rental housing.

« Demand for owner occupation most likely in the daling HMAs — Auckland CBD,
Auckland City South East, Manukau City North Westd Auckland City South West.

« On-going trade-off between housing performance aick in both the home ownership
and rental sectors.

11.26 Potential implications arising from these likelydte housing consumption patterns are:

* Pressure on spatial form and the costs of infrasitra.

« Provision of amenities and services in appropipdees.

« Pressure on those younger households that are desitient and least resourced to
manage their housing needs.

e Pressure on neighbourhoods that are close to ntegosport corridors and enhance
households’ ability to choose between alternatigegport modes.

11.27 Possible poor outcomes associated with likely fihwusing consumption patterns are:

* Negative health and productivity associated wittdequate house performance.

* Costs (for households and for Auckland) associaigul living in low density, non mixed
use suburbs.

e Attenuated and costly city infrastructure.
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Participants’ Views on Accessing Functional Hous ing

Section 12 presents the views of focus group antdtshop participants on accessing housing
that is functional to their and their household rhers’ needs. Although the younger
households that participated in the focus groupe hery different experiences and expertise
than the developers, planners and housing provitietsparticipated in the workshops, both
sets of participants expressed strong views ardbedinitiatives and actions that would
improve access to housing that supports peoplaigpEx social and economic obligations.
Those views can be broadly categorised as rel&ting

« Improving the connectivity of housing.

* Improving the rental market.

* Getting existing stock to work.

» Designing better multi-units and medium densitygheourhoods.

* Developing new tenures and providers.

Connected housing

All workshops commented that good housing desigedado include good connectivity to
service centres and employment. Access to a relipbblic transport system is essential.
Workshops pointed out that currently, public trasgservices are fragmented and do not
adequately cover all areas. Consequently, manglests have to rely on cars. Workshops also
commented that housing needs to be connected abdatenities; so that residents can easily
get to amenities they need daily or weekly, suchslagps and recreational areas. One
workshop especially noted that low income workeegchto be provided with affordable
housing near to city and town centres.

All workshops made extensive comments on the cugpkamning framework in Auckland.
There was a widespread view that current distteniing tends to focus on minor issues and
rules, rather than on good housing and settlemesigd outcomes. All workshops suggested
that the leaky building syndrome has led to a hHeigbd risk adverse culture within the
planning system, which has resulted in strict agiheg to planning rules.

All workshops considered that a more consistemétesgic approach to planning is needed
across the whole Auckland region, and that the sigver council has the opportunity to give
housing policy, including affordable housing, highority within the context of settlement
planning. Within this overall strategic approashe workshop commented on the importance
of flexibility so that each area can retain andagrte its own character.

Specific suggestions for improving the planningrfeavork were:

= Review district plan density, height and parkingitcols so that smaller, affordable
medium and higher density accommodation can be. wiénsification in locations close
to public transport nodes should be encouraged.

= Allow minor dwelling units to help relieve some pseres for both young and older
householders.

= Introduce developer incentives for affordable plagrdevelopments.

= A holistic focus on comprehensive planning, intéggadevelopment and transport
planning involving local and central governmentragies with responsibilities for urban
planning, housing, education, transport and oteerige provision.

The most debated issue within and across the woplssivas reserved for the metropolitan
urban limits (MUL). The MUL'’s aim is to limit urbagrowth and encourage the development
of more efficient settlement while limiting envinmental costs and preserving green space.
There have been concerns that the MUL has congxdbtiat housing unaffordability by pushing
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up residential land prices within the MUL. Some k&brop participants were unequivocal in
their support for the MUL, citing added infrastruiet costs associated with the extension of
the MUL and impacts on rural land uses.

A minority of workshop participants were preparedcbnsider a loosening up of the MUL,
provided that other planning changes were madesighlhy density and parking controls in
order to encourage intensification. The develomaskshop in particular commented on the
MUL. That workshop identified land costs as onethed primary drivers in rising housing
prices. The point was also made that almost no ihiields development is available, and that
most land available for development is on the adritskn areas such as Karaka, Takanini and
Silverdale. That workshop suggested that develosr&hown to have desirable public good
and settlement outcomes should be given some aasioh outside of the MUL.

One workshop considered that public awareness nedusraised about the financial benefits
of well connected housing compared to houses Idcateher away from public transport,
which may be of lower value, however transport tiamel costs are higher. That workshop
also suggested that developers could be requiredcowtribute to public transport
improvements, in exchange for allowing a greatelesof development (as long as it met
appropriate design requirements).

A Rental Market that Works

Focus group participants expected that Aucklandsupation increase and the widening need
or preference to rent will raise the demand fotaksn It was also considered that a shortage
of rental accommodation would increase competiiwnentals and drive up rents.

Several focus groups identified what they saw amgimg values relating to the home. There
was a widespread view that there is still a stronlgural preference in New Zealand for the
stand-alone, family home and large section in whi@ny were raised. There was also a
general feeling that home ownership is still theb#ion of most. However, they also
identified changes that they perceived in the wigs people think about their homes and
about home ownership. Participants from a ranggthofic backgrounds commented that they
expected more young single people in their commesito want the flexibility and fewer
responsibilities of renting. In part, they perceivhis trend to signal delayed home ownership
among young people who are more interested in spgnicicome rather than saving.
However, participants also considered that homeeosinp is beyond the means of an
increasing proportion of the population.

Focus groups identified a growing trend of rentwogples on middle-to-high incomes that are
not prepared to delay having children until theyéhachieved home ownership. Instead, they
are prepared to become part of the growing numbfmailies in the rental market. However,
their rental housing needs and preferences are dlifferent to young singles. Renting
families want houses of an adequate size and eonditith amenities suitable for children
and in a safe neighbourhood able to service childr@nd teenagers’ needs.

Other participants were concerned that, becausowfhome ownership rates, in their

particular communities children and young peopléhair communities were not being raised
with the experience of home ownership. Rentindpésdnly option that they are familiar with.

Consequently, they have no ambition to buy a h@mnd,little understanding of the benefits of
home ownership.

The focus groups identified considerable probleritls vental housing, including unaffordable

rents, poor dwelling condition and performance,antain tenure and unsafe neighbourhoods.
The focus groups also made a large number of stiggesibout how the rental market could
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be improved. Their suggestions covered rent levefsjre protection, incentives to landlords
to improve their housing, improvements to HNZC, grdvision of more information for
tenants on their rights and responsibilities.

12.14 Those in the rental market, particularly those @m &nd middle incomes, considered that the
Accommodation Supplement was inadequate, and wawaeriing well in Auckland. Three
focus groups suggested that some regulation ofatgrivnarket rents is required to ease
housing costs. Some suggested that specific grslupgld be targeted for rental assistance,
such as students or young people.

- Students need a liveable allowance to assist them with housing. That would reduce
overcrowding (Moderate income).

- Struggling to get by, only left with a little bit at the end of the week. The Accommodation
Supplement doesn't cover it. The amount needs looking at, especially in Auckland, it doesn’t
cover anywhere near the amount (Tenant single).

- The Accommodation Supplement in higher in Auckland [city] than in South Auckland, but
there’s not a great difference in the rents [in private rental] (Tenant family).

- It's too much money [in private rental] (Tenant family).

- | have applied to Housing [HNZC] | can't afford private (Tenant family).

12.15 With regard to tenure protection, home owners amders in all income brackets suggested
tenure security be strengthened on the privatealrenarket. They felt this would help to
stabilise housing for tenants and contribute toensdable communities.

- This is a challenge for rental policies, they need to give long term security and more flexibility
so people can make it their home (Maori).

- How do you get stability in a community that's all renting? (Maori).

- Long term leases e.g. at least 50 years. This would provide security in old age and also
some freedom of income (Moderate income).

- | did not want to reach 60 or 70 and still renting because of the insecurity of that, you're at
the mercy of the landlord ... people get evicted just because the house is sold, it costs a lot for
people to move (New home owner).

12.16 Three focus groups commented that landlords needpgorting, as well as tenants. They
suggested that the quality of rental housing wdaddmproved, and better services provided
by landlords if they received training and assistarOne focus group of new home owners
called for a stronger focus on professionalisirgghvate landlord and property management
sector. Another focus group (in which all were tees) suggested that landlords be
incentivised to provide rentals on long term leasdsle another focus group (including both
tenants and home owners) suggested that landlerdastouraged to keep properties in the
rental sector. They also raised concerns about artssecond properties as they considered
such a policy would reduce the supply of rentals.

12.17 With regard to improving HNZC services, participantho had been HNZC tenants were
generally positive about HNZC'’s provision of affafile housing and efforts made to
maintain the stock. Two broad areas of changes sggested: increasing the number and
type of stock, and improving customer services.
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Two focus groups wanted to see more HNZC rentaksibailt in Auckland. There were also
suggestions for building smaller dwellings for aldéNZC tenants and freeing up larger
dwellings for families. Pacific tenants in partemusuggested that more houses be designed
for larger families, and to take account of Pacifigltural requirements. Other tenants
suggested that more houses should be designed¢dmamdate people with disabilities, and
to enable elderly parents to live with other fanmigmbers.

Participants also made suggestions for improvingtauer service, particularly giving
applicants more information about the allocatioocpsses. A few participants reported that
they had experienced delays while their files weamsferred from one office to another
within Auckland, and other participants commentaat their applications and documentation
had been lost, resulting in their having to suppfprmation again, which was an additional
cost to them. They considered that office procesinezded to be improved.

Individuals in three focus groups said that they hat liked certain areas where they had
been allocated an HNZC rental, and left the dwgllecause of the neighbourhood. Others
reported conflicts between neighbours. Consequetitiose participants asked whether
HNZC could review the ways it managed tenants asdiiactices in matching tenants to
neighbourhoods.

- Do | get my bond back? (Tenant single).

- We know of some with less than two years residency and they get a house. Why? (Tenant
family)

- I was told if | was in a boarding house, | would be higher priority (Tenant family).

- | see empty houses around, they've been empty two months. Why aren’t they available?
(Tenant family).

- Why is it hard to get a transfer once you're in a [HNZC] house? (Low income).

Participants who struggled to find affordable amtbcuate housing in three of the focus
groups — the tenant singles, tenant families amd ilicome focus groups — identified a

number of questions they had about the rental mar®everal young tenants across all focus
groups acknowledged that they knew little aboutrthights and responsibilities as tenants.
They commented that they would like more informatio help them make better decisions in
the housing market. Participants also commentetth@meed for information that is in a user
friendly, easily understandable form.

Requests for information included:

¢ How the bond system works.

* Where to go to find out information on private metrkentals.

* Rights and responsibilities of tenants and landiord

¢ How HNZC residency status rules work.

¢ How the HNZC allocation system works.

¢ HNZC policy about transferring to another HNZC diingj.

* Information about accessing home maodificationsdisabled family members in rental
accommodation.

Like those in the focus groups, the workshops alsesidered that a shift in attitudes is

occurring among some with more disposable inconith an expectation that renting can

offer a larger house in a more desirable area, sutblus income then available to spend on
the household’s lifestyle rather than on a mortgage
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The workshops also noted shortcomings in the rantaket, particularly the private rental
market, in respect of tenure insecurity, rent uaffbility and inadequate housing, including
overcrowding. Two workshops noted the widespreadafsgarages as living space, and the
use of non-compliant secondary dwellings for reptajposes. One workshop considered that
health problems stemming from poor housing, esfig@pparent in the private rental market,
will limit Auckland’s international competitiveness

The workshops identified the following issues facipeople aged 20-40 years in the rental

market:

« Difficulties in accessing HNZC accommodation. Conmitys housing providers noted
long waiting lists for HNZC accommodation. One hiagsprovider also commented that
access was affected by inadequate service.

» Tenure insecurity in the private rental market assalt of the landlord selling the house.
The provider workshop noted frequent movement dueenure insecurity with a typical
pattern of tenants moving within two years. Two kabrops considered that the rental
market needed to provide opportunities for longitezase arrangements.

* Another issue is debt servicing, which impactsianaffordability of renting. For renters,
unexpected major expenses can lead to defaultrdal ngayments and eviction, in which
case they do not get their bond back, putting &rgressure on their financial situation.

« Community housing providers also noted that remeed information and advice to help
them sustain their tenancies. Those providers stgdehat renters are encouraged to
develop skills such as budgeting and planning ttp tiem manage their tenant
responsibilities more effectively.

« One workshop commented on areas of Auckland wherartajority of households are
now tenants. This was seen to be detrimental tgtbeth and vitality of those areas as
prospective owner-occupiers are deterred as theepe those areas to be less safe and
the schools to be of poorer quality. The workska@s of the view that areas with a
balance of owner-occupiers and tenants are magly lik develop strong communities.

Getting Existing Stock to Perform

Four focus groups made various suggestions fordwipg house design, condition and
performance. Some participants, particularly in Eaeific, Chinese and Maori focus groups
suggested that planning provisions should encoueaggeater diversity of housing stock,
allowing more choice of different housing sizes aodfigurations that better accommodate
large families and multi-generations.

Some renters applauded insulation programmes &atdget landlords and HNZC efforts to
upgrade stock. They wanted more houses in botipub&c and private rental markets to be
retrofitted and renovated. Some home owners werareawf the insulation and heating
schemes for home owners, and saw these as worthprioijrammes to continue.

One focus group suggested a ‘warrant of fithesshfmuses. Those participants thought this
would be especially effective in improving the caimh of rental houses as it would
encourage landlords to be more active in lookirtgraheir properties. They suggested that
for the Accommodation Supplement to be used om&lreroperty, that property would need
to meet a certain standard of ‘fitness’ with regarsvarmth, safety and state of repair.

One focus group suggested that the ability to dménanaintenance had been lost in many
communities, and there needed to be ways of engimgrasoung people to acquire those
skills. This focus group also suggested that thergreater investment in apprenticeships in
order to grow the construction sector and incréasieling skills in the community.
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Lifetime design principles were supported in thekgbops. One workshop suggested that all
(or a percentage of) new housing be accessibladtpointed out that $40m-50m is expended
per year on house modifications; much of this cookd saved with the incorporation of
lifetime design principles at the design stage,civhivould reduce the expenditure needed for
later modifications.

Designing Medium Density and Multi-Units

All workshops commented on residents’ perceptidnstensification, especially a resistance
to multi-storey intensification in lower-density laubs. One workshop noted that the
prevailing preference for detached housing reflaotsonly traditional preferences and lack of
experience of higher density living, but also aklad attractive, well designed intensive
developments, including those that are suitablésimilies.

Workshop participants were of the view that a cleailgmindset to accept smaller units and
intensification is only likely to occur if good diitst intensive forms of housing are available
that are well connected to services. One workslmsidered that councils could lead in the
provision of impartial information to the public @it the sustainable benefits of
intensification and the characteristics of goodgtefor intensive housing.

The workshops considered that regulatory approactelsl be used to improve the design of
high density dwellings and intensification. Theywed that settlement planning needs to
facilitate a wider choice of dwelling size and dgngo accommodate stock from one-
bedroom units to larger family homes. One workshalted for greater recognition of and
provision for a sequential housing choice modet #raables residents to access affordable
owner-occupied accommodation for one and two pehsmrseholds as a step to eventually
owning bigger units as their housing needs andnfiea change. One developer noted the
potential of modular housing that can be addedvir time as families grow. This type of
design, which accommodates expansion on the samather than requiring the family to
move, also allows a degree of intensification.

One workshop suggested that regulation is a lirmtedns of promoting high quality housing
design. That workshop suggested the use of peeewegroups of builders, architects,
planners and developers to promulgate informatiohigh quality housing and urban design.

Developing New Tenures and Housing Providers

In the focus groups, several participants querhesl dffectiveness of current assistance to
home buyers and owner occupiers and whether prigpdwme owners were well enough
informed about opportunities for home ownershipvei@ll, participants suggested that more
financial assistance be given to first home ownsush as assistance with deposits and low
interest loans. Several participants noted that tieel looked into the Welcome Home Loan
and considered that more flexibility was requiredtle earnings limits, especially in the
Auckland housing market. Others had looked atpbssibility of using a KiwiSaver first
home buyer deposit subsidy, however they had nent e the scheme for the required three
years. Others also noted that people are not asfdre Welcome Home Loan or KiwiSaver
provisions. A few home owners were aware of theokhomodation Supplement, but thought
they would be ineligible. In one instance the hoowener was eligible, but because of a
fluctuating income, found it too risky to take-upthey had had to pay back some payments.

Focus group participants made suggestions for impgoaccess to home ownership through
greater levels of income assistance. A few paditip were aware of financial assistance
available to Australian first home buyers and sstgnk similar support be introduced in New
Zealand. Other participants would like to see a&s@hsimilar to the former HNZC home buy
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scheme. Several new home owners commented thah#telpeen competing with developers
to get their first home, and suggested that thieoells be some assistance to owner-occupiers
such as a tax credit. A few participants wereegithuilding their own home, or undertaking
major renovations on houses they had bought. These warticularly interested in how
building costs and the costs of resource and Imgjldonsents could be reduced.

Other participants suggested that support throughsihg trusts be made more widely
available to first home buyers. Three focus groegremented that there needs to be support
for housing models that can build affordable horfmssale or rent, such as not-for-profit
community housing organisations and housing asioefa Several participants were aware
of housing associations in the United Kingdom thfér affordable rental housing, including
to those with specific housing needs such as pewjtle disabilities, and home ownership
schemes. They suggested that these models coutth&lered in Auckland.

Three focus groups suggested that new developrbentsquired to set aside a proportion of
the development for affordable housing. Severdigpants in those focus groups were aware
of such initiatives in the United Kingdom and theitdd States.

- City rents are too expensive ... have certain zones for affordable apartments (Chinese).

- We need to have more schemes through housing organisations. The big issue is not so
much mortgage repayments, but the deposit. To get a half decent house, you need $30,000 or
$40,000 deposit and for most it's way out of reach. | had to come up with a $10,000 deposit,
which was more doable and it made a difference of quite a few years in when | was able to get
into home ownership (New home owner).

Many of the new home owners in the focus groupd 8wt they had lots of questions when

they were looking for a home. Those participants wiere interested in home ownership also

identified information that they would like. Thenge of information included:

« Information about financial products relating tavf@ownership.

« Information about mortgage brokers.

« Information about the process of buying a house.

« Information on how to deal with real estate agamis auctions.

« Impartial advice about the condition of specificedimgs they were intending to buy.

« Impartial advice when building a house, e.g. alppatiucts and materials, design,
construction processes and energy efficiency.

New home owner discussion:

- Buying a home can be really scary, it's lots of waiting and not knowing what's going on.

- I read a lot of brochures ... | read the material but | couldn’t really get a grasp on it.

- You don’t know what a lot of this stuff actually means. Things like when you're supposed to
do an inspection, and getting a building report. What do you do with a building report once
you've got it? Do you need to get quotes for everything?

- 1 didn’t even know how to buy a house. | knew | wanted one, and | knew | had the money. |
had to ask my parents, friends, my boss. | was reading material and not taking it in ... | had all
these questions, but | wasn’t sure what | should be asking.

- Information needs to be more user-friendly. What are LIM reports?

- People | know have the same problem with a building report. What do you do with it? Is this
a five-thousand dollar problem or a ten-thousand dollar problem?

- You need to know, is this concerning? Do | need to worry about this?

- I went to the BRANZ website and read some of their stuff. It was too confusing, it sounds like
it was written for a tradesperson.

124



12.40

12.41

12.42

12.43

12.6
12.44

12.45

Two of the workshops (policy and providers) suggédhe provision of alternative tenure
products aimed at increasing the affordability aime ownership. Community housing
providers commented that there is an increasingralesnd local government expectation on
the community housing sector to provide housinghlyental and ownership opportunities;
however access to funding for those providers ®gaificant challenge. Current funding
sources include private sector sponsorships andatms, commercial lenders and
government funding. Providers commented that latckp are very expensive in Auckland,
more so than building costs. Most land is out & firice range of community housing
organisations. Often less desirable sections, ascsites near motorways, sites distant from
employment or services, or former horticulturaksitare affordable but not optimal. Less
optimal sites can need additional site work, whigises costs. Sites may also not be optimal
for sun and orientation and consequently requiteaedesign costs to mitigate those impacts.

Community housing organisations also find thatding in response to specific housing needs
often means extra costs. Large family dwellings, vitnich there is a growing demand in
Auckland, are more expensive to build. Multi-urated duplexes are more expensive to build,
however they are consistent with planning desigsiritensification. Community housing
organisations often cannot afford to build mediwngity.

The policy and providers workshops contributed itetlasuggestions on how community
housing organisations could be assisted to dedifferdable housing, including investment in
capacity building for the community housing sedtmough the establishment of long term
funding streams, access to development capitalaaoess to crown land on deferred payment
(the Gateway programme was regarded as useful).n@oity housing providers also
suggested that finance at low interest rates beemmdilable to owner-occupiers in
community housing so that they can move on to fenanarket and their dwelling can be
freed up to assist another family.

The workshops also acknowledged that not-for-ptadiising providers, as developers, would
also benefit from developer incentives to promdterdable housing.

Summary

Focus group and workshop participants identifiachidety of key changes that they believed
would provide better access to affordable and sebausing in the places that allow younger
householders to balance demands on them. Becaulse whportance of location to younger
householders, they were particularly concerned tabmueasing the supply of dwellings in
locations which allowed them to be connected toréimge of amenities, networks, places of
employment and training, and services requiredllbyj@mbers of their households. They saw
planning of the urban form, the distribution of\sees and amenities and the transport system
as particularly important in resolving current geoshs and optimising housing access.

The rental market, existing stock performance (esflg rental dwellings and multi-unit

dwellings), and the design of medium density neigithoods and multi-units were also the
focus of workshop and focus group suggestions. dditian, participants suggested that
housing supply need to be stimulated through deuedp new housing providers and
developing intermediate tenures such as sharedrehipe
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Taking the Housing Challenge

This section notes that current problems in thesimgumarket are not new in Auckland. It
considers how these long standing challenges camelbddy commenting on the way in which
solution development should be approached andosétfour key priorities for addressing
Auckland’s housing issues.

Persistent Housing Problems in Auckland

None of the difficulties with misalignment betwe@ousing need, effective demand and
housing supply are new to the Auckland region. Adeoprice boom in the 1990s which was
largely restricted to the Auckland housing marketgyered affordability problems that were
exacerbated by the overheated housing prices inmikddle of the new millennium’s first
decade. There is an aggregate under supply intlokl&nd region with particular problems in
the supply of lower quartile priced dwellings and expanding rental market in which
Auckland’s children will be increasingly concenerait

There are longstanding problems with house perfoo@avhich has been exacerbated by the
leaky building syndrome. The latter, combined wiirsistent problems with unit titles and
corporate bodies, have generated a real lack didemte in multi-unit dwellings and medium
density housing despite the very real environmesdalell as affordability and other benefits
that properly designed and constructed medium tlemsixed used housing could deliver.

The desire for detached dwellings and home ownerghistrong. It must be concluded,

however, that while that desire is partly drivend®eply embedded cultural expectations, the

desire for detached dwellings and home ownerslsipastively also reflect the:

» failure of the rental market to deliver the sechioeising in the locations that households
need to be to carry out all aspects of their evayyves; and

» profound dissatisfaction with the design of multits, their titles, and the spaces in which
they are sited.

With regard to medium density and multi-units, tisisue is of pressing importance. By 2050
it is estimated that more than 500,000 people cbeldiving in unit-titted property in the
Auckland Region and those will typically be managgdx body corporate of ownet$There

is a low level of satisfaction with many body corte ownership/management structures has
been identified since the early 2000s. This negapigrception has also been transferred to
people’s impressions of medium and high densityshigy as much of this is in unit title and
managed through body corporate structures.

In that regard, the Glaister Ennor and Aucklandi&®®g Council report has already warned
that: “Unless body corporate issues are addresseédhe management and maintenance of
unit title housing is improved, there may be insashpressure for more “traditional” forms of
ownership, which are generally associated with lowensity forms of habitation. This
pressure has the potential to frustrate the AuckRegional Growth Strategy strategic policy
of urban containment and intensificatioR.”

Significant public concerns have been also idedifivith intensified housing, including an
association of that type of housing with poor ayatiesign, low amenity, poor maintenance,
insufficient space, and lack of integration of thélding with its surroundings. There is also a

% Glaister Ennor and Auckland Regional Council, 2003.
% Glaister Ennor and Auckland Regional Council, 2003.
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concern that high density neighbourhoods are amwaociwith poverty and crime. An
important implication of those perceptions is loeceptability and resistance to intensified
housing. Application of high quality design stardtawill be critical to gaining acceptance of
intensified housing in Aucklang.

These problems need to be resolved if Auckland retain these younger households who are
and will be the productive foundation for Auckland well critical to rearing Auckland’s
children and supporting its older people.

Developing Solutions

It is tempting when confronted with an under-supgtydwellings to attempt to resolve the
associated problems of housing affordability androkowding to simply expand the housing
stock. This typically involves calculations of remad house numbers in rental and ownership
respectively across HMAs. There are a number dblpros with this approach. Three are of
most importance.

The first problem is that those estimates are ®atly based on patterns of housing
consumption. What this and other research has sk®tat housing consumption or housing
demand is misaligned with the housing needs of geuhouseholds in the Auckland region.
Under those conditions, determining precisely wharel for whom housing should be

supplied is fraught. Expressed housing demandrpatte an indicator but are only a loose
indicator of need.

The second problem is that New Zealand is not antama and control society. There are
neither the levers on the building industry to deiae levels of housing construction nor the
controls to allocate in any mechanistic way to lmyshe diversity of households from very
low to moderate income that are under supplied kkaunel is a mixed economy and society.
To meet the housing needs of Auckland’s househadaires strategies that both: optimise
the ability of households to turn their housing de@to effective demand in the housing
market, and encourage the housing industry to these demands.

This is by no means easy, in part because muchuokland’s housing stock of the future is
already in place. Perhaps the complexity of thizcess engenders a desire to find a single,
‘big hit’ solution for Auckland’s housing. Varioustakeholders in Auckland, including these
younger households themselves tend to look at Aancks housing problems and suggest ‘big
hits’ that they believe will resolve the issuesnfeosee the solution in a massive expansion of
Auckland’s social housing stock, particularly thatovided by Housing New Zealand
Corporation. Others argue that the release of tleérd@olitan Urban Limit is the key to
delivering to Aucklanders’ housing needs. Stillarh argue for intensification. Still others
argue for rent control.

Whatever the relative merits of any of those indlinl propositions, it is clear that the solution
to meeting housing supply, housing demand and hguseeds in Auckland must be multi-
pronged and involve public, private and not-forffireectors. It is also clear that ensuring that
Auckland’s housing markets meet the housing neédts diverse population will require a
focus not only on dwellings but the neighbourhodaswhich they are situated and the
connectivity of those neighbourhoods to city amesjtservices, workplaces and networks of
friends and family.

% Syme, McGregor, and Mead, 2005.
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This brings us to the third problem of seeing hoggblanning and provision simply as a
mechanistic problem of aggregate supply and derattite scale of the dwelling.

What this research highlights is that decisionsuabdavellings are for most households framed
first in terms of location, but not location arigifrom a preoccupation with capital gains that
underpins the old real estate cry of ‘locationaktan, location’. Rather, for both owners and
renters location represents a subtle, complex &ed onplicit balancing act.

This research has illuminated this balancing aoudéholders use location to balance:

« A multiplicity of aspirations not only about hougibut also their own and their children’s
futures.

« Household financial and other resources includimg t

« A wide range of household costs and time experaltur

e Access and intensity of engagement required inioslado a myriad of services, work
places, schools and all the other places that holders and household members need to
be.

* Their affective attachments to place.

In short, household housing requirements do noplsimeflect what a household requires or
has a taste for in a particular dwelling. Housieguirements are generated out of what
households need from the city, how householdsqyaatie in the city economy, and how they
are attached to the city.

Ignoring those issues has posed risks to houséhetdsal and economic well-being and
productivity. It is well-established that insecimausing, transience and unaffordable housing
exert profound impacts on children’s life chanced the development of their human capital.
But it is not simply children who are dependent 20+40 year old households being
adequately housed.

The 20-40 year old households are very much whaitle@ome popularly referred to as the
‘sandwich’ generation. It is this group’s produdvthat will be pivotal to sustaining an
ageing population. But these younger householdmare than simply important in an ageing
society because they are the productive taxpapatswill fund the retirement and services
that older people need.

These younger households are also the daughtess, rieces and nephews and grandchildren
on whom older people will depend for daily livinghese younger households will consist of
the households that will provide care, who willghelder people to access the services they
need, and, possibly, be required to provide accodation for older people in their own
homes. Auckland’s current stock does not accomieatialti-generational living.

Stable and affordable housing in places in whicimbmers of these younger households can
manage their responsibilities to their childreneithparents and their grandparents is,
consequently, not simply a matter of constructingrendwellings. It is about designing and

managing cities better. Aligning housing needsaite demand and supply is fundamentally
bound up with city form, the effectiveness of citfrastructure and can be facilitated by

careful city wide planning of and hierarchies fbe tdistribution of services and amenities

across the cityscape.
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13.22 The Auckland region’s new governance structure iples/an opportunity to address housing
needs, demand and supply in a way previously naesiple. Overall, then, dealing with
Auckland’s current and future housing needs reguire
e A multi-pronged approach.

« An approach that deals with housing from the milese! of the dwelling to the
neighbourhood scale to sub-city localities, anddheas a whole.

* An approach that addresses issues arising for oar®rpiers and tenants respectively
and goes beyond a preoccupation with a linear aagktforward housing career shifting
from rental tenure to owner occupation.

« An approach that recognises that housing is argiatepart of city resilience and
connectivity.

13.3 Summary and Key Priorities

13.23 The problems experienced by younger householdsigkland reflect persistent failures in the
housing market’'s ability to meet the needs of gsidents. Under supply, unaffordable
housing prices for rental and owner occupationednsty of rental tenure, and problems in
house performance are prevalent. Those probleme baen exacerbated by: the leaky
building syndrome; the inadequacies around theabiper of corporate bodies; the poor design
of multi-unit dwellings; and poorly designed andplemented intensification. It is in that
context that younger households struggle to findshg that allows them to balance the
myriad needs of their households.

13.24 To address those needs, four key priorities emieoge this research. They are:

1.  Establishing a resilient urban structui:th

maximises connectivity with work, services and aities and allows households to
maintain the functionality of their dwellings indltontext of changing needs; and
provides for price and typology diverse developraesmid redevelopments across
the city.

2. Transformation of the rental market to an effectiservice industry delivering
adequately performing stock with diversity in rdnpgices, locations, and dwelling
types, as well as security of occupation. Thisfis@onal issue and requires:

Review of current incentives to landlords.

Evaluation of the performance of the AccommodaBupplement and associated
resources.

A better understanding of the range of landlordd property investors and their
stock provision.

A better understanding of renters and their housisho

It could be expected that at the very least a toammational strategy would involve:

Linking landlord incentives and rental assistanzeatceptably performing stock,
stock diversification, and tenure security.

Supporting diversification and expansion of rehialising providers.

Ensuring the widespread and effective take up tobfieamong landlords including
the rate of Government assistance to landlordstdideto improving housing stock
performance.

129



3.  Retrofitting the existing housing stock focreased energy efficiency, water efficiency
and thermal performance. The household, citywidé aational benefits of this are
already demonstratéd. To date programmes to encourage retrofit havderno be
directed at householders. This has led to spotale=up. A city-wide or placed-based
approach to those programmes promises savingsdinreconomies of scale but also
recognises that housing is a key part of city stitacture.

4, Expansion of the housing stock in areas sezl/ed by city systems to meet the needs of
low and moderate income younger households. Thdvas four developments:
 Improved design and delivery of multi-unit housirgnd medium-density

developments. This must involve:
= addressing issues around unit title and the estabknt and operation of
corporate bodies;
= the design and construction of multi-units; and
= design of medium density and higher density devakp to optimise the
amenity and safety associated with both publicanagte space.

» Supporting new housing providers to establish & Aluckland region who deliver
additional rental stock, new home ownership prasldatected to high affordability
across the range of under-supplied households.

e Streamlined planning and development processes.

* Progressive approach to cross-city integration aadnectivity that allows for
housing developments and re-development.

%" Stroombergen, et.al, 2007.
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15 Annex A — Recent Mover Questionnaire

AUCKLAND MOVERS
Research New Zealand #4023
DATE January 2010

Good morning/afternoon/evening, my name is "l fiResearch New Zealand. We are conducting
sustainability research on behalf of Beacon aldmitiousing choices 20-40 year olds make in the
Auckland region.
Is there anyone in your household who moved toatidress in the last 18 months?.¢: Thank and
close [code as ‘not moved’ outcome]

Were they 20-40 years old when they movea?:: Thank and close [code as ‘wrong age’
outcome]

Could I speak with them please? This researclhstakeut 10-15 minutes. When would suit, or
IS now a good time?

When would be a good time for me to call back teegpto him/her?

Good morning/afternoon/evening, my nameilifrom Research New Zealand. We are conducting
research on behalf of Beacon about the housingeb@0-40 year olds make in the Auckland region.
This research takes about 10-15 minutes. When wsuitdor is now a good time?

If loc=7 (omni recruitment panel): Good morning/afternoon/evening, could | please kpea2?

Good morning/afternoon/evening, my nameiifrom Research New Zealand. Recently we contacted
you about taking part in some research about thsihg choices 20-40 year olds make in the
Auckland region. This research takes about 10-Xutas. When would suit, or is now a good time?

When would be a good time for me to call back twegpto him/her?
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This is genuine market research. I'm not selling anything.

Your name and address was obtained from New Zealand Post. If you wish to be removed from
the List please contact New Zealand Post on 0800 804 307 and ask to speak to the Customer
Liaison Officer.

Your phone number was obtained through the white pages telephone directories.

Information provided is confidential. We report summary results about groups; we do not identify
which individuals have said what.

This research is being done on behalf of Beacon Consortium, a private research company whose
research focuses on encouraging sustainable homes and neighbourhoods.

This interview is being recorded for quality control and training purposes.
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Current home or dwelling

The first few questions are about your current home or dwelling.
QA If loc=7 ask:, else skip to O: First of all, can you tell me which of the following districts you live in?

6..

1 .... North Shore City
2 .... Waitakere City
3.... Auckland City
4.
5
6
9

Manukau City

.... Papakura City
. Rodney District

Other Specify

Q1 Is your current home or dwelling...Read

1
2
3
a
4

5.... A house, flat,

A detached house or town house (NOT joined to any other)

A house, flat, unit or apartment joined to ONE other house, flat, unit or apartment

A house, flat, unit or apartment joined to TWO other houses, flats, units or

partments
A house, flat, unit or apartment joined to THREE TO NINE other houses, flats, units
or apartments

apartments

6 .... A house or flat joined to a business or shop
7 .... Bach, crib or holiday home

96 .. Other Specify

Q2 And who owns this dwelling? Probe for clear answer

1

2

3

4
5.
6..
7

8

9

9

6.

....  own this dwelling by myself
...  own this dwelling with my partner or other person
... am in a shared ownership or rent to buy
... Housing New Zealand owns this dwelling, | rent it.
.. The local authority owns this dwelling and | rent it
. A private landlord owns it and | rent it.
... A family member, relative or friend owns it and | rent it.
.... My employer owns the house
. Its owned by my partner, parent, family trust and | get it rent free

Other Specify

Q2a If 1,2 or 3 coded at 0 ask, else go to 0 Do you have a mortgage on this dwelling?

1...Yes
2....No
Q3 Including you, how many people usually live at your home or dwelling?

1.... Answer Specify total people usually living in dwelling

Q3a  And how many bedrooms do you have? Please count rooms or sleepouts furnished as
bedrooms AND any caravan that this household uses as a bedroom.

1.... Answer Specify number of bedrooms

unit or apartment joined to TEN OR MORE other houses, flats, units or
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Q4 How would you describe the condition of your home? Would you say it was...

1 .... Excellent — no immediate repair and maintenance needed

2 .... Good — minor maintenance needed

3.... Average — some repairs and maintenance needed

4 .... Poor — immediate repairs and maintenance needed

5.... Very poor — extensive and immediate repair and maintenance needed
Q5 During the winter months, do you generally find that your heating keeps you warm enough at

home?

1.... Yes, always

2 .... Yes, most of the time

3.... Only some of the time

4 .... No, never

98 .. Don't know

Q6 Now changing topics slightly, how do you usually travel from home to your main place of work
or study?

.. Public transport

.. Driving a car/van alone

.. Driving a car/van with household member as passenger

.. Driving a car/van with a passenger who is not a household member
.. Passenger in car/van driven by a household member

.. Passenger in minibus or transport provided by an employer

... Passenger in car/van driven by colleague, acquaintance, relative outside the
household or friend.

8 .... On foot

9.... By bicycle

96 .. Other Specify

97 .. Not applicable - don't travel to work or study ;E

~NO O~ WN P

Q7 If you have a partner living with you, how do they usually travel to their main place of work or
study?
1 .... Public transport
2 .... Driving a car/van alone
3.... Driving a car/van with household member as passenger
4 .... Driving a car/van with a passenger who is not a household member
5.... Passenger in car/van driven by a household member
6 .... Passenger in minibus or transport provided by an employer
7 .... Passenger in car/van driven by colleague, acquaintance, relative outside the
household or friend.
8 .... On foot
9.... By bicycle

96 .. Other Specify
97 .. Not applicable - no partner ;E
99 .. Not applicable - don't travel to work or study ;E
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Q8 If you have children at secondary, primary or preschool, how do they usually get to school?

1 .... Public transport

2 .... Driving a car/van alone

3.... Driving a car/van with household member as passenger

4 .... Driving a car/van with a passenger who is not a household member
5.... Passenger in car/van driven by a household member

6 .... Passenger in car/van driven by acquaintance, relative outside the household or
friend.
7 .... On foot

8 .... By bicycle

96 .. Other Specify

97 .. Not applicable — no children in pre-tertiary education ;E
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Old home or dwelling

The next few questions | have are about your old house or dwelling, the one you recently moved out
of.

Q9 Was your last home or dwelling in Auckland, or was it in another part of New Zealand?

1.... Auckland
2 .... Another part of New Zealand
3.... Previous home or dwelling was not in New Zealand (overseas)

Q10 If0=3 goto 0, else ask Was your last home or dwelling:«
1.... A detached house or town house (NOT joined to any other)
2 .... A house, flat, unit or apartment joined to ONE other house, flat, unit or apartment
3.... A house, flat, unit or apartment joined to TWO other houses, flats, units or
apartments
4 .... A house, flat, unit or apartment joined to THREE TO NINE other houses, flats, units
or apartments
5.... A house, flat, unit or apartment joined to TEN OR MORE other houses, flats, units or
apartments
6 .... A house or flat joined to a business or shop
7 .... Bach, crib or holiday home
96 .. Other Specify

Q11  And who owned it?

..  owned that dwelling by myself

..  owned that dwelling with my current partner

..  owned that dwelling with my previous partner

..l was in a shared ownership or rent to buy

.. Housing New Zealand owned this dwelling, | rented it.

.. The local authority owned this dwelling and | rented it

.. A private landlord owned it and | rented it.

.. A family member, relative or friend owned it and | rented it.
.. My employer owned the house

10 .. It was owned by a relative, partner, parent, family trust and | got it rent free
96 .. Other Specify

O©CO~NOOUTA WNPEF

Qlla If1, 2,3 or4 coded at 0 ask, else go to 0 Did you have a mortgage on that dwelling?

1...Yes
2....No

Q12  Including you, how many people usually lived at your home or dwelling?
1.... Answer Specify total people who usually lived in dwelling

Q12a And how many bedrooms did you have? Please count rooms or sleepouts furnished as
bedrooms AND any caravan that this household used as a bedroom.

1.... Answer Specify number of bedrooms
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Q13  How would you describe the condition of that previous home? Would you say it was...

gabhwnN B

.. Excellent — no immediate repair and maintenance needed

.. Good — minor maintenance needed

.. Average — some repairs and maintenance needed

.. Poor — immediate repairs and maintenance needed

.. Very poor — extensive and immediate repair and maintenance needed

Q14  During the winter months, did you generally find that your heating kept you warm enough
when you were at home?

O~ WNPE

8 ..

.. Yes, always

.. Yes, most of the time
.. Only some of the time
.. No, never

Don't know

Q15 Now again changing topic slightly, how did you usually travel from that previous home to your
main place of work or study?

~NOoO oA~ WNPE

.. Public transport

.. Driving a car/van alone

.. Driving a car/van with household member as passenger

.. Driving a car/van with a passenger who is not a household member
.. Passenger in car/van driven by a household member

.. Passenger in minibus or transport provided by an employer

Passenger in car/van driven by colleague, acquaintance, relative outside the

hoﬁsehold or friend.

8...
9.
96 ..
97 ..

On foot

By bicycle

Other Specify

Not applicable - don't travel to work or study ;E

Q16 If you had a partner living with you at the time, how did they usually travel to their main place
of work or study?

~NOoO oA~ WNPE

8...
9..
96 ..
97 ..
99 ..

.. Public transport

.. Driving a car/van alone

.. Driving a car/van with household member as passenger

.. Driving a car/van with a passenger who is not a household member

.. Passenger in car/van driven by a household member

.. Passenger in minibus or transport provided by an employer

.. Passenger in car/van driven by colleague, acquaintance, relative outside the
household or friend.

On foot

. By bicycle

Other Specify
Not applicable — no partner ;E
Not applicable - don't travel to work or study ;E
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Q17  If you had children at secondary, primary or preschool, how did they usually get to school?

.. Public transport

.. Driving a car/van alone [secondary school age only]

.. Driving a car/van with household member as passenger

.. Driving a car/van with a passenger who is not a household member
.. Passenger in car/van driven by a household member

... Passenger in car/van driven by acquaintance, relative outside the household or
iend.

.. On foot

.. By bicycle

.. Other Specify

.. Not applicable — no children in pre-tertiary education ;E

oO~N=FOOTA,WNPE

o O
~N o
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Q18  Thinking now about your move into this home you are in currently, taking everything into
account, what have been the overall impacts of your last move? Do you think you are

now...

abhwWwNPE

.. Much better off

.. Somewhat better off

.. Neither better off nor worse off
.. Somewhat worse off

.. Much worse off

Decisions behind recent move

The next few questions are about the decision-making process behind your recent move.

Q19  What were the main reasons you decided to leave your previous home?

Dwelling

.. Wanted a bigger dwelling

.. Wanted a smaller dwelling

.. Upgrade the quality of the dwelling

.. Wanted a warmer dwelling

.. Could no longer afford the rent

.. Could no longer afford the mortgage

.. Mortgagee sale

.. Wanted to release equity

.. Accused of breaking the lease/tenancy agreement
.. Dispute with the landlord/agent

.. Were asked to leave

.. Dwelling no longer available (house sold, landlord wanted to move in etc)
.. Transferred by landlord

.. Did not feel safe in this dwelling

Locality

15 ..
16 ..
17..
18 ..
19..
20..
21..
22 ..
23..
24 ..
25 ..

To be closer to my family/friends

To move further away from family/friends

Dissatisfied with the level of service/shops or other facilities
Dissatisfied with public transport arrangements

There was too much traffic/industrial noise

Dissatisfied with quality of surrounding dwellings

Didn't feel physically safe in the area

Disliked neighbours

I/my partner got a job and needed to move for work/wanted to be closer to work
Moved for education or training opportunities

Poor quality schools in the area (school zones)

Other

26 ..
27 ..
28 ..
29 ..
30..
31..
32..
96 ..

Getting married or moving in with partner
Breakdown in previous relationship

Change in household size

Children needed to change schools/left school
To meet children’s anticipated needs

Moving away from parents’ home

Moving to enter home ownership

Other Specify
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Q20  And what made you choose the particular house you are living in now? Probe to no

Q21 If more than one response is given at 0 ask, else go to 0 Of those things, what was the most
important reason for selecting this house?

Q2l1a And what was the second most important reason?
Q21b And the third?

0 0 0
0 Most 2" most 3" most
important important important

a. This house was closer to work for me or my partner 1 1 1 1
b. This house was closer to educational opportunities 2 5 > 2
for me or my partner
c. This house let me reduce transport and travel costs 3 3 3 3
d. This house was in a neighbourhood | have always
liked 4 4 4 4
e. This house is closer to other family members 5 5 5 5
f. This house is close to primary schools/school zone 6 6 6 6
g. This house is close to secondary schools/school 7 7 7 7
zone
h. This house is close to early childhood care 8 8 8 8
i. This house gave us more space 9 9 9 9
j- This house offered better warmth 10 10 10 10
k. This house needs less repairs and maintenance 11 11 11 11
I. This house had lower rent 12 12 12 12
m. It allowed me to own a home 13 13 13 13
n. This house would make our mortgage affordable 14 14 14 14
0. | can move easily around this house 15 15 15 15
p. The section of this house is bigger 16 16 16 16
g. The section of this house is smaller 17 17 17 17
r. This house had a garden 18 18 18 18
s. This house did not have a garden 19 19 19 19
t. This neighbourhood has shops 20 20 20 20
u. This neighbourhood has parks 21 21 21 21
v. This neighbourhood has access to doctors and 22 22 22 22
health care
w. This neighbourhood and house have access to 23 23 23 23
public transport
X. The parking is good in this house 24 24 24 24
y. This neighbourhood is safe 25 25 25 25
z. The house was chosen by my partner 26 26 26 26
aa. The house was chosen by other family members 27 27 27 27
cr. Other Specify 96 96 96 96
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Q22  Who was involved in making the decision to move to this house?

.. Self

.. Partner/wife/husband

.. Parent(s)

.. Other adult current household member

.. Relatives not currently living in this household
.. My children

.. Friends

6 .. Other Specify

O~NOUThhWNPE

Q23  How long were you actively searching before you found this house?
1... Answer Specify months
Q23a Ifloc=7 ask, else skip to 0: Which suburb are you currently living in?
1.... Answer Specify suburb
Q24  And which suburbs did you consider when looking to move to your current house?

1.... Answer Specify suburb
97 .. None (did not consider any other suburbs)
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Q25  Ifloc=1-6 and 0=97 ask: What made you choos&upurb]?
Eise ask: What made you choossupurb] over the other suburbs you looked at?

If loc=7 and 0=97 ask: What made you ChOOSﬁ){ert answer from 0]?
Eise ask: WWhat made you chooSgdert answer from 0] over the other suburbs you looked
at?

.. Cheaper/lower house price

.. House here was more suitable

.. Nicer neighbourhood

.. Close to places we need to be such as employment, schools etc.
.. Better amenities Specify

.. Wanted a single storey

.. Wanted a two storey

.. Wanted an apartment

.. Wanted a semi detached

10 .. Wanted a multi-unit

11 .. This area had capital gain potential

12 .. This area let me release equity in my house
13 .. This area has good public transport

14 .. This area allows me to walk to....

15 .. Family/friends in this area

O©CO~NOOUOTA WNPE

16 .. Houses elsewhere unsuitable

17 .. Too expensive

18 .. Houses in poor condition

19 .. Houses too old

20 .. Houses too big

21 .. Houses too small

22 .. Sections/gardens too big

23 .. Sections/gardens too small

24 .. Neighbourhood has bad reputation
96 .. Other Specify
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Q26  What, if any, links did you have with this area before your most recent move?

.. Was living in the area

.. Friends lived in the area

.. Relatives lived in the area at the time

.. Family has been associated with the area for generations
.. I had lived in the area in the past

.. Another household member had lived in the area before
.. I had holidayed in the area

.. L own or have shares in a house/property/land in the area
..  was working in the area

10 .. I have a business interest in the area

11 .. I have used services in the area Specify

96 .. Other Specify

97 .. None ;E

OCO~NOUTA WNPEF

Now some questions around moving around Auckland and New Zealand.

Q27 Inthe last 10 years, how many homes or dwellings, in New Zealand, have you lived in
(including this one)?

1.... One (this one)
2 .... More than one Specify number

Q28  If 0=1 go to 0 Of the [insert number for last 10 years] dwellings you have lived in over the last

10 years, how many have been in...

a. Auckland City 1 Specify
b. Waitakere City 1 Specify
c. Manukau City 1 Specify
d. Papakura District 1 Specify
e. Franklin District 1 Specify
f. Rodney District 1 Specify
g. North Shore City 1 Specify

Intentions to move

Q29 Do you intend to move house again within the next two years?

1....Yes - | intend to move
2 ....No - | do not intend to move within the next two years
98 .. Don't know
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Q30

Q31

Q32

Q33

If 0=1 ask, else go to 0 Are there any particular reasons for this? Probe to no

Dwelling
.. Want a bigger dwelling

.. Want a smaller dwelling

.. Upgrade the quality of the dwelling

.. Want a warmer dwelling

.. Can no longer afford the rent

.. Can no longer afford the mortgage

.. Mortgagee sale

.. Want to release equity

.... Accused of breaking the lease/tenancy agreement
10 .. Dispute with the landlord/agent

11 .. Have been asked to leave

O©CO~NOOOTA~ WN P

12 .. Dwelling no longer available (house sold, landlord wanted to move in etc)

13 .. Transferred by landlord
14 .. Do not feel safe in this dwelling

Locality
15 .. To be closer to my family/friends

16 .. To move further away from family/friends

17 .. Dissatisfied with the level of service/shops or other facilities
18 .. Dissatisfied with public transport arrangements

19 .. There is too much traffic/industrial noise

20 .. Dissatisfied with quality of surrounding dwellings

21 .. Don't feel physically safe in the area

22 .. Dislike neighbours

23 .. I/my partner got a job and needs to move for work/to be closer to work

24 .. For education or training opportunities
25 .. Poor quality schools in the area/school zone

Other

26 .. Getting married or moving in with partner

27 .. Breakdown in current relationship

28 .. Change in household size

29 .. Children need to change schools/ have left school

30.. To meet children’s anticipated needs

31 .. Moving away from parents’ home

32 .. Moving to enter home ownership/want to buy own home
96 .. Other Specify

If 0=1 ask, else go to 0 Are you likely to move within the Auckland region or out of it?

1.... In the Auckland region
2 .... Out of the Auckland region
98 .. Don't know

Are you currently looking for another house or dwelling right now?

1....Yes
2....No

1.... Yes Specify suburb(s)
2....No

If 0=1 ask, else go to 0 Are you looking to move to any particular suburb? If so, which one/s?
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Household composition and demographics

Now we have some final questions about you and your household.

Q34

Q35

Q36

Q37

Q38

Including yourself, how many people live in your household who are ...?

.. Less than 5 Specify

.. 5t0 16 years Specify
.. 17 to 19 years Specify
.. 20 to 40 years Specify
.. 41 to 64 years Specify
.. 65 or over Specify

U WNPFP

Does anyone living in your household need assistance with every day tasks because of a
disability?

1...Yes
2....No
98 .. Don't know

Are you currently employed? If yes: In which suburb do you work?

1.... Yes Specify suburb of employment
2 .... No, not currently employed
3.... Work all over Auckland/job takes me to multiple suburbs go to 0

If 0=1 ask, else go to 0 Did you work in that same suburb, before you moved? If no: Which
suburb did you used to work in?

1.... Yes, worked in the same suburb

2 .... No, worked in suburb outside of Auckland

3.... No, worked in a different suburb in Auckland region Specify Auckland suburb of
previous employment

4 .... Did not work before | moved

Which of the following best describes your current occupation?

.. Manager

.. Professional

.. Technician or Trades worker

.. Community and personal service worker
.. Clerical and administrative worker
.. Sales worker

.. Machinery operator or driver

.... Labourer

96 .. Other Specify

98 .. Don’'t know

99 .. Refused

oOo~NOoO U WNBE
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Q39  Which of the following sectors or industries do you work in?

.. Manufacturing

.. Construction

.. Wholesale trade

.. Retail trade and Accommodation

.. Transport, Postal, Warehousing

.. Information, Media, Telecommunications
.. Financial and/or insurance services

.. Rental hiring and real estate services

.. Professional, scientific, or technical

10 .. Administrative and support services

11 .. Public administration and safety

12 .. Education and training

13 .. Health care and social assistance

14 .. Arts, recreation and other services

15 .. Agriculture, forestry and fishing

16 .. Mining

17 .. Electricity, gas, water and waste services
96 .. Other Specify

98 .. Don’t know

99 .. Refused

O©CO~NOOOITA~ WN P

If 0=97 skip to 0, else ask 0
Q40 Is your partner currently employed? . In which suburb do they work?

1.... Yes Specify suburb of employment
2 .... No, not currently employed
3.... Work all over Auckland/job takes him/her to multiple suburbs go to 0
Q41  If 0=1 ask, else go to 0 Did they work in that same suburb, before you moved? Which
suburb did they used to work in?

1.... Yes, worked in the same suburb

2 .... No, worked in suburb outside of Auckland

3.... No, worked in a different suburb in Auckland region Specify Auckland suburb of
previous employment

4 .... Was not working before we moved

Q42  Which of the following best describes your partner’s current occupation? Is it...

.. Manager

.. Professional

.. Technician or Trades worker

.. Community and personal service worker
.. Clerical and administrative worker
.. Sales worker

.. Machinery operator or driver

.... Labourer

96 .. Other Specify

98 .. Don't know

99 .. Refused

O~NO UL WNPEP
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Q43  And which of the following sectors or industries do they work in

Q44  Can you please tell me what your household’s annual total income is? Is it...

9

O©CO~NOOOTA WN P

O©CO~NOOOTA~ WN P

8 ..

.. Manufacturing

.. Construction

.. Wholesale trade

.. Retail trade and Accommodation

.. Transport, Postal, Warehousing

.. Information, Media, Telecommunications
.. Financial and/or insurance services

.. Rental hiring and real estate services

.. Professional, scientific, or technical

.. Administrative and support services

.. Public administration and safety

.. Education and training

.. Health care and social assistance

.. Arts, recreation and other services

.. Agriculture, forestry and fishing

.. Mining

.. Electricity, gas, water and waste services
.. Other Specify

.. Don’t know

.. Refused

.. Up to $15,000

.. Between $15,001 and $20,000

.. Between $20,001 and $30,000

.. Between $30,001 and $40,000

.. Between $40,001 and $50,000

.. Between $50,001 and $70,000

.. Between $70,001 and $100,000
.. Between $100,001 and $130,000
. More than $130,000

Don’t know

99 .. Refused

Q45  Can you please tell me what your household’s annual total income was when you were living
in your previous house just before you moved? Was it...

Those are all the questions | have. Thank you mrergh for your help. My name 301V from

©COOO~NOOUTA WNP

8 ..
9..

.. Up to $15,000

.. Between $15,001 and $20,000

.. Between $20,001 and $30,000

.. Between $30,001 and $40,000

.. Between $40,001 and $50,000

.. Between $50,001 and $70,000

... Between $70,001 and $100,000

.. Between $100,001 and $130,000 or
. More than $130,000

Don’t know
Refused

Research New Zealand. If you have enquiries athosistirvey, please ring the Project Manager,

Emily Calvert on our toll-free number: 0800 500 1@&ellington respondents 499-3088)
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