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Executive Summary

This research into rural lifestyle preferences is one of several components of
research to under pin a rural strategy being prepared by Rodney District Council.

This work to gether with  public consultation  and stakeholder feedback is to be used

to help develop a long term strategy for fostering a sustainable rural economy,
protecting rural landscapes and rural character, improving rural development
outcomes, protecting the cul tural values and future benefits of open space, and
managing settlement edges and development sprawl. As well as this lifestyle
preferences analysis, other work contributing to this Rural Strategy includes ,
landscape analysis, a rural economy study, as we Il as trends and monitoring
studies. Once completed, the  Rural S trategy will contribute to future District Plan
reviews or plan changes.

The research outlined in this document represents the views of current property
owners in rural Rodney. The main object ive for the research was to investigate the
views and preferences of rural land owners, including:

- Concerns about the loss of &@ountryside look and feel  §

- Support for economic benefits of new rural residential population;

- Degree of integration of new rural residents into rural communities;
- Concerns about the loss of productive agricultural land,;

- Concerns of rural land owners about problems arising from traditional
farming activities (smell, noise etc);

- Concerns of rural land owners regarding the impact of m ore lifestyle blocks;
- Perceived accessibility problems in rural residential areas;

- Attitudesto damlets §

- Disadvantages and advantages of different lot sizes and land use patterns.
Following is a summary of the main findings. The findings provide a view of the
(diverse) opinions and attitudes that need to be considered in the development of

the Rural Strategy

Attitudes and Concerns

- The characteristics of Rodney District most important to rural property -
owners are: space (94% rate it as important/very im portant) , peace and
quiet (88%) , clean environment  (83%) and natural beauty (82%) . The Rural
Strategy being prepared by Rodney District Council should look to safe -
guard these qualities for owners .

- There are some additional characteristics that are particu larly
important to farmers. These include animals and wildlife (76%), work
related reasons (62%) , and family/friendship ties (40%). This
highlights the importance of the rural area in delivering to the well -
being of farmers economically, socially and envir onmentally.

- A wide variety of concerns are evident: compliance costs of environmental

controls (62% concerned/very concerned) , and inflationary pressures on



land prices (58%) are the two issues causing the most concern amongst

owners. Al so of comcéfmculst yo dealing with Council
quality roadsd (54%) and o6traffic concerns (e.g
(54%).
- Farmers indicate a higher level concern than other residents with a
number issues including environmental compliance (74% concerned /

very concerned ), inflationary pressures on land values (65%) and
loss of large farms (51%).
- Attitudes towards development are divided:

- 40% agree that they are @oncerned about the loss of the area &
country look and feel as too much residential de velopment or
development that is too urban takes place § while 36% disagree.

- 34% avelcome the development taking place in my area. New
development brin gs in money and adds prosperity § while 43%
disagree with this statement.

- The above differences in perspe ctive are not a result of differences
bet ween far mer s a Whereare nofsignfficant tifeererscds .
between farmers and lifestylers in their attitude towards the loss of
the areas country look and feel, or the development that is taking
place in their area.

- A small majority of owners (55%) believe the Council should control
the appearances of development , While 22% disagree with such
Council control.  Farmers are more inclined to reject the idea of
Council control (33% disagree that the Council sh ould control
development).

Desirability of the Aea

- Fifty -eight percent of owners believe the area is becoming more/much more
desirable as a place to live , while 25% feel it is becoming less desirable.
6Li festylersé tend to be mo rges thatoasei takingg e about t
place, with 61% of them believing that Rodney is becoming a more/much
more desirable place to live.

- The country lifestyle , proximity to Auckland, the development of more
facilities nearby (e.g. Albany shopping centre) , and improved road s, are all
reasons given for the view that the area is becoming a more desirable place
to live .

- The impact of development on the rural character (i.e. loss of large farms ,
impact on natural environment etc) as well as increased noise, traffic and

loss of p rivacy, are given as reasons for feeling that the area is becoming a
less desirable place to live.



Property Size and Sudhivision

- Opinion also differs on the appropriateness of small blocks (1 to 2 acres / 4 -
8,000m ?) in the rural setting:
- Some owner s (38%) are willing to allow small blocks as long as they

are set back from the road or screened from view , while 36% of
owners feel that small blocks should not be allowed.
- There is considerable demand from existing owner s for smaller properties

(compared wit h their current property size ).
- Forty percent of owner s would like to sub -divide their existing property,
while 42% do not want to sub -divide.

Moving to and Leaving Rural Rodney

Most people (71%) living in rural Rodney have no plans to move from their cur rent
address in the next 5 years. Those who do plan to move, plan to move to another

rural or semi -rural setting (52%); very few plan to move to an urban environment

(3%). This suggests that the country life not only attracts people from urban areas,
but t hat the lifestyle is such that few rural owners make the reverse decision and

move to an urban environment. Clearly the rural lifestyle provides an experience

enjoyed by those living there.

Development Concepts

Three development concepts were tested with owner s (Farm Parks, Countryside
Living, and Rural Hamlets)

- Farm Parks (31% interested/very interested) and Countryside Living (25%
interested/very interested) have the greatest appeal amongst owner s.

- Farm Parks appeal because they offer the rural settin g and privacy wanted,
while maintaining  parts of large farms as economic units. Those who reject
the concept (41%) do so due to perceived loss of independence (loss of
independent decision -making over the land), and the belief that there will be
no financi al return from the farming activiti es for those living  there.

- Countryside Living appeals as it offers the space and privacy wanted in the
rural setting, without too much land to maintain. Those who reject the idea
(34%) do so as the blocks are too small f or farming and  the approach
results in the permanent loss of large farms.

Travel

- Approximately one third (37%) agree that the Council should encourage
more facilities in the area so that there is less need to travel far. Many
(78%) , however, see the addit ional driving they do as worth it for the rural

lifestyle .
- There is high demand for access (within 20 minutes) to the following
services and facilities: public transport ( 92 %), primary schools (  91%),

service stations/convenience stores ( 90 %), vet (85%) , do ctor ( 85 %).



Design Guidelines

- Council control of residential density is desired by most (72%
definitely/probably) , as is control of the scale of developments /size of
buildings (55%) , and of non -rural business uses in the rural area (48%) .

- Council control o f boundary treatments is far less popular (44% probably
not/definitely not) , as is Council control of building design (44% probably
not/definitely not ).

TheRegional Contexand Research Implications

The research is set in the context of the Auckland Reg ional Growth Strategy and
Regional Policy statement , which aim to minimise urban expansion and residential
development and other urban activities in rural areas in favour of greater
intensification in existing urban areas. The arguments in favour of this s trategy
relate to the effects of some activities on the resources and environment of rural

areas, as well as the relative inefficiency  and social and economic implications of
rural development and uncontained urban expansion . The position of these
strategi es is that a contained and compact city approach is more efficient in
providing transport, wastewater and social and community infrastructure  and
provides better urban and rural environments.

The research, however, shows that much of the growth in rural Rodney comes from
movement from  urban areas , as people seek more space, peace and quiet , and a
rural lifestyle. There is little evidence that people want to move back to urban
areas, which suggests a high degree of satisfaction with the rural lifestyle (a finding
substantiated in other surveys conducted by Rodney District Council ). The survey
also shows considerable demand from existing land owners to subdivide their land

and a desire amongst current owne rs of larger properties to downsize but remain in

the rural area . In addition, there are very different views amongst existing owners

on the desirability of development, and the impact of the development that has

taken place in the region to date. The survey therefore shows a tension between
market demand an d the regional policy context in which decisions about managing
rural growth pressure are made. The survey also shows the extent of the challenge

of accommodating the desires of all existing rural property owners

One of the main tasks for the Rural Strat egy will be to address these competing
views and interests . Under the Resource Management Act the Rodney District Plan

is required to give effect to the Regional Policy Statement (which in turn gives

effect to the Regional Growth Strategy). The Regional Policy Statement is currently
before the Environment Court and is subject to a series of appeals, (including from
Rodney District Council ). Atthe same time, both the Regional Growth Strategy and
the governance structure of the whole Auckland  region (The Roy al Commission) are
currently being reviewed



Introduction

Background

The &ountry look and feel 6 of Rodney District is under threat from a number of
factors includ ing the subdivision of rural land in response to an increased demand
for rural residenti al living. Since the introduction of the current rules on rural
development in the District Plan in 1996 , a significant amount of rural residential
subdivision has occurred in Rodney , and this has continued since the introduction of
the Proposed Plan 2000.  Between 1997 and 2005 the number of rural lots increased
by 49%.

Rodney District Council is preparing a Rural Strategy to manage the effects of

growth in the countryside and has conducted research into some of the issues that
may influence policy develop ment. The components of the Rural Strategy are
illustrated in the diagram on the following page

Rural residential living is currently controlled by the District Plan rules , which apply
to several different rural zones. There are a range of rules and Dist rict Plan
methods which provide opportunities for rural residential development. There are
two &ountryside living 6 zones which can be s ubdivided into lifestyle blocks. R ural
residential sites can  also be created in all rural zones in return for the provi sion of

environmental benefits such as wetland protection and the creation of public
reserve land.

Residential developments in the countryside living zones often result in lot sizes of
between one and two hectares. In rural zones, only one household is permitted on
lots of up to 40 hectares, after which two units are permitted. A previous d~arm

Park 6 subdivision opportunity was withdrawn due to the potentially adverse impact
on the environment with no apparent environmental benefit.

The threat and potent ial threats to the country look and feel arise from two main
pressures:

- The visual impact of residential development;

- The economic impact of development on land prices and therefore the viabi lity
of traditional agriculture.

The proposed Rural Strategy will seek to address both these issues.

Any new policies and rules introduced by way of a plan change will require a robust
process of evaluation and justification. The Lifestyle Preferences survey is carried
out with two key groups likely to be affected by a ny new provisions:

- Rural residential households,
- Traditional farming businesses.

The research will be used to inform Rodney District Council policy development
work by providing an understanding of the perceived concerns and benefits of
possible changes an d an indication of the market potential for different forms of
development. As such, the purpose of this research is to provide information which
will contribute to policy development. Further consultation will be undertaken in
relation to the Rural Strate gy and specific policies once these have been developed.
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Research Objectives

The main objective  for the research  was to investigate the views and preferences of
land owners ona range of identified issues including:

rural

This list is provided as a sample of the issues that RDC is asked to address in

Disadvantages and advantages of different lot sizes and land use patterns;
Perceived accessibility problems in rural residential areas;

Attitudesto  damlets §

Concerns about the loss of  &@ountryside look and feel g

Sup port for economic benefits of new rural residential population;

Degree of integration of new rural residents into rural communities;
Concerns about the loss of productive agricultural land;

Concerns of rural land owners about problems arising from traditio
farming activities (smell, noise etc);

Concerns of rural land owners regarding the impact of more lifestyle blocks.

making resource management decisions.

nal



Methodology

Rural land owners were identified using the Agribase ' and the RDC Rates database.
All owners of properties one hectare (2.5 acres) or larger listed in Agribase , and all
owners of properties zoned Countryside Living  on the Rate s database were eligible
to t ake part in the research. All these owners were sent a brochure about the
research inviting them to take part.

The survey was conducted using an online method. All those who registered their
interest in taking part were emailed a link to the survey.

The questionnaire was developed from information gathered from three focus
groups. These focus groups were conducted prior to this research, in order to
ensure that the questionnaire covered all issues important to owners.

N=783 owners completed the online survey between 30" November and the 17 "
December 2007

The following chart outlines the selection process for the online survey.

o 100%
Eligible to take 6632  Were mailed an invite to
part in the survey the survey
20%

Total responses of those invited registered
from mail 1359 interest in taking part in
invitation the online survey

Total survey 783 L
responses completed the survey

Participation in the survey was incentivised with a chance to win $400 worth of

petrol vouchers

Further details including the method, brochure invites , and questionnaire can be

found in the Appendices.

1 Agribase holds irformation on more than 105,000 rural properties such as farming operations,

vi neyards, orchards and forests. The primary purpo
underpins national and regional policies and programmes that benefit rural NeamdZeBhe use of

Agribase ensured the inclusion of farming operations in the research.



Sample Profile

This section of the report outlines the characteristics of those who took part in the
research. The aim of this section isto give the reader an idea of the range of peop le
who took part in the survey , including the location and nature of their property

All participants (N=783) were property owners of rural Rodney District  with

property over 1 hectare (2.5 acres) and/or a property zoned as Countryside Living
Sample Cha racteristics - Highlights

I 6632 owners of rural property in Rodney were invited to take part in an
online survey

1 783 owners took up this offer and participated in the survey
I The final sample comprised of a wide range of owners
- 2/ 3rds were 01l i fapds/twere statk farmense r s

- The sample had a mature profile with 90% of those who participated,
aged 40+,

- Approximately 60%  were male, and 40% female.

- The main types of households represe
coupl esd and f ami | i ehddreq, thiougito ghitders ¢ h o o
aged 15+).

- High household incomes are evident (median family income $100k+;
median personal income $60 to $79k).

- The sample included some who had recently moved to their current
address (17% had lived at their current address 2 years or less), as
well as 68% longer term owners (5+ years).

Ward and Property Size

The following table  shows the profile of those who took part in the research in

terms of which ward theylive in , and size of their properties. This has been

com pared to the profile of properties (1 + hectare and/or zoned Countryside Living)
that make up the rural Rodney area 2,

2 This information was established from Agribase and the Rating database.



Rural Sample Rural Sample

Ward Rodney O/p Size Rodney (yp

% 0 % 0

Western 38 39 Less than 1 hect 0 1

Northern 26 31 1-1.99 hect 17 19

Eastern/Hibi scus 5 6 2-3.99 hect 23 o4
Coast

Central 30 23 4-9.99 hect 32 30

Donot know 0 1 10-39.99 hect 14 14

40+ hect 14 12

This chart shows that the people who took part in the research

are representative of rural Rodney in terms of the

own properties that

property size, and generally

representative in terms of ward. Slightly fewer interviews were achieved with those
would have been expected given the overall

living in the central ward than
distribution of  rural properties
impact on the results.

Main Use of PropertyZone, a

. This difference is

nd Residential Density

unlikely to ha ve a significant

This section shows the types of properties owned by those patrticipating in the

research.
Main use of property

70% 62UU

60% +—

50% +—

40% +—

30% 23%

20%

0, B — A0 0
10% 7 37 1% 1% 1%
OL:VL‘I T T T T T T 1
Lifestyle Stock Native  Fruit,veg Forestry Plant Tourism
farming bush  and other growing
crops

Both farmers and 6l ifestylersd ar es(62%)of thiodee d
taking part in the research report that the

while 23% say the main use is

&Gtock farming 6

i n
ma i

samp

n

U ¢



Participants were <classified as Ilandiofnersét.yl Ehids of a
classification was ba sed on the main use of their land, and the size of their
property. The definitions are given in the table below.
o _ - -
o —— _ - o
The above <c¢lassification is wused to compare result
6other | and ownersd in several sections of this rep:t
The chart below shows  the council zoning of those interviewed
Which council zoning applies to your property?
60%
50%

50%

40%

30% 24%

20%

20%

10% 39 19

0% : — mm BN .

General Rural  Countryside  Countryside Other Don't know
Living Rural  Living Town

Fifty - percent of participants own pr operty zoned 6Gener al Rural 6, w h
6Countryside Living Rurald property.



The following chart gives an indication of the density of the living situation of
participants.

How close is the nearest house to your property?

35% 32% 31%

30%
25% 23%
20%
0,
15% 1%
10%
5% 2%
0% . . . e

Less Than 50 51To 100 101To 200 201To 1000 MoreThanl
Metres Metres Metres Metres Km Away

A third of the sample (34%) live within 100m of the nearest house, while another
third (33%) live more than 200m from their nearest neighbour.

Gender,Age and Household Composition

This section shows the gender, age and household composition of those who took

part in the research. No firm conclusions can be drawn about the

rep resentativeness of the final sample in terms of age and gender, as no
information is available on the prof i |Howewvef,
the information is  provided to show the characteristics of those who took part.

The sample was slightl y weighted to males : 43% of the surveys were completed by
females, while 57% were completed by males.

Rodneyods



The following charts  show s the age profile  and household composition of those who
took part in the research.

Age Profile
60%
50% 455
40%
30%
30%
20%
10%

0%

10% % % % %
Under 40 Years 40- 49 Years 50- 64 Years 65 0r Older
Age Band
Sixty -percent of those who took part in the research were aged 50 or over, with

only 10% aged under 40.

Household Composition

60%

50%

40% 38%

30%

20% 16%

12% 11%

10%

4% 5% 5% I
N l | |

Young  Oldersingle  Older Pre-school School-aged Children  Children of

couple no coupleno  children kidsonly  aged 15+ mixed ages
children children only only
Nearly half (45%) of those interviewed live in older singles and couples households.

Householdincome



This section shows the household income profile of those who took part, followed by
the proportion of income derived from the property.

Household Income
40% 37%
30%
20% 16%
12% 13% 12%
10% 8%
2%
0% - T T T T T T
9 O O O S )
A " & A N’ & o
g g & & & $ N
o <0 xS xS x§ N P°
N $ S & S OF B
9 S Q Q o &
0(9 Qv 0" 1 S b qJQ\ C._;\' "b\\\
h¢ 2% 2 5 5 3
i)

Twenty -two percent of the sample have a household income less than $60k, while
more than 1/3 " have a household income in excess of $100k

The table below shows the median income for those who took part in the research.
This has been compared to the median NZ incomes.

Family income 3 $100k + $60to $79 k
Personal income $60 to $79k ¢ $24.4k

Source of NZ Average is Statistics New Zealand 2006 Census

Those who too k part in the survey on average have high incomes relative to the
average New Zealand income. This is in line with expectations.

® Household income fozouples with child(ren), couples without child(ren), and one pareht wit
child(ren).
* Household income for single person households.




The following charts shows the percentage of household income derived from use of

the land and the percentage derived from

working at home.

What percentage of your total household income is
earned from use of your land?

100%

80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
AllOwners Farmer(161) Lifestyler Other (129}
(783) (493}

m76to 100%
m51to 75%
m26to 50%
m1to25%

mo

Thirty -one percent of farmers

derive 51% or more

of their income from the land,

5

whereas no Lifestylers derive more than 50% of their income from the land.

What percentage of your total household income is

earned from working at home?

100%
80%
m76to 100%
60%
m51to 75%
0,
40% 26 to 50%
20% H1lto25%
m0
0%
AllOwners Farmer(161) Lifestyler Other (129}
(783) (493)
Twenty -three percent of farmers derive more than 50% of their income from

of their income

working at home , while 14% of Lifestylers derive more than 50%
from working at home
*Where figures do not add to

100% it is

due

t

o

S 0 me



What type of income earning activity do you do from your

property?
99%

100% Tg7g; 35%

80%

60%

W Farm Services

40%
W Trade

20%
H Professional Services

0%

m Other
Allwho derive  Lifestylers  Stock Farming  Other (59)
income from (106} 10+ Acres (97)
land or
home(262)

M Land Based Production

Most of the income earning activity conducted from the rural property is land based
production.

Residence History

This section considers the length o f time people have lived at their current address

How long have you lived at your current address?

30% 27%

25% 23%

20%
15% 15%

15%
’ 11%

10%

6%

LessThan 1-2 Years 3-4 Years 5-10 11-20 More Always
1Year Years Years Than 20 Lived Here
Years

Seventeen percent of those interviewed had lived at their current address less than
two years. Nearly half (45%) of those interviewed have lived at their current
address for 11 years or more.



Findings

Reasons foriking in Rodney District

Rodney District offers a unique combination of rural ch aracteristics and
opportunities  which contribute to the decision t o live in Rodney District. Participants
were asked to indicate the level of importance of each of the following as reasons

for choosing to live inrural Rodney.

Reasons for Living in Rural Rodney

Spacearound property 75% 18% m
Peace and quiet 66% 22% w
5Very Important
1
Clean environment 52% 31% -“/o
R—— m3
ek

Natural beauty 50% 32%

m 1 Not Important

Aminals and wildlife 42% 27% -“

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Reasons for Living in Rural Rodney

i | | | | |
Live /take partin rural life 37% 27% _“

Proximity to recreation 31% 28% _-.

5Very Important

4

Proximity to Auckland 24% 30% _--
e —T— =3
m2

Work related reasons 22%  15% ---
Family/Friendshipties | 14% @ 16% --_
IR A AN

T T T T

m 1 Not Important

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Nearly all owners of rural Rodney agree that d&pace around their property 6 (94%)
and @eace and quiet 6 (88%) are very important/important reasons for living in



Rodney. Most also agre e that @&lean environment 6(83%) and datural beauty of the
ar e @) are very important/important.

Less important are work related reasons (37% important/very important ), and for
family/friendship ties (30%).

The table below compares farmers, difesty lers 6 and other owners on  their reasons
for living in Rodney. The figures reported in the table are the percentage of owners

who say each statement is an important (important or very important) reason for

living in Rodney. Only reasons for which a statisti cally significant difference
between sub groups exists are reported below.

Farmers  Lifestyler Other
(161) (493) (129)
Natural beauty of the area 75% 85% 82%
Peace and quiet 81% 92% 85%
Animals and wildlife 76% 67% 64%
Live in a rural community/take grt in country life 75% 62% 57%
For work related reasons 62% 27% 42%
Family or friendship ties 40% 27% 29%
Figures in colour are statistically significant at the 95% level (blue significantly higher , red significantly
lower ).
Not surprisingly, farmers w ere significantly more likely to give &vork related
reasons 6 as an important re ason for living in Rodney, than difestylers 6 or other
owners. A higher percentage of farmers also give @nimals and wildlife 6 and

damily/friendship ties  6as important reasons  for living in Rodney.  This demonstrates
that in addition to the importance of aesthetics of the natural environment,
economic and social aspects of the rural lifestyle are particularly important to
farmers.



Issues of Concern

There are also a number of i ssues of concern about living in rural Rodney. The level
of concern about each of these is shown in the following charts.

Issues of Concern

1 | | | |
Compliance costs of environmental controls 37% 25% _-l

Inflationary pressures, land values and rates 34% 24% _--

Difficulty dealing with Council 33% 22% _--

Poor quality roads 31% 23% | 21% [i5% 5%

Traffic concerns 29% 25%  23% [ 14% 9%
! ! T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

5 Very concerned 4 m3 m2 m1lNotatall concerned

Issues of Concern
] | | | | |
Too much development of rural land 27% 17% _--
New arrivals with different values 23% 21% _—-
Personal security and crime 22% 22% _—-
Loss of large farms 20% 20% | 24% [Wi6%" NS

T

Weakened sense of community [8% | 17% [30% 2y e
-

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

5 Very concerned 4 m3 m2 m1lNotatall concerned




Issues of Concern

| | | | |
Time to maintain property |10% | 15% | 29% Lo22% [TTaaw

Traveltime 79! 16%‘ ) 23%‘ —“—
Lack of work or industry in the area _8%_11% _‘ 21% ‘_‘__‘

- | [ | |

Lack of water services | 9% 8% [15% " IINZ2I90N N2

Lack of meeting places 4% 7% MIN24% 000 INZG7N Esrmmm

Farming activities 4%6% II16% " 27700 e
s— I | T |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
5 Very concerned 4 3 m2 m1Notatall concerned
There is a high le vel of concern amongst residents in relation to a number of issues.

&@ompliance costs of environmental cont  rols 6causes the most wide spread concern

amongst owners (62% concerned/ very concerned ), followed by concern about

dnflationary pressures on land values and rates 0(58 %). Also of concernis  difficulty

dealing with Council 6(55%), @oor qualityroads 6(54%) and O6tr af f(ét concerns

A

traffic noise, road safety) 6 (54%)

d-arming activities  (e.g. smells, sprays, noise etc) Ocause the least concern , with
only 10% of owners concerned or very concerned about this issue.

The table below compares the concerns of farmers, 61 i f e s ang otler avders.
The figures reported in the table are the percentage of owners who are concerned
(concerned/very concerned). Only those issues of concerns for which a statistically
significant difference between sub groups exists, are reported below.

Farmer (161) Lifestyler Other (129)

(493)

Compliance costs of environmental controls 74% 59% 59%
Inflationary pressures on land values 65% 56% 57%

New arrivals with different values 52% 40% 47%

Loss of large farms 51% 36% 40%

Figures in colour are statistically significant at the 95% level (blue significantly higher , red significantly

lower ).

Farmers show a higher level of concern i n rieflatianary mren ssuesonh e 06

l and val ues an thssofdatgefardis 0t, h da © tomplignce costs of
environmental] tlhanrdlisbestyl ersd and ot her owners.



Attitudes

In order to understand the attitude of owners toward development  and block sizes
appropriate for the rural environment , participants were asked their level of
agreement with the following statements.

Level of Agreement with Statements

| | | |
Welcome Development In My Area 17% | 17% _

Concerned About Loss Of Country Look/Feel 25% 15% -

Properties Less 2ha Detract 17% 9% - 38%
4-8,000m2 Properties Fine | 18% | 120% I ECAEE
) ] ™ 1
T T T

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly agree 4 m3 m2 #mStronglydisagree

The above chart shows that 40% of people are &oncerned about the loss of the
area & country look and feel as too much residential development or development

t hat i s too ur b a nlusttomek a shir plloh alk owners (36%) are not
concerned about the loss of country look and feel. Thirty -four percent of all owners
welcome development as it brings in new money and prosperity, while 43% do not

welcome development.

The above findings show that there are di ffering attitudes to development amongst
Rodney ds owners.adome owners welcome development, while others are
concerned about its impact on the area & 6l ook and feel . 6

Views also differ on the appropriateness of small blocks (1 -2 acres/ 4-8,000m ?) in

the rural environment. Thirty -eight percent of all owners agreed with the

st at e me+BOQ0 mé? (1 to 2 acre ) properties are fine in rural areas so long as

the buildings are set back from the road or screene
with it. Twenty -six percentof all owners agreed with the statement, O&prc
are less than 2 hectare (5 acres) detract from the rural environment and should not

be allowed in rural areas, 6 and 57% di vamgseed with
are willing to allow  small blocks ( 1-2 acres / 4-8,000 m ? in the rural area) under

some conditions, while others feel that such blocks should not be allowed.



Owner s were asked their level of agreement with the following statements.

Level of Agreement with Statement

1 | | | |
Additional Driving Worth It 54% 2Rt

Part Of Strong Rural Community | 16% 27% _E
Closer To Communities Outside Area 5%10% l2ovas FE 32%

Council Should Encourage More Facilities In 18% | 19% _

Rural Areas

Council Should Control Development So Fits . o o
With Enviroment 32/‘(; |23% |_
T T

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly agree 4 m3 m2 mStronglydisagree

Thirty -seven percent of owners agreed wi t h t he st &e¢ €quihshould 6t

all ow or encourage more facilities in my rural ar e
far,d while 34% di sagreed with this statement. Aga
rural owners is strongly divided.

Fifty -five percent of all owners agr eed, 6Counci l should control t he
devel opment in rural areas better so it fits i n wi
di sagreed with this statement. This shows that mo s |

role in ensuring that develop ment fits with the rural environment.

The following table  compares farmer s, difestyler s§ other owners. The figures in the
table indicate those who agree or strongly agree. Only statistically significant
differences have been reported

Farmers Lifestyle Other

(161) (493) (129)
Concerned about the loss of country look/feel 39% 38% 48%
Additional driving worth it 68% 80% 79%
Part of strong rural community 45% 39% 52%
Council should control development in rural areas 45% 57% 62%
Figures in colour are statistically significant at the 95% level (red indicates significantly lower; blue

significantly higher).



Attitudes are relatively similar for stock farmers, lifestylers and those who have

other uses for their land. In other words, rural land owners hav e similar attitudes
(as measured by these statements) irrespective of their use of their land. The

exceptions to this are:

- The additional driving | have to do compared with town or city residents is

worth it for the rural lifestyle. Farmers are less likely to agree with this
statement.
-1 feel I am part of a strong rur al community. Th

for their land are more likely to agree with this statement.

- The Council should control the appearances of development in rural areas
better so it fits  with the environment. Farmers are less likely to agree with
this.

Desirabilityof Rodney District

Owners who have lived in Rodney for three or more years were asked whether they

feel Rodney is becoming more desirable. The exact wording of the question was:
60ver the past few years would you say that, i n g
more or | ess desirable as a place to |live?6

Over the past few years would you say that in general
your area has become more or less desirable as a place to
live?
100% -~
26%
80% -
. Much More Desirable
60% 32%
More Desirable
0, -
40% _ m Stayed About The Same
20% ® Less Desirable
0% — eeeemGUpmm——— ® Much Less Desirable
Lived at current address 3 or more years
(n=646)
Amongst those owners who have lived in rural Rodney for three or more  years,
58 % believe it is becoming more/much more desira ble, while 2 5% feel is becoming

less/much less desirable.



Owners who were positive about rur al Rodneybés desira
reasons for their view:

Desire for rural lifestyle and community

“More people wanting to move out of the suburbs of Auckland and live in rural surroundings.”

“Involvement in community activities, family and friends, comfortable lifestyle.”

“Families are looking for a lifestyle block that is large enough to maintain and but also has privacy.”

“Still being able to enjoy a country lifestyle complete with rural community values.”

“As work becomes a busier place, nice to be able to live in a place away from it all.”

“Values have changed and the rural lifestyle provides a great environment for raising a family.”

“We find that with a diversity of families coming into the district there is a good mix of lifestylers
with long term farmers. In community projects there is always a good representation of both.”

“If | was looking to move here now, | would not find it desirable but obviously, judging by inflated
house prices and rates, other people do!”

Proximity to Auckland
“The area is regarded as being close to Auckland and easy travelling to CBD so is attracting more
lifestyle residents”

“Close proximity to Auckland but with beautiful rural outlook and peace and quiet — lots more
lifestyle blocks now”

‘Motorway extension means property is now within easier access to Auckland City which is
important to us.

Growth and sympathetic development

“A recent farm park development has been controlled and managed so that it fits within the rural
environment.”

“Most development has kept character of district with larger developments kept out.”

“Some of the farmers though don’t seem to like change and do moan about newcomers, even if it
lifts the schools and businesses and provides a future for their kids.”

More facilities

“Matakana development means that there are more amenities close to home ie cinema, cafes,
boutique shops. Most development has kept character of district with larger developments
kept out.”

“New developments in Helensville (ie Woolworths) and shopping center in Waimauku.”

“In recent years the development of the Albany Mega Centre, Town Centre, Stadium, University
etc has provided facilities close to our area but we have still retained the desirable rural life
style we came here for.”

“Area has grown with better facilities shopping and better infrastructure i.e. roading,
community facilities.”

“With the completion of the mega mall at Albany, | can enjoy the best of both worlds. Rural
lifestyle with convenient facilities.”



Individual Properties Improved

“The lifestyle blocks have now been settled for some 20 years and shelterbelts and other
plantings are now established, so the area looks better and is more sheltered.”
“There are not as many run down neglected properties now.”

Improved roads/motorway access

“Our road has been improved and partly sealed”

“Development of the motorway and improvement of Pine Valley Rd has made it more accessible
and thus more desirable”

“Roads — seems likely a bit more tar-sealing is going to get done in the area — at last!”

Owners who were negative about rur al Rodneyb6s desir
typ ically gave the following  types of reasons

“We purchased a rural property with rural amenity values. RDC have allowed a major retail
development in rural area next door to us. We suffer with subsequent traffic, dust, noise and
general business more suited to town situation. Pending non-compliant subdivisions will
further detract form the general rural ambience that attracted us to our property.”

“Too much development of land around us which in turn has increased the traffic flow on our
road. Getting sick of earth movers starting early and finishing late especially on the
weekends... losing privacy and lifestyle.”

“The threat of land being subdivided without any thought for the greater community, Rodney is
recognized as being a rural and lifestyle area and is probably the most accessible play ground
for the Auckland region. We need to keep as many of our beaches, forests, parks and farming
areas intact as possible. We do not need housing developments on every beach no matter
what the value of the land is. In Rodney we have a place that is special, lets make sure we
keep it that way.”

“The rural flavour is being lost with the closer proximity of Auckland getting closer and the
development, at times uncontrolled changing the feel of the place.”

“With more subdivision there is more traffic, noise and disregard for the traditional rural value.
The through highway cannot cope with the increased volume of traffic. It is now unsafe to
ride horses on many of the roads. Whereas previously horses could be ridden on the grass
verge, now many of the berms have been turned into manicured lawns.”



“Idon’t believe we should be sub-dividing up big farms as this lovely land is gone forever.”

“...no longer lifestyle blocks but investment blocks. Issues with maintenance of these properties
which must surely become a concern to council e.qg. what is your noxious weed policy? ‘The
keeping of animals with little knowledge or concern ....”

“We now have neighbours who fire sky rockets into our bush...”

“Cats tend to reduce the bird life and | think there should be a restriction on how many people are
allowed to keep.”

“More crime, graffiti, boy racers, property destruction.”

“The rural community has changed with so many people moved into the area from the city who
are not participating [in local events]. Everyone seems too busy now.”

The table below compares farmers, Olifestylersd and
Rodneyés desirability.

Farmer  Lifestyler Other

(151) (383) (112)
Less/Much Less Desirable 33% 21% 27%
Stayed About ie Same 13% 18% 18%
More/Much More Desirable 53% 61% 53%

Figures in colour are statistically significant at the 95% level (blue
significantly higher | red significantly lower ).

Significantly more 61 i f estyl ersdé r at e Raea desimbleplace bteleve® mi ng
than other residents



Property Sizes and Ideals

The table below shows current property sizes, ideal property sizes for the current
property, and the ideal size property planned for the future.

Current Ideal Size of Ideal
Property Size Current Property Size
Property for Future

100+ a cres (40.5 + hectares) 12% 12% 10%
25t0 100 a cres (10 to 40.5 hectares) 14% 13% 12%
10to 25a cres (4.5to 10 hectares) 30% 22% 17%
5to 10 a cres (2to 4.5 hectares) 24% 22% 17%
25to5a cres (1to2hecta res) 20% 23% 22%
Lessthan 2.5a cres (1 hectare) 1% 6% 9%
Don't know/u nsure 0% 3% 7%
Don't want farm/rural lifestyle 5%

A comparison of the  &urrent property 0 sizes with the ddeal property size for the
current property  Oreveals that there is  a desi re, on average, to downsize.

Likewise, the size requirements of future properties suggest that there will be
considerable demand for smaller properties amongst existing owner s. This will be in
addition to the demand for property from people not resident i n the area.

The following chart considers the downsizing desired by owners by property size.
This will allow us to see what property size changes are wanted by owners of
different property sizes.

Ideal Size of Property by Current Property Size

100%
90%
80%
70% - Ideal Property Size
0, -
60% m 40+ ha (100+ acres)
50%
40% - W 10-40 ha (25-100 acres)
30% - B 4-10 ha (10-25 acres)
20%
10% 4 m 2-4 ha (5-10 acres)
0% T T T T W 1-2 ha (2.5-5 acres)

A e9) A &5\ e9) M Lessthan 1 ha
a o5 Prass \5‘&0 acs (&0'15 2U€ 15& o0 acl (;0 (w
LCANN \C W a\ M
A1 1 a0 A0V 80
A0

Current Property Size




The demand for smaller properties can be seen among st owners of all properties
sized 2 hectares (5 acres) or larger. Twenty -two percent of owners of property 40
hectares (100 acres) or larger would ideally like to reduce the size of their property.

This includes five percent of these owners who would like property of 2 hectares (5
acres) or smaller. This may reflect the preference of farmers for spending their

retirement years in rural Rodney on a smaller block of land.

These findings demonstrate that there is and will be , demand for smaller property
(incl uding 1 -2 hectares/2.5 -5 acres) from existing owners in the future.

Desire to SukDivide

Owners were asked about their desire to sub -divide. The answers to this question
are shown in the following chart.

How strong is your desire to gain consent for future
subdivision of your land?
100%
. Strongly desire sub-
80% - 30% division consent
4
60% -
m3
20% - m Do not want to sub-divide
atall
0% -
Forty percent of owners desire a sub -division ¢ onsent, while 42% do not want to
sub-divide . The table below compares farmers, difestylers 6and other owners.
Farmer Lifestyler  Other
(161) (493) (129)
Desiresubdivision consent 46% 38% 41%
Neutral 18% 10% 9%
Do not want to subdivide 29% 46% 45%

Figures in colour are statistically significant at the 95% level (blue significantly
higher , red significantly lower ).

The table shows that farmers are significantly less likely to r eject the possibility of
future sub-division than difestylers dand other owners, due to a neutral position on
the matter.

Moving To and Leaving Rural Rodney



This section considers where people who have recently moved to their address have
come from, and where people who plan to leave , will go to.

People who have moved to thei r current address within the last two years were
asked where they moved from. This information is shown in the following chart.

Did you move from...
60%
50%
50%
40%
28%
30% ’
20%
99, 10%
10%
) = - B
0% T T T T 1
City Or Major Lifestyle Block Rural Working Farm Other
Town Village/Small
Rural Town

Base: All those who have lived at current address 2 years or less (n=134)

Of those who have lived at their current address for 2 years or less, half had moved
from the city or a major town.

Participants were also asked how long they expect to continue living at their current
address.

How long do you expect to continue living at your

current address?
0
20%
20% 6%
15%
10%

0,
5% 4% 4% -
(1]

w H m W

LessThan 1-2 Years 3-4 Years 5-10 11-20 More Don't
1Year Years Years Than 20 Know
Years

Most (71%) see themselves continuing to live at their current address for 5 years
or more . Only 8% see themselves moving in the next 2 years.

Those who expect to move within the next two years were asked where they were
likely to move to.



Where are you likely to move to next?
50%
39%
40% ’
0,
30% 24%
20% 18%
13%
10% —
3% 3%
OL:VL‘I T T T T T 1
City Or Working Lifestyle Rural Village  Other Don't Know
Major Town Farm Block or Town
Base: All those who expect to move in the next two years (n=6 2)
Those who plan to move within the next two years plan to move to a lifestyle block
(39%) or a rural village or small rural town (13%). Only 3% plan to move to a city

or major town.

In summary, most people living in rural Rodney have no plans to move from their
current address in the next 2 years. Those who do plan to move , plan to move to
another rural or semi -rural setting ; very few plan to move to an urban
environment. This suggests that the country life not only attracts people from

urban environments, but that the lifestyle is such that few people make the reverse
decision and move to an urban environment.

Interest in Residential Property Development Options

Three concept rural residential options were presented to participants:
1) Farm Parks
2) Hamlets
3) Countryside Living

For each development opt  ion, participants were presented with the written concept
as well as a picture, and asked ho w interested they would be in living that type of
development

The information about each option provided to participants is shown below.

Countryside Living

A chequerboard style of subdivision with 1-2 hectare lots adjacent to one another. All land is
privately owned. Services are the responsibility of individual landowners and there is no
common land and usually no shared facilities.



2 Ha (5 Acre)

All land in private ownership Shha e

1 Ha (2.5Acre)
Section sizes

Hamlets

Ina New Zealand cont ext a o6haml/etdé s a small rural sett]
together but surrounded by countryside protected as open space (rather than a rural settlement

with houses dotted around large properties or scattered along a road). The properties share

costs of roading, wastewater and a range of amenities like walkways or village greens. They

could also share other recreational facilities for activities such as swimming, horse riding, tennis

or golf. Sections may be small or medium sized but dwellings would be clustered together with

the surplus land collectively managed or farmed independently. There may be 5 to 50 houses in

such a settlement.



Total development size —
between 5 & 20 dwellings 3

— Balance of land held
in common as farm, open
space or ‘common land'

Varied lot sizes between
250m2 & 1,000m2




Farm Parks

In a New Zealand context Farm Parks are a form of rural subdivision which seek to capitalise
large farms by allowing low density rural residential settlement on large rural sites. Like Hamlets
they have shared open space but the houses are not clustered so close together and the
section sizes are larger. This gives more of an open feel rather than a village atmosphere and
conventionally features large houses. The surplus open space may still be collectively managed
or farmed independently and shared recreational facilities may also be provided. The overall
density might be no more than one hou se per 8 hectares.

2,000m2 - 4,000m2 (0.5 - 1 Acre)
rural residential properties.

80 Ha (200 Acres +)
Farm Park. Average
of 1 lot per 8 hectares

Dispersed development —
pattern across Farm Park

Balance of the land held
in common as farm, open
space or 'common land'



The following chart shows the level of interest in each of the development options.

How interested would you be in living in a ...

I
Farm park h--ll% 30% 1%

m 5 Very Interested
m4

Rural Hamlet I.. 12% 55% 1% m3

2

1 Mot At All Interested

Countryside Living -.. 99 259 299 Already live in countryside

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Farm Parks and Countryside L iving have the broade st appeal amongst existing

owners : 11% of owners are very interes ted in the idea of living in a Farm P ark in
the future, with an additional 20% quite interested. Overall, 31% are
interested/very interested in the Farm P ark development concept. The Countryside

Living option has a high level of strong interest (17% very interested), with a total
of 2 5% interested/very interested in the concept overall. In contrast, only 16% of
current owner s are interested/very interested in the Rural Hamlet option.

Participants were asked their reasons for their level of interest in each development

option. Typical a nswers are shown in the following quotes . These are shown for
those who are interested in living in the developments, as well as for those who are

not.



“Space for garden and some animals. Less work than small farm. More chance of
community than farm. Big enough for privacy™

“We need smalleriots around what is the town centre. A lot of people want to livein g
country areg but ot have the land to look after.”

“This style of subdivision allows freedom for people to express their own values with
minimum influence form anyone else”

“Currentiyliving on @ 4.1 hectare block —the work imvolved in maintaining a Block of
this size is too time consuming and physically hard work. A 1-2 hectare block would
still offer the same privacy and lifestyie.”

“We get oider o small lot wouw'd be easy to handle but still give me a rural lifestpie”

“Becouse most residents on 10 acre blocks no longer use the land productively, it
would be better to allow subdivision into smaller blocks.”

“Becouse the rates are getting too high on  acreage like ours.
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Having land but not having to maintain it all, and preserving viable farm
land also appeal
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Suburb feel, not enough space/too close to neighbours, and not economical
to farm
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The table below compares farmers, 6l i festyl ersdé amdheirarttelestim owner s i
the development concepts. The figures reported in the table are the percentage of

owners who are interes ted (interested or very interested) in the development

options.

Interest in Farm Park 30% 30% 34%
Interest in Rural Hamlet 12% 15% 23%
Interest in Countryside Living 19% 33% 23%

Figures in colour are statis tically significant at the 95% level (blue significantly higher).

Significantly more 6lifesytlersd are interested in
other residents. More O6other owners6 are interested
and o6lifestylerso.

Travel Times

Travel is a feature of rural living. In developing the Rural Strategy, attention must
be given to the travel times that rural residents consider acceptable to access
different services and facilities.

Participants were asked, 6n choosing a | ocation for your home, what would be the

maximum acceptable travel time for you for journeys to é (one way, b vehicl e
Each participant was asked only about destinations relevant to them (e.g. journeys

to university etc).



The table below shows the av erage trip length wanted for each journey type.

Journey Average Maximum Acceptable Trighgth (minutes)
All Owners Farmers Lifestylers Other

Public Transport 13 16 12 12
Service Station/Convenience Store 14 15 13 15
Primary School 14 16 13 15
Doctor 16 17 16 16
Vet 16 18 16 16
Shopping 19 20 19 21
Cafe/Restaurant/Pub 19 20 18 20
Secondary School 20 21 19 21
Sports Facility 22 23 21 22
Beach 23 23 23 22
Recreational Facility 25 28 25 24
Work 35 32 36 33
University 42 47 40 41
Base: those who take those trips (bases range from 73 to 491)

On average, difestylers 6have shorter acceptable travel times for all journeys. The
exceptions to this are work and beaches.

The highest demand for accessibility (i.e. those who want travel t imes of 20
minutes or less) is for:

- Public transport (92%)

- Primary school (91%)

- Service station/convenience store (90%)

- Vet (85%)

- Doctor (85%)



Maximum acceptable travel times for your journey to ...

I () S R I N
University (499) -_ 23% 30%
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| | | |
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