APPENDIX 1
From NZ Herald. 27" August 2005

THE RANGE OF HOUSING POLICY OPTIONS ON OFFER AT THE
TIME OF THE RECENT (SEPTEMBER) ELECTION:

Labour: From 2007 provide income-tested grants of up to $5,000 to first-home
buyers after they have contributed to the Kiwisaver work-based saving
scheme for 5 years.

Introduce an equity share scheme, under which the Government would have
a stake in homes bought by low and middle-income households.

Allow more lenders to provide Welcome Home Loan government
subsidized mortgage insurance for first-home buyers on low and moderate
incomes (maximum loan $280,000) after home ownership advice
workshops for 5000 people a year.

National: Help State House tenants to buy their homes. Otherwise, no specific
policies, but lower taxes would help first-home owners to save for a deposit
and meet mortgage repayments.

NZFirst: Extend Kiwisaver scheme.
Offer tax breaks and other saving incentives for savings intended for a
house deposit. Give people in areas of high housing need access to low-
deposit and low-interest loans.
Offer state housing tenants rent-to-own, low-deposit, low-interest schemes.
Offer finance facilities to self-build organisations.

Greens: Re-establish the universal child benefit, allowing it to go towards a house
deposit. Provide a reprieve on benefit abatement for state housing tenants
for saving towards a house deposit.

Modify Welcome Home Loans to make them accessible to all low-income
earners. Increase provision of low-interest financing for low-income
households. Nurture third-sector housing schemes.

Progressives:  Extend Kiwisaver scheme.
Allow capitalisation of Family Support into savings for a deposit.

United Future: Allow working for families entitlements to be capitalised and used to
increase equity in a home.
Allow income splitting for tax purposes, providing the average family with
$100 extra per week.

Act: No specific policies, but lower taxes would help first-home owners save for
a deposit and meet mortgage repayments.
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APPENDIX 2
From Agribus Examiner #194. 1% October 2002

U.S. ASSET POVERTY FIGURES

REVEAL IF NATION’S POPULATION

HAD TO EXIST ONLY ON THEIR LIQUID ASSETS
NEARLY 40% WOULD LIVE AT POVERTY LEVEL

Ray Boshara, New York Times: Last week, in an annual autumn ritual, the
Census Bureau released its latest statistics on poverty and income. After falling
for four consecutive years, the poverty rate rose to 11.7 percent in 2001. But this
figure, whether rising or declining, tells only part of the story about poverty in
America: It measures only income. For a more complete picture --- and a more
disheartening one --- it is necessary to measure the assets of the poor as well.

Between 1983 and 1998, the last year for which a comparison can be made,
income poverty declined about 16 percent while asset poverty rose 14 percent.
Today, fully one-quarter of the United States population is asset-poor. This
means that, if they had to live only on their net worth --- savings, home equity
and other assets --- they could survive at the poverty level for three months.

Take away home equity, or just consider liquid assets, and the poverty rate jumps
to nearly 40 percent.

When families don’t have enough income, they can’t buy enough food, shelter,
clothing and other necessities. With 33 million Americans now classified as
officially “poor”, income poverty is a huge problem. But at least twice as many
families don’t have enough assets --- and so they lose their economic security
and their ability to plan, dream and pass on opportunities to future generations.
Lack of income means you don’t get by; lack of assets means you don’t get
ahead.

Clearly, both income and assets are important measures of well-being. But when
the government frames the problem in terms of income, the solutions are framed
in terms of income. Hence, reports of rising poverty are usually met with calls
for greater income and food assistance, higher rental subsidies and increases in
the Earned Income Tax Credit and minimum wage. The need for the poor to
save and build assets is hardly discussed.

In fact, it turns out the the federal government has two policies. For the non-
poor, there is over $300 billioon a year in tax breaks or incentives for
individduals for asset development: tax deductions for home mortgages,
favorable treatment for contributions to retirement plans or college-saving plans,
myriad benefits for small business ownership and stock investment. Over 90
percent of these benefits go to families earning more than $50,000 a year.
Combine these inaccessible income tax breaks with strict asset limits in public-
assistance programs, and the poor face asset denial.

It’s not that the government doesn’t spend on the poor. It’s that it spends very
differently on the poor. They are grudgingly provided barely enough income and
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food to get by, while better-off Americans receive generous subsidies to build
assets to get ahead.

This disparity in asset accumulation shows up in data on wealth inequality ---
which, not surprisingly, dwarfs income inequality and reaches well into the
middle class. The top 20 percent of households earn about 56 percent of the
nation' ’income --- but command 83 percent of our wealth. The bottom 60
percent, the majority of the country, earns 23 percent of the nation’s income ---
but owns less than five percent of the wealth. And the bottom 40 percent earns
10 percent of national income but owns less than 1 percent of the wealth.
Despite the greater magnitude of wealth inequality, however, income inequality -
-- like income poverty --- receives far more public attention.

To be sure, there have been some efforts to rethink the poverty line, including a
comprehensive study by the National Academy of Sciences, some of whose
recommendations are now included in annual Census reports. And some
advocates for the poor have proposed the use of self-sufficiency standard to
better capture the needs of the poor.

Most helpful, however, would be a set of policies to help the asset-poor, not just
the income-poor. We know such policies can work. In a nationwide
demonstration project, in which savings are matched on a two for one basis, the
poorest of the poor --- those at 50 percent of the poverty line or below --- are
saving more than three percent of their income. We can help the poor
accumulate more assets with matching deposits and refundable tax credits for
savings that lead to homeownership, higher education, business development,
investment and retirement. To combat pervasive child poverty and enable asset
accumulation throughout life, we could establish a savings account at birth for
every person in America.

If we continue to combat poverty primarily in terms of income, we do not merely
mislead ourselves with a false sense of progress or an insufficient sense of
urgency. We also deny the poor benefits and strategies for improving their lives
that we have long offered to millions of other Americans.
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Reprinted from: “Housing Costs & Affordability in NZ” by DTZ Research for
Centre for Housing Research Aotearoa New Zealand.

INCREASING LAND COST
AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSE COST

Table 6.16: Trend in Housing Costs

North Shore Christchurch Dunedin
1993 2003 1993 2003 1993 2003
land value $83,900 $214,900 $60,000 $139,600 $28,900 $51,000
(av. section)
house price $110,200 $138,300 $99,000 $113,700 $104,400 $119,300
house + land $194,100 $353,200 $159,600 $253,300 $133,300 $170,300
land component % 43% 61% 38% 55% 22% 30%
deposit 20% $38,800 $70,600 $31,900 $50,700 $26,700 $34,100
total loan $155,300 $282,600 $127,700 $202,600 $106,600 $136,200
monthly repayment $1,123 $2,043 $923 $1,464 $771 $984
hshld income
required @ 30% $44,900 $81,705 $36,921 $58,576 $30,820 $39,378
hshld income
1991 & 2001 $45,800 $61,800 $34,900 $45,300 $35,700 $41,600
required hshld
income as % avg 98% 132% 106% 129% 86% 95%
hshld income

“NB: These figures assume a 140 square metre house built with construction costs in line with Table 6.1,
and a 25 year mortgage with monthly repayments at 7.25%.”

“If changes over the last ten years in the cost of the various components (labour, materials and
land) that go into the New Zealand house are looked at it is the appreciation in land values that
has been by far the most significant contributor to housing-cost increases over that period.”
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