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Purpose and summary
Rental affordability 1998-2012: Regional distributions explores changes in rental
affordability over time in 12 regions in New Zealand.

Purpose
This paper looks at the results of a new rental affordability indicator (produced for all
rental properties and for properties rented from a private landlord), which will be available
on an annual basis at subnational level. The 2009 Review of Housing Statistics
recommended that Statistics New Zealand, in conjunction with other government
departments, should create regularly updated measures of housing affordability. This
paper addresses creating a measure of housing affordability for renters.
Since housing markets are localised, subnational indicators are essential for
understanding changes in affordability. The disruption to the housing supply in
Christchurch after the earthquake sequence beginning in 2010 and the ongoing housing
situation in Auckland have highlighted the importance of accurate and frequent regional
information.

Summary
• Rental affordability has improved since 1998 but has declined slightly in most regions
since the global financial crisis of 2008.
• Rents have not increased as fast as house prices
• Auckland was the most unaffordable region in 2012, followed by Bay of Plenty and
Northland.
• In 2012, in the Auckland region, a household paid 35 percent of median equivalised
weekly household incomes on median weekly rent, compared with 38 percent in 1998.
• Southland was consistently the most-affordable region for renters, with median weekly
rent taking around one-fifth of median equivalised weekly household income in 2012.
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Introduction to the indicator
This section covers how the rental affordability indicator is calculated, why it uses
equivalised household income, and some limitations it has.
Calculating rental affordability involves combining measures of rental costs and of
household income.
The income data is sourced from the annual New Zealand Income Survey (NZIS), which
is a supplement to the Household Labour Force Survey (HLFS) in the June quarter.
HLFS results are based on a representative sample of 15,000 households throughout
New Zealand. NZIS data is available from 1998.
Rental data comes from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment’s Tenancy
Bond database and is available from 1993. See appendix 1 for further details on these
data sources.
The rental affordability indicator is available from 1998.

Methodology for calculating the indicator
Figure 1
1 C omponents of housing affor dability

Components of housing affordability
$ Income (household) –
wages and salary,
government transfers,
interest.

$ Housing costs
House prices
Cost of servicing a mortage
and other costs such as
rates and insurance
Rents

Understanding rental affordability depends on the relationship between rents and
incomes, as figure 1 shows. For example, if rents and incomes increase or decrease at a
constant rate then the ratio remains unchanged. However, if rents increase faster than
incomes, affordability declines. Conversely, if incomes increase faster than rents, then
rental affordability increases.
The indicator used in this paper is similar to measures used overseas and is based on
this formula:
Median weekly rent/median weekly equivalised household income*100
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Why equivalised household income is used as the
income measure
Household income is a better measure than personal income
Rents are paid by households rather than individuals, so at an individual level personal
income may not be comparable with total rent. For example, a household may have more
than one income earner, one who works part-time and one full-time – with considerable
variability in income. Therefore, household income is the best measure.

Household income has limitations when comparing affordability
between households
Total household income does have limitations as a measure of affordability because of
the variation in household size and composition. For example, a one-person household
receiving $1,000 a week is in a much better financial position than a 10-person household
also receiving $1,000.
To allow household income across household types to be compared, a scale can be used
to equivalise annual household income for household composition (Jensen, 1988). This
scale is used extensively in New Zealand research as it also recognises the different
costs associated with different age groups (eg children and adults). JEAH income is
calculated, for individual households, by reweighting household income to a two-adult
household (see appendix 2).

Note about equivalised income data
When calculating equivalised household income all people under 18 are counted as a
child regardless of their marital status or job status. Statistics NZ’s definition states that a
dependent child is a ‘child (birth/biological, adopted, step-, or other) in a family nucleus
who is aged under 15 years, or who is aged 15–17 and not employed full time'. In a small
number of cases, a young person aged 15–17 years who is working full-time could be
living independently. This would affect the equivalised income for that household (ie their
income requirements would be undercounted) but is unlikely to affect the aggregated
median income by region.

Limitations of the indicator
It is not possible to distinguish incomes of households that rent from households that own
when using NZIS data. Therefore, the income measure used is for all households.
However, because census and Household Economic Survey data show that household
income is lower for households not owning their dwelling, the indicator is likely to
underreport affordability issues. The income measure used for the indicator is before-tax
income and since rent is paid from after-tax income, this also results in underreporting of
affordability issues.
The two information sources (NZIS and Tenancy Bond database) are different
conceptually – survey data is a sample and therefore some movement in incomes from
year to year may represent volatility rather than be statistically significant. The regional
data are subject to greater sample error than national level data, therefore year-to-year
changes should be interpreted with caution.
Tenancy bond data is effectively a census of all bonds held. Over time there has been an
improvement in the proportion of rental properties held in the database. This may affect
the comparability of median rents over time. Currently, the Ministry for Business,
Innovation and Employment calculates that a bond is lodged for about 95 percent of
rental dwellings. A further limitation to note is that rent information captured is the rent at
the time the bond is collected – so the series will reflect historic and current rents.
7
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It is important to note changes in NZIS sources between 1998 and 2012. Investment
income has been included in the NZIS since 2002. Introducing income from investments
caused a discontinuity in the time series for the 'all sources' category. This change has
resulted in a slight increase in household incomes since 2002.
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How has rental affordability changed?
This section reports how rental affordability has changed over recent years.

Affordability has declined since the 1980s
Census data shows that rental affordability has declined since the 1980s. This is partly
due to changes in the private rental market. In 1986, only 62.2 percent of renting
households rented from private landlords. Of the remainder:
•
•
•

23.5 percent rented from the Housing Corporation
7.4 percent rented from another government agency
6.9 percent rented from a local authority.

By 2006, 81.8 percent of renting households rented from a private person, trust, or
business:
•
•

13.4 percent rented from the Housing Corporation
3.0 percent rented from local authorities.

The higher proportion of social housing in the earlier period kept median rents lower. In
the 1980s, subsidised housing was also available through some employers – around 14
percent of households rented from their employer in 1986.
Rental affordability continued to decline in the 1990s. The period of high unemployment
in the late 1980s and early 1990s suppressed income growth, while the introduction of
market rents for state housing led to a sharp peak in median rent increases in the mid1990s.
Although rents have increased much more slowly than house prices (which doubled
between 2000 and 2007 (Productivity Commission, 2011)), renting was more expensive
in 2012 than in the 1980s.
Figure 2
2 M edi an weekl y r ents, infl ati on adjusted

Median weekly rents
Inflation adjusted

250

1986–2006 Censuses

Median rent $

200
150
100
50
0

1986

Source: Statistics New Zealand

1991

1996

2001

2006

Census year

Tenancy bond data is available from 1993. It shows that, at a national level, rents
increased from the 1990s but have remained relatively static in recent years.

9

Rental affordability 1998–2012: Regional distributions

Figure 3
3 M ean and median weekl y rent, quarterl y, unadj usted and i nflation adj usted

Mean and median weekly rent
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Tenancy Bond database, 1993–2012
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However, rent increases were far less than house price increases. The median house
price went from being approximately 17 times median annual rent in the late 1990s to
over 20 times in the 2000s, as figure 4 shows.
Figure 4
4 H ous e-pric e-to-rent ratio, annual medi an rent to annual medi an hous e pric es

House-price-to-rent ratio
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Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment; Real Estate Institute of New Zealand

Results from the rental affordability indicator
The rental affordability indicator has been produced for all dwellings where a bond was
lodged (including social housing) and for a subset of bonds for dwellings rented from
private landlords.
When median rents are compared with NZIS data, it is clear that rental affordability has
improved since the 1990s, at a national level, and has remained largely static since the
mid-2000s.
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Figure 5
5 M edi an weekl y r ent as a propor tion of medi an equi valis ed weekl y household i nc omes, T enanc y Bond and N ZIS

In 1998, it took 34 percent of a household’s median equivalised income to pay the
median rent on a dwelling, compared with 31 percent in 2012. Over this period median
rents increased 68 percent and equivalised household incomes 84 percent. The median
rent and equivalised incomes shown in figure 6 are not adjusted for inflation.
Figure 6
6 M edi an weekl y r ent and medi an equi valis ed weekl y household inc ome, T enanc y Bond database and NZIS

Median weekly rent and median weekly equivalised
household income
Tenancy bond database and New Zealand Income Survey
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Source: Statistics New Zealand; Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
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Which regions are the most unaffordable?
This section identifies the least affordable regions in New Zealand for 1998 to 2012 and
how rent and income varies by region.

Three regions remain consistently unaffordable
Analysis of the data shows that while the ranking of regions has changed over time, three
regions are consistently the most unaffordable: Auckland, which was the mostunaffordable region for all but two years between 1998 and 2012, Northland, and Bay of
Plenty. In these three regions households paid more than 30 percent of a median
equivalised household income on median rent.
The causes varied by region – Auckland was unaffordable because of high rents, while
low incomes affected affordability in Northland and Bay of Plenty.
Figure 7
7 15- year averag e of medi an weekl y rent as a percent of median equi valised weekl y hous ehol d i ncome, by HLF S r egion

15-year average of median rent as a proportion of median
equivalised household incomes
By Household Labour Force Survey region
1998–2012
Region
Southland
Manawatu-Wanganui
Taranaki
Gisborne/Hawkes Bay
Wellington
Waikato
Canterbury
Tasman/Nelson/Malborough/West Coast
Otago
New Zealand
Bay of Plenty
Northland
Auckland
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Percent of income
Source: Statistics New Zealand, Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

In 2012, in the Auckland region a household paid 35 percent of median equivalised
weekly household income on median weekly rent, compared with 38 percent in 1998.
Although the 2012 figure was lower than in 1998, rental affordability had declined from
the low of 32 percent in 2007.

12

Rental affordability 1998–2012: Regional distributions

8 M edi an weekl y r ent aa pr oporti on of median equi valised weekl y hous ehol d income, by HLF S r egion

Figure 8

Note: Tasman/N/M/WC is an abbreviated form of Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/West Coast
Source: Statistics New Zealand (NZIS), Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (Tenancy Bond)

A third of renting households are in Auckland region
Because the Auckland region had the highest proportion of rented dwellings, affordability
issues in Auckland affect the greatest number of households – around one-third of the
population lives in rented dwellings. Over two-thirds of all New Zealand’s rented dwellings
were located in just four regions (Auckland, Canterbury, Wellington, and Waikato), as
figure 9 shows.
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Figure 9
9 Perc ent of properties that ar e r ented, by regional council ar ea

Percent of properties that are rented
By regional council area
2006 Census

Region
Auckland
Canterbury
Wellington
Waikato
Bay of Plenty
Manawatu-Wanganui
Otago
Hawke's Bay
Northland
Taranaki
Southland
Nelson
Gisborne
Marlborough
Tasman
West Coast
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5

Source: Statistics New Zealand
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Most-affordable regions for renters identified
Southland was consistently the most-affordable region between 1998 and 2012. Over this
period, a household in Southland paid around one-fifth of their equivalised median
household income in rent, a ratio that remained relatively stable over time.
Manawatu-Wanganui and Taranaki were the next most-affordable regions with median
rents around one-quarter of median equivalised income. Otago was the most-volatile
region, largely because of movements in income data.

Mapping the distribution of rental affordability
Figure 10 maps changes in rental affordability for selected years between 1998 and
2012.
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Figure 10
10 Median weekl y rent as a pr oporti on of equi valis ed weekl y household i nc ome for renti ng househol ds, by regional c ouncil area

Median weekly rent as a proportion of equivalised weekly household income for
renting households
By regional council area
1998, 2001, 2008, 2012

Source: Statistics New Zealand and Ministry for Business, Innovation and Employment.
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Effect of Canterbury earthquakes on rental affordability
Rental affordability in Canterbury improved between 1998 and 2009, before tracking
upwards from 2010. Tenancy bond data shows an upward pressure on rents in
Canterbury (particularly in the greater Christchurch area) as a result of the Canterbury
earthquakes that began in September 2010.
The percentage change in median rents in the greater Christchurch area between 2010
and 2012 was more than double the 5.2 increase in median equivalised weekly
household incomes for Canterbury in the same period. Since the June 2010 quarter,
median rents have risen 14 percent in Christchurch city, and 11 percent in Selwyn and 19
percent in Waimakariri districts, compared with a national average of 7 percent
(percentages are not adjusted for inflation).
Figure 11
11 Median weekl y rent for greater C hristc hurch ar ea, quarterl y, 2010–12

Quarterly median rent for greater Christchurch area
2010 –2012
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Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

Relationship between rent and income varies at
regional level
Rental affordability is about the relationship between rent and income. For some regions,
such as Auckland, affordability was affected by high rents; for others affordability was a
consequence of relatively lower incomes. Auckland, Wellington, and Canterbury had the
highest median rents, but also had the highest median equivalised household incomes,
as figures 12 and 13 show.
Each graph is ordered from highest to lowest. Auckland has the highest median rents
(figure 12) but Wellington has the highest equivalised household incomes (figure 13).
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Figure 12
12 Median weekl y rent, i nflation adj usted, by r egion

Median weekly rent

Inflation adjusted, by region
1998, 2004, 2012
Region
Auckland
Wellington
Canterbury
New Zealand
Bay of Plenty
Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/West Coast
Otago
Taranaki
Waikato
Northland
Gisborne/Hawke's Bay

1998

Manawatu-Wanganui

2004

Southland

2012
0

100

200

300

Rent ($)
Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (Tenancy Bond)
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Figure 13
13 Median equi valised weekl y hous ehol d inc omes, i nfl ati on adjus ted, by region

Median equivalised weekly household incomes
Inflation adjusted, by region
1998, 2004, 2012
Region
Wellington
Auckland
Canterbury
New Zealand
Taranaki
Waikato
Southland
Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/West Coast
Otago
Gisborne/Hawke's Bay
Bay of Plenty
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Northland
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200
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Median income ($)
Source: Statistics New Zealand (NZIS)
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Figure 14
14 Median weekl y rent as a pr oporti on of medi an weekl y equi valised hous ehol d i ncome, by region

Median weekly rent as a proportion of
median equivalised weekly household incomes
By region

1998, 2004, 2012
Region
Auckland
Bay of Plenty
Northland
New Zealand
Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/West Coast
Canterbury
Otago
Wellington
Waikato
Taranaki
Gisborne/Hawke's Bay
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Southland
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20
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Percent of income
Source: Statistics New Zealand, Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

Figure 15 shows the relationship between median rent and income between 1998 and
2012, at a regional level (not adjusted for inflation). The 2008 global economic crisis had
a clear impact through reduced incomes in some regions and a consequent effect on
affordability. This was particularly in Otago, Bay of Plenty, Southland, and the combined
Tasman/Nelson, Marlborough, and West Coast regions.
While Southland was consistently the most-affordable region, affordability still declined
there between 2007 and 2012.
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Figure 15
15 Median weekl y rent and medi an weekl y equi valised hous ehol d i ncome, by HLFS r egion

Note: T/N/M/WC is an abbreviated form of Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/West Coast.
Source: Statistics New Zealand (NZIS), Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (Tenancy Bond)

Rental affordability at territorial authority level
As NZIS data is only available at HLFS region level it was not possible to apply the rental
affordability indicator at territory authority level.
However, figures 16 and 17 give an indication of the geographical distribution of median
rents and show recent changes in median rents by territorial authority area.
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Figure 16
16 Median weekl y rent by territorial authority ar ea, 2012

Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (Tenancy Bond)

Figure 17 shows change in median rents from the first quarter of 2011 to the first quarter
of 2012, with the highest percentage changes occurring in the South Island. Note that in
some smaller territorial authorities such as Buller district, which have a small number of
rental properties (under 1,000), changes in median rents can be volatile and should be
interpreted with caution.
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Figure 17
17 Annual perc entag e c hange in median weekl y rent, by territorial authority area

Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (Tenancy Bond)
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What can we conclude?
The rental affordability indicator provides some insight into affordability at a regional level
and how affordability has changed over time.
Rental affordability has improved since the 1990s but has declined slightly in recent
years. The regions experiencing the greatest decrease in affordability since the 2008
global financial crisis were Southland, Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/West Coast, and Bay
of Plenty.
Auckland region was consistently the least-affordable region, followed by Northland and
Bay of Plenty regions. Southland has been the most-affordable region every year since
1998.

Glossary
Household
A household, as defined in the Census of Population and Dwellings, is either one person
who usually lives alone, or two or more people who usually live together and share
facilities (eg cooking or bathroom facilities, a living area) in a private dwelling. It may
include other people in addition to a family, or two or more families living together.
Median income
The point at which half the people receive more, and half receive less, than the stated
amount. Since the 2008 release of NZIS we have put a greater emphasis on medians,
because extremely high or low incomes tend to have less influence on median amounts
than they do on an average (mean) figure.
Household income
The total of all personal incomes in a household, including any other payments made
directly to the household (eg government transfers such as working for families
payments).
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Appendix 1: Data sources
Tenancy Bond database
The Tenancy Bond database is administered by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment under the Residential Tenancies Act 1986. Under this Act, any landlord who
wishes to require a bond from their tenant must lodge that bond with the Ministry. The bond
is held in trust during the tenancy and is refunded on the agreement of tenant and landlord,
or (in the event of a dispute) an order by the Tenancy Tribunal. The Ministry collects some
basic tenancy information when the bond is lodged, including:
•
•
•
•
•

address (allows for geographic identification)
size of bond
weekly rent
whether the tenancy is for a room, house, flat, or apartment
number of bedrooms.

See tenancy bond on the ministry’s website for the full bond lodgement form.
A landlord is only legally required to submit a bond if they require a bond from their tenant. If
a landlord chooses to not require a bond, the agency need not be informed and the database
will not record any details of that tenancy. However, under the Act, a tenant’s liability for
damage to the property is limited to the bond – in practice few landlords would be willing to
tenant a property without requiring a bond.
Tenancy bond data includes social housing, therefore the series is provided for private
rentals and all rentals – because including social housing (where tenants pay income-related
rent) lowers the median rent paid.
Changes in the composition of the renting population might affect the tenancy bond series. If
the number of households that change rental properties frequently increases, this may affect
median rents. For example, households that stay in a rental property for a long period may
have lower rent increases, because landlords tend to want to keep reliable tenants.
The only other detailed source of rental data is the Census of Population and Dwellings. A
comparison of Tenancy Bond data (Quarter 1, 2006) and census data (2006) shows
consistency in distribution, with Auckland, Wellington, and Canterbury recording the highest
rents.
See KIRs open data for information about mean rents by territorial authority area (lower
quartiles’ rents).
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Figure 18
18 Median weekl y rent, by r egion

Median weekly rent

By region (Tenancy Bond and Census data)
2006

Region
Auckland
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New Zealand
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Some variability is expected given the different characteristics of each dataset. The census
covers all rental dwellings while bond data includes all dwellings that have a bond lodged.

New Zealand Income Survey
NZIS is a supplement to the HLFS and uses the same sample population. The HLFS sample
has approximately 15,000 private households, sampled randomly from rural and urban areas
throughout New Zealand. We gather information for each household member who falls within
the scope of the survey and meets the survey coverage rules. The final NZIS dataset has
approximately 29,000 individuals.
All respondents to the HLFS are asked to participate in the NZIS. The target population of
the NZIS is the usually-resident, non-institutionalised, civilian population of New Zealand
aged 15 and over. This population does not include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

long-term residents of homes for older people, hospitals, and psychiatric
institutions
inmates of penal institutions
members of the permanent armed forces
members of the non-New Zealand armed forces
overseas diplomats
overseas visitors who expect to live in New Zealand for less than 12 months
those aged under 15 years.
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New Zealand residents living on offshore islands (except for Waiheke Island), and those
temporarily overseas, are not surveyed. The survey population is therefore marginally
different from the target population.
Questions relate to the respondent's most recent pay period, except for questions on annual
income, self-employment income, and investment income, which cover the 12 months before
the interview. The following items are collected:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

actual and usual gross wages and salaries – for main job and up to two other
jobs, for ordinary time, overtime, other income
weeks and hours worked – matching the wage and salary components as above
sources of latest actual gross government transfers received
latest actual gross government transfers received in total and from each agency
(Ministry of Social Development, Inland Revenue, and Accident Compensation
Corporation)
total latest actual gross private superannuation payment(s) received
total latest actual gross 'all other private transfers including pensions, and
annuities' received
weeks covered for the transfer payments defined above
total annual gross income received from self-employment
total annual gross income from investment
total annual gross income from all income sources (income ranges are the ones
used in the 2006 Census).

The collected data relates to cash only, pre-tax (gross) income wherever possible and does
not include any non-cash fringe benefits.
Questions about some forms of income are not included in the NZIS (eg income from
hobbies, casual jobs, and other sources). Therefore total income estimates from the survey
may underestimate actual total income.
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Appendix 2: Revised Jensen Scale and Jensen
Equivalised Annual Household Income
Annual household income, derived by summing annual personal income for all household
members, provides basic information about household wealth. However, as an indicator of
relative standard of living, median annual household income is inadequate. For example, a
one-adult household with an annual household income of $35,000 is likely to be able to
access a higher standard of living than a household with the same income and 10 people.
To allow the comparison of household income across household types, a scale can be used
to equivalise annual household income for household composition. Equivalised income is a
ranked measure of income. The equivalence scale used in this report is the Revised Jensen
Scale 3, developed by John Jensen of the (then) Department of Social Welfare.
The scale is constructed so that a two-adult household has a rating of 1; households with
fewer members score less than 1, those with more score more than 1. The scale also
accounts for the fact that children are likely to require less income than adults to maintain a
similar standard of living. Jensen Equivalised Annual Household (JEAH) Income is
calculated, for individual households, by reweighting household income to a two-adult
household.
The formula for JEAH Income is:
Jensen Equivalised Annual Household Income = Annual Household Income
Jensen Rating
where

Jensen Rating = [a +xc+yt]z
2z

with
a = number of adults in household
c = number of children in household
t = total age of children in household
x, y, z are constants 2. Jensen (1988).

For example, a two-adult household with an annual total income of $35,000 will also have a
JEAH income of $35,000 since its Jensen Rating is 1.
However, if this household included a seven-year-old child, its Jensen Rating would increase
to 1.19 and its JEAH would be:
$35,000 = $29,400 (rounded to nearest $100)
1.19
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Appendix 3: Data for rental affordability indicator
Median rent as a proportion of median equivalised household income for all
renting households
1998–2012
HLFS region
Auckland

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

35.8

35.2

34.7

Percent
37.5

35.5

35.6

34.8

32.4

Bay of Plenty

35.0

34.6

33.1

33.1

28.3

29.4

29.8

31.9

Northland

35.1

36.3

33.0

31.6

29.0

29.4

31.1

27.4

New Zealand

33.3

31.6

31.0

29.0

28.1

30.3

30.4

30.4

Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/
West Coast

30.8

29.8

27.9

25.4

25.0

26.8

29.2

27.9

Canterbury

32.4

27.2

28.4

25.7

25.4

26.6

28.7

26.9

Otago

27.0

30.2

30.9

28.2

26.0

26.8

31.0

31.8

Wellington

27.3

25.7

27.0

25.1

23.8

26.5

25.5

26.4

Waikato

30.9

29.5

26.7

27.6

23.5

24.7

28.3

26.0

Taranaki

29.3

28.8

27.9

26.3

22.0

23.8

24.2

24.8

Gisborne/Haw ke's Bay

31.8

28.7

26.4

26.3

23.3

24.0

25.4

26.6

Manaw atu-Wanganui

28.8

29.7

29.7

26.3

23.2

24.2

21.3

22.0

Southland

20.1

19.5

20.5

17.1

18.9

21.9

20.4

18.8

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Auckland

34.1

32.1

33.0

34.2

35.6

35.9

35.1

Bay of Plenty

30.6

28.6

30.7

30.4

29.6

30.2

33.2

Northland

31.1

29.9

33.7

31.7

32.5

33.4

33.1

Percent

New Zealand

30.1

29.5

29.9

29.8

30.6

30.2

31.3

Tasman/Nelson/Marlborough/
West Coast

27.4

27.0

26.8

28.7

29.0

28.7

30.2

Canterbury

27.9

27.3

27.3

26.8

27.5

28.9

29.5

Otago

29.7

28.8

29.7

27.5

26.2

27.6

28.8

Wellington

25.2

27.4

26.3

28.5

28.6

28.8

28.3

Waikato

26.5

27.2

28.1

26.6

27.5

28.3

27.9

Taranaki

25.0

25.4

26.3

27.5

26.6

26.2

26.5

Gisborne/Haw ke's Bay

24.7

25.7

26.5

27.3

29.0

28.4

26.3

Manaw atu-Wanganui

25.8

26.2

24.7

23.3

24.4

25.1

25.3

Southland

18.1

17.4

18.2

19.4

19.4

19.9

20.5

Source: Statistics New Zealand; Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
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