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Á The Draft Spatial Plan ð produced as a blueprint with the aim of Ʉensuring a compact, resilient , 

vibrant and  prosperous , inclusive and connected, and greener WellingtonɅ ð was made available 

to the public for feedback from 10th August until 5 th October 2020.  

Á This report presents community feedback gathered from 2,897 respondents,  via Wellington City 

CouncilɅs online survey, paper versions of the same, and from individuals and organisation s who 

prepared  submissions in their own formats . 

>  2,049 surveys were completed  

>  848 in their own formats  

Á In order to accommodate an anticipated  80,000 new residents over the next 30 years, the Draft 

Spatial Plan proposes changes specific to the following areas: 

>  Central City 

>  Inner Suburbs  

>  Outer Suburbs  

>  Opportunity Sites  

>  Natural & Open Space 

Á All comments and answers  provided by the 2,897 respondents have been analysed and included . 

The proportions of the 2,049 survey respondents who agreed/disagreed with 22 

agreement/disagreement  or yes/no statements presented  in survey questions have been 

analysed and presented as percentages. Every writt en comment (online/paper survey and email) 

received has been individual ly read and grouped with other similar comments in order to 

synthesise the content and weight of points made on particular topics.  This analysis is presented 

in the body of this report.   
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Below are the key findings uncovered through the analysis of respondent feedback:  

- The overarching message that came through in the feedback was that Wellingtonians want a 

vibrant, liveable city. Wellington has a unique character that is formed by its built and natural 

environment as well as its vibrant, diverse population. In many ways,  respondents feel that 

Wellingtonians are afforded a good quality of life, and comments identified what they felt was 

the best way to plan for a future that would retain this quality.  

- In the Draft Spatial Plan, respondents were presented with how the city  and dwellings would be 

built, and they predominantly responded with how this would affect them in their own lives. 

Respondents liked the values and overall Vision of the Plan, but did not always agree that the 

proposed Plan was the right way to achieve th em. The comments made by respondents 

attempted to connect the proposed changes with the values of the Plan, by discussing the 

outcomes they anticipated from the Plan as it stands, whether positive or negative.  

- The overall sentiment from respondents was th at a city is not just a collection of houses and 

buildings. The public realm is a vital part of what makes a city liveable, and therefore the public 

realm also needs to be considered in this Spatial Plan. The importance of access to public 

spaces, services and amenities was particularly highlighted during the COVID -19 restrictions, 

which helped to reveal the things that people truly appreciate in their city.  

 

- Intensification was the most commonly discussed topic. There was a reasonably even split 

between those who were in favour of intensification, and those who opposed it. Those who 

were in favour of intensification wanted to ensure that Wellington is prepared for future growth 

and that positive outcomes are reali sed. These respondents wrote about the benefits that 

would result from intensification, which included more affordable housing, better proximity to 

amenities, higher quality housing, and a more compact city that would increase vibrancy.  

- Those who opposed intensification objected based on the things that they felt would be lost. In 

particular, respondents feared losing the character of established suburbs, which some 

consider are an iconic aspect of Wellington. These comments tended to focus on whole areas 

or suburbs, particularly the inner suburbs,  and noted the value of character homes for the 

wider community who enjoy them from the street, as well as those fortunate enough to live in 

them. 

- Respondents preferred intensifying places that would be enhanced b y the change, such as 

commercial and industrial sites, unused buildings, and car yards. This was seen as a way to 

avoid the loss of certain elements that respondents currently value about their city.  

- There was a preference for intensification to be carried out in areas that  were close to 

transport routes, or in existing commercial centres ð to ensure that these places were well 

connected and well serviced.  

- There was an overall preference for intensification in inner suburbs as opposed to outer 

suburbs, as people felt this would do more to enhance the vibrancy of the city.  
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- Character was the main feature respondents were afraid of losing as a result of change. Many 

people believed that WellingtonɅs character is what makes the city special, and felt the 

proposed changes in the Plan risk changing the character of the city forev er.  

- ϥn particular, respondents wanted to see the cityɅs iconic character homes protected in pockets 

across the city, especially in the inner suburbs, often placing value on the coherent character 

look they create as a collective rather than focusing on pr otecting individual houses.  

- Respondents valued the fact that low -rise character housing allows access to sunlight and 

views, and do not create wind tunnels in the way that taller buildings do. Respondents wanted 

more case-by-case decisions on which areas could be developed, and how development can 

take place in particular places.  

- Respondents also made the point that though buildings may have heritage value, this does not 

necessarily translate to value for the community at large. Cold, damp, and unhealthy homes 

should not be protected at the cost of creating more high quality, affordable housing for those 

currently living in sub -standard housing.  

- Overall, there were two distinct opinions expressed on this topic. These two camps either placed 

strong value on heritage/character protection to retain WellingtonɅs special identity, or prioritised 

quality, affordable homes to encourage diversity - both architectural and human ɀ over character 

protection.  

- Respondents were doub tful that existing infrastructure would be able to handle the projected 

growth, and therefore argued for infrastructure upgrades to be carried out prior to 

intensification.  

- Most frequently mentioned were three waters infrastructure, and transport infrastr ucture. 

Both of these were seen to be struggling to cope with existing demand, leading to issues with 

water management, sewerage, traffic congestion, and parking problems.  

- People also saw opportunities in leveraging existing infrastructure, and suggested i ntensifying 

around existing amenities and where transport routes are planned.  

- There were different perspectives on what people value in a home. Some were protective of 

the character of their suburb. Others simply wanted an affordable, warm, dry, and healt hy 

home.  

- The prioritisation of affordable housing was a key aspiration, with increasing housing supply 

seen as a way to achieve this. There was skepticism that high -rise apartments would be 

affordable to most people. A desire was expressed for housing to consist of a broad range of 

typologies, and cater for a broad range of demographic s and life-stages. There were also 

specific calls for more social housing. 

- Parks, green spaces, waterways, and biodiversity  were mentioned by respondents who valued 

WellingtonɅs natural environment. Respondents wanted the Plan to include provision  of more 

green and open spaces for r esidents, particularly as the city densifies. Calls were also made for 

WCC to incorporate more wildlife and biodiversity protection and enhancement into the Plan.  

- Respondents  appreciated  the provisions put in the plan around climate change and 

sustainability. Others wanted to see proactive measures included in the Plan to reduce 

WellingtonɅs carbon footprint, as well as more robust planning for sea-level rise, earthquake  

hazards, and any other natural disasters.  
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- Nealy 3,000 people contributed to this engagement, with over 20,000 ideas included within this 

report.  

- People have clearly shown through the effort they have made to contribute that they are 

interested in influencing the future of their city.  

- Respondents want as much high quality and up -to-date information as possible to base their 

opinions on. For example, the projected population growth figures were frequently questioned, 

especially given that the Plan was written before the COVID-19 pandemic.  

- People want a simple, cohesive engagement interface that is accessible and easy to 

understand, and they do not want to be constrained by the format of the engagement process, 

or the questions asked.  

- Some respondents want to be involved on a more granular ba sis, and be consulted specifically 

on what is best for their community, rather than the city as a whole.  

- People wanted the Plan to be considered in the context of key regional plans, the strategies 

and plans of neighbouring city councils, as well as other  existing processes and plans such as 

LetɅs Get Wellington Moving.  

- Respondents want to see the Plan implemented in a staged approach to allow for reviews and 

changes should the cityɅs situation changes over time.  

- A Eurocentric view of heritage was challenged in a small number of comments, which noted 

that the council should work in partnership with Mana Whenua.  
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Respondents were asked to share the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with a number of 

statements throughout the survey. Results from these questions are summarised below:  

>  Intensification of the Central City was agreed with by 57% of respondents  and disagreed 

with by 32% of respondents  

>  Intensification of the Inner Suburbs  was agreed with by 45% of respondents  and 

disagreed with by 46% of respondents  

>  Intensification of the Outer Suburbs was agreed with by 44% of respondents  and 

disagreed with by 41% of respondents  

>  The approach to distribution  of intensification City-Wide was agreed with by 41% of 

respondents  and disagreed with by 50% of respondents  

 If disagreed with the approach to distribution, where additional 80,000 people over the 

next 30 years could be located:  

>  Redevelop commercial, industrial , and underused area s 

>  Development  of greenfield sights across Greater Wellington Region and in regional 

hubs/satellite cities  

>  Inner-city/CBD development ; Inner suburb development ; Outer suburb development ; 

Northern outer suburb development ; Western outer suburb development ; Eastern outer 

suburb development ; Southern outer suburbs  

>  Infill housing and subdivisions  

 

>  How WCC has balanced protecting special character and providing new housing in inner 

suburbs was agreed with by 34% of respondents  and disagreed with by 49% of 

respondents  

 What is special about the character of the inner suburbs:  

>  Support for character protection  

>  Natural features of character homes  

>  Architectural details and aesthetics  

>  ɄWellingtonɅs characterɅ 

>  Character being about community  

>  Character from more than a European architectural perspective  

>  Non-character rejection  

>  Planning regulations 

>  Topics discussed not directly describing character values  
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The top four  amenities respondents wanted in order to create vibrant suburban centres  were:  

>  Access to public transport  (80%) 

>  Proximity to parks and open sp ace (65%) 

>  Commercial activity (retail, café, local businesses) (60%) 

>  Infrastructure (stormwater, water supply, wastewater)  (57%) 

 Other amenities respondents identified:  

>  Built and natural environments  

>  Development sequencing  

>  Preservation of sense of place 

>  Transport considerations  

>  Community safety 

>  Adequate facility provision  

>  Inclusive design principles 

The top four  amenities respondents wanted to see around future mass rapid transit  stops:  

>  Community facilities (libraries, community spaces, social services, etc.) (66%) 

>  Cafés and restaurants  (64%) 

>  Shops and businesses (57%) 

>  Landscaped spaces/plantings (48%) 

 Other amenities respondents identified:  

>  Parking facilities 

>  Nodal transport hubs  

>  Clustered housing 

>  Opposition to future mass rapid transit stops  

 

>  Our City Tomorrow aligns with the five goals for Wellington to be compact, r esilient, 

inclusive and connected, vibrant and prosperous, and greener  agreed with by 48% of 

respondents and disagreed with by 3 4% of respondents  

 Beneficial spaces/amenities/facilities in neighbourhoods during different COVID -19 levels: 

>  A variety of natural spaces 

>  Outdoor amenities  

>  Local retail and hospitality  

>  Transport or movement  

>  Homes, specifically private outdoor and indoor space  

>  Community spaces 

>  Reliable infrastructure  
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 Amenities/facilities missing or in need of improvement du ring different COVID-19 levels: 

>  Nothing was missing 

>  Transport concerns  

>  Community spaces, facilities, and services 

>  Parks, open spaces, and green spaces 

>  Retail and commercial outlets  

>  City and suburb 

 What was liked about the Draft Spatial Plan : 

>  Increased housing density and intensification  

>  Character protection  

>  Increased housing affordability  

>  Transport and connectivity  

>  Infrastructure upgrades  

>  Climate change and sustainability 

>  Natural environment protection and expansion  

>  People and community  

 What respondents  would change or improve : 

>  Intensification approach  

>  Character area changes 

>  The Plan in context 

>  Transport and connectivity  

>  Plan implementation  

>  Building height changes 

>  Housing aspirations  

>  ϥnfrastructureɅs ability to cope with current demand 

>  Public green and outdoor space  

>  Hazards and resilience 

>  Sustainability and the environment  

 What else needs to be considered as we plan for the future  ð that is not provided for in 

Our City Tomorrow: 

>  Transport  

>  Housing and built area aesthetics  

>  The Spatial Plan 

>  Infrastructure  

>  Development and design  

>  Futureproofing, sustainability and climate change  
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>  People, population and communities  

>  Green, public and open spaces 

>  Ways of living 

 

>  The refined approach to the pre -1930 character areas offers a good balance between 

protecting special character and providing new housing in these areas , agreed with by 

33% of respondents and disagreed with by 48% of respondents  

>  The existing pre-1930 character demolition controls should be targeted to sub -areas 

within the inner suburbs that are substantially intact and consistent , agreed with by 42% 

of respondents and disagreed with by 36% of respondents  

>  The pre-1930 character demolition controls should be removed in areas that are no 

longer substantially intact and consistent or where character has been compromised, 

agreed with by 42% of respondents and dis agreed with by 39% of respondents  

>  There should be continued emphasis on streetscape character in areas outside proposed 

sub-areas through the retention of a general character area , ensuring new development 

that respects local streetscape and is well-designed, agreed with by 73% of respondents 

and disagreed with by 12% of respondents  

>  The refined approach to the pre -1930 character areas retains controls on demolition in 

the right locations and where streetscape character is substantially intact, agreed with by 

35% of respondents and disagreed with by 36% of respondents  

>  There is a good mix of housing types and heights that is suitable for the area given the 

city's projected population growth and the need for more housing choice, agreed with by 

39% of respondents and disagreed with by 45% of respondents  

 

>  Developing the area between Churton Park and Tawa to create a new neighbourhood 

supports our goals of making Wellington a compact, resilient, vibrant and prosperous, 

inclusive and connected, and greener city , agreed with by 62% of respondents and 

disagreed with by 9% of respondents  

>  Connecting a future community in Upper Stebbings and Glenside with Takapu train 

station and the shops and services in Tawa would support publ ic transport usage and 

access to economic opportunities, agreed with by 68% of respondents and disagreed 

with by 5% of respondents  

 

>  The Lincolnshire Farm Structure Plan should be reviewed to allow for a mix of housing 

types and to accommodate more dense housing options (such as ð townhouses and low -

rise apartments c ould be built in this area) , agreed with by 57% of respondents and 

disagreed with by 5% of respondents  
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Te Motu Kairangi/Miramar Peninsula: Framework could cover matters such as how to maximise the 

benefits of living in, working in, and visiting the area, investment in social and affordable housing aligned 

with public transport and greenspace, and how to ensure better connections to the City particularly with 

the future mass rapid transit route , supported (yes) by 55% of respondents  and opposed (no) by 6% of 

respondents  (39% not sure). 

 What the Te Motu Kairangi/Miramar Peninsula framework should focus on or cover : 

>  Housing 

>  Transport and accessibility issues 

>  Open spaces, public spaces, and green spaces 

>  The diversity and culture of the people and community  

>  Future -proofing the environment in the face of climate change and natural hazards  

>  Māori and iwi input 

>  Facilities, services, and amenities 

>  Development  

>  More public participation  

Strathmore Park: This could be to develop a plan for regenerating this suburb, which could include 

developing new modern or upgraded state housing with better public transport connections to the rest 

of the City, along with a range of other initiatives that could benefit t he wider area including the 

neighbourhood centre, supported (yes) by 54% of respondents  and opposed (no) by 5% of respondents  

(40% not sure). 

 What the Strathmore Park framework should focus on or cover : 

>  Housing 

>  Transport and accessibility issues 

>  The involvement of the local community and tangata whenua  

>  Open, public, and green spaces 

>  Facilities, services, and amenities 

>  Future-proofing the environment  

>  Development  

>  Value of public participation  

 

>  WCC proposed approach  to protecting  the natural environment  and investment in pa rks 

and open spaces, agreed with by 69% of respondents and disagreed with by 11% of 

respondents . 
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>  Council should offer assistance to landowners to help them protect their Backyard 

Tāonga (the natural environment) on their private property, supported (yes) by 64% of 

respondents and opposed (no) by 15% of respondents (21% not sure).  

>  Types of assistance would help landowners: Advice and guidance (44%), Weed and pest 

control  (27%), Planting (17%), Financial assistance (11%), Provide Advice on protecting 

natural biodiversity and combatting pests  (respondents suggested) (1%) 

 What ɄotherɅ assistance would help landowners : 

>  All of the above 

>  Other suggestions  

>  Concerns 

>  Outside scope 

 

 Final comments from submitters : 

>  Comments and criticisms about the consultation process  

>  Proposed height increases 

>  Housing 

>  Development and building processes 

>  Infrastructure  

>  The Spatial Plan 

>  Transport  

>  Parks, green spaces, waterways, and biodiversity  

>  Resilience and futureproofing   
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Our City Tomorrow - A Draft Spatial Plan for Wellington City is a key part of the CouncilɅs Planning for 

Growth programme of work.  Planning for Growth is a key Council 10-Year Plan initiative that focusses on 

bringing the things people value about Wellington into a wider conversation about how future growth of 

the city is planned for.  

Central to the Planning for Growth work programme is the development of a Spatial Plan for Wellington 

City. The Draft Spatial Plan is a response to expected population growth of 50,000 ɀ 80,000 more people 

in Wellington City over the next 30 years and will play an instrumental role in shaping how the city lo oks 

and feels in future.  

Work on developing the plan commenced in 2017 when Council started a conversation with 

Wellingtonians about the future of the city. Building on this, in 2019 Council engaged with the community 

on four possible future growth scenar ios for the city. This work and the community feedback received 

were then used to inform the development of the Draft Spatial Plan.  

The Draft Spatial Plan was consulted on from 10 August 2020 through to early October 2020.  This report 

presents community feedback gathered from  2,897 respondents, via the CouncilɅs online survey, paper 

versions of the same, and from individuals and organisations who prepared submissions in their own 

formats.  

The final Spatial Plan will feed into the review of the current District Plan and will help inform a range of 

other policies and projects, including the CouncilɅs Long Term Plan and future investment made in the 

city. 

The percentage of respondents who answered the agree/disagree and yes/no questions for each 

scenario was calculated, presented in charts, and interpreted. The results are pr esented in relevant 

sections throughout the report.  

Qualitative analysis of the thir teen free-text written responses was undertaken by Global Research 

analysts. 

All comments were read and organised (coded) into themes and topics , assisted by NVivo software. The 

themes and topics were derived from the responses themselves , while being focused on answering the 

questions asked in the public engagement material . This iterative process meant that all responses were 

read and analysed, and that prevalent topics bec ame apparent as the coding process was completed. The 

themes and topics were then synthesised into the discussions that were presented in relevant sections 

throughou t this report.  

This report commence s with an Executive Summary presenting  a summary of the opinions expressed by 

the community, including statistical results and a summary  of written responses . 

The report replicates the order of the questions asked in the engagement material.  

https://wcc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=5d8f3900b7cf4fa99acc218c3d149247
https://planningforgrowth.wellington.govt.nz/about/district-plan-review
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Throughout the report the total number of comments on particular themes has been stated in  each 

heading, for example Ɉ5,356 commentsɉ. The total number of comments made on particular topics are 

included in bracke ts next to topic titles. Within the discussion, the number of points made on particular 

sub-topics has been consistently represented by the amounts described below:  

>  A very large number: 150+ comments  

>  A large number: 100 ɀ 149 comments  

>  A sizeable number: 75 ɀ 99 comments  

>  A substantial number: 50 ɀ 74 comments  

>  A considerable number: 25 ɀ 49 comments  

>  A moderate number: 15 ɀ 24 comments  

>  Several comments: 8 ɀ 14 comments  

>  A small number: 4 ɀ 7 comments  

>  A few: 3 comments 

>  A couple: 2 comments 

The following descriptions were also used to describe the number of points made : one quarter , one third , 

half, two thirds , three quarters , and, all of the comments.  Note that the amounts  of comments made have 

been included to make it possible to understand the relative level of interest shown by respondents in 

particular topics , and shouldnɅt be interpreted that one topic is more important than another.  Also note, 

the ɄcodingɅ of comments involves analysts making thousands of judgements on what topics indiv idual 

points should be coded to; the amounts would change slightly if different interpretations were made. For 

this reason, the numbers should be considered as good indications of the weight of different opinions on 

topics, and not an absolute number. This is the nature of all qualitative analysis of this type.   

Direct quotes from respondents are presented throughout the report to illustrate particular points made. 

Quotes are italicised and indented from t he margin. Spelling mistakes and grammar are only corrected 

where meaning would otherwise be unclear. 

Within the body of the report there is repetition of statements similar to this, ɈNote that 355 comments 

on this topic were generated from the ɄA City for PeopleɅ website where respondents selected that they 

Ʉsupport focusing development along future mass rapid transit routes and agree that strong amenity value must 

be developed alongsideɅ.ɉ These responses were generated from the City for People website. The over 350 

respondents who submitted them selected from  a list of statements that were automatically collated and 

presented as that respondents comment on the draft plan.  

  



17 | P a g e   W C C ~  S p a t i a l  P l a n  P u b l i c  E n g a g e m e n t 

The sections that follow  present the results for quantitative question s summarised  in charts, and 

synthesised discussions of the written comments received in response to open-ended questions. 

Respondents were asked: To what extent do you agree or disagree with what is proposed regarding 

intensification in the central city?  

 

> 2,046 respondents answered this question  

> A majority (57%) of respondents agreed with what is proposed for  intensification in the central city 

- 32% strongly agreed and 25% agreed 

> Nearly one third (32%) of respondents disagreed - 19% strongly disagreed and 13% disagreed 

> Nine percent of respondents were neutral and 2% were not sure 
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Respondents were asked: To what extent do you agree or disagree with what is proposed regarding 

intensification in the inner suburbs?   

 

> 2,045 respondents answered this question  

> Nearly half (46%) of respondents disagreed with what is proposed for intensification in the inner 

suburbs  - 34% strongly disagreed and 12% disagreed 

> Nearly half (45%) of respondents agreed - 27% strongly agreed and 18% agreed 

> Seven percent of respondents were neutral and 2% were not sure 
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Respondents were asked: To what extent do you agree or disagree with what is proposed regarding 

intensification in the outer suburbs?  

 

> 2,047 responden ts answered this question  

> Nearly half (44%) of respondents agreed with what is proposed for intensification in the outer  

suburbs - 25% strongly agreed and 19% agreed 

> Nearly half (41%) of respondents disagreed - 25% strongly disagreed and 16% disagreed 

> Twelve percent of respondents were neutral and 3% were not sure 

Respondents were asked: We have taken a city-wide view with how we have proposed intensification 

across the central city, inner suburbs, and outer suburbs. Overall , to what extent do you agree or 

disagree with our approach  to this distribution?  
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> 2,047 respondents answered this question  

> Half (50%) of respondents disagreed with what is proposed for intensification city-wide, across the 

central city, inner suburbs and outer suburbs  - 30% strongly disagreed and 20% disagreed 

> Under half (41%) of respondents agreed - 23% strongly agreed and 18% agreed 

> Seven percent of responden ts were neutral and 2% were not sure 
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Respondents were asked: If you disagree, where would you distribute the additional 80,000 people across 

the city over the next 30 years? 

 

Note that this question asked respondents to state where they would locate an additional 80,000 

people over the next 30 years, if they disagreed with what has been proposed. The comments then 

were less likely to include affirmation of what has been proposed by those who agreed with proposals, 

as well as respondents discussing where they opposed the distribution of an additional 80,000 

residents, although these types of comments were still received.  

- Redeveloping commercial, industrial , and underused areas  was strongly supported, especially 

prior to the intensification and changing of character suburbs. A number of specific places and 

opportunities were identified, and many felt development would enhance the appear ance and 

function of these areas.  

- Development of greenfield sit es across Greater Wellington Region and in regional 

hubs/satellite cities was also strongly supported. A large number of possible locations were 

suggested. Elaborations on this approach commonl y included expanding existing outer 

suburbs and ensuring that appropriate levels of infrastructure are in place to facilitate 

development, particularly transport connections to the central city. Key benefit s of this 

approach were identified to be the avoidance of destroying existing central Wellington 

character and the opportunity for more affordable, less -constrained residential living.  

- Inner-city/CBD development was also a popular approach, with arguments advocating for this 

approach including that much o f this area is already developed and so intensification impacts 

would be less noticeable than in suburban areas. It was also expressed that people who 

choose to live in these areas expect to experience a more compact style of living, and it was 

also observed that existing infrastructure could be utilised along with the repurposing of office 

buildings. 

- Inner suburb development  was supported by a large number of respondents who were in 

favour of development close to the central city often because of the effic iency of infrastructure 

development in these areas, and to address the under -supply of warm , dry homes. Opposition 

to the development of this area focused on loss of character and community , particularly from 

higher buildings ; impacts on quality of life ; and, increased strain on infrastructure , in particular 

transport. There was significant comment on particular suburbs: for Newtown, growth was 

supported, but not as it is outlined in the Plan; regarding Mt Victoria, there was opposition to 

development because of the effects on what is considered an Ɉiconicɉ character area; 

concerning Berhampore , development was opposed because it is planned to Ɉbear the brunt ɉ 

of a disproportionate level of development; with Thorndon, further lo ss of character was 

feared; as regards Mt Cook, opposition to development was due to impacts on character; 

apropos Aro Valley, again there was opposition to impacts on character.  

- Outer suburb development was mixed with some strongly advocating for this app roach, and 

others opposed  to this approach. Those advocating for development argued that it would 

reduce impacts on character in an already developed central city, and enhance the liveability of 

outer suburbs through the development of more and better faci lities in these areas, and be 

more affordable. Some however cautioned against building too high and others outright 

opposed development in these areas because of the negative impact on communities, and 

amenit ies, through impacts such as shading and wind -tunnels caused by higher buildings.  

- Northern outer suburb development in a planned and controlled manner was supported 

because of the space that is available for new development and the existing infrastructure that 

has the potential to be upgraded, with development around existing transport hubs favoured. 
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Upgrades of existing infrastructure such as learning institutions, green space , and transport 

networks would be required. Those who opposed this approach were concerned that the 

existing areas would be degraded with higher buildings, which could result in low -quality living 

opportunities.  

- Western outer suburb development  was supported in a variety of different locations, with 

respondents believing that there was flat land available in some areas for this development. 

There was a common caveat though that infrastructure be upgraded and transport 

connections put in place, prior to intensification. There was opposition to development of 

these areas, particularly in Kandallah and Ngaio, with the frequent argument being that tall 

buildings would ruin the ambience and amenity of the se areas; transport connections and 

topography were other concerns.  

- Eastern outer suburb development discussions included a few locations, with Kilbirnie the 

most discussed location. There was support for development in this area because of its large 

commercial hub and transport links, and less possible impacts on existing character. There was 

a proviso though that infrastructure be put in place that would  result in quality growth. 

Concerns were mainly around the natural hazard risks in the area.  

- Southern outer suburbs  were less popular, and were identified for their proximity to the 

central city. However, the areaɅs topography being able to accommodate significant 

development was questioned.  

- Infill housing and subdivisions  were supported by many respondents, with increasing density 

on existing sections rather than increasing the height of buildings preferred by these 

respondents. Repurposing of commercial b uildings was also supported. Reducing the 

stringency of current planning rules was encouraged to facilitate these changes. There was a 

desire for this type of development to be done respectfully and for there to be an increase in 

shared open space.  

- Transport corridor development  was supported along existing transport routes, because of the 

opportunity to easily transport residents on public transport.  

- Quality of life protection was a desire expressed in ma ny comments; the impacts of high 

buildings and developments were key contributors to these concerns. Character and heritage 

loss also needing protection was a concern identified by a large group of respondents.  

- Other suggestions were: to take a phased or targeted approach  rather than a broad brush or 

blanket approach; more equitable development  so no suburb is unduly impacted by the level 

of change it experiences; building heights  and the negative impacts on surrounding areas were 

critiqued ; infrastructure and transport coping capacity  was questioned, with the belief that 

much of the network is already at capacity; housing affordability  is an important societal issue 

that needs to be addressed; concerns were expressed about overly profit -driven development ; 

earthquake and natural hazard risks  were warned against, and there was a desire for them to 

be considered; and, attention to sustainable design and reducing environmental pressures  was 

promoted.  

 

 

NOTE: When answering this question , there was some inconsistency in how people described area s ɀ for 

example, some used Ɉsuburbs,ɉ and some described inner suburbs as inner city , etc. Analysts have done 

their best to be consistent and transparent in how each area has been classified and included in the 

discussion that follows . 
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There was strong and widespread  support for the redevelopment of  industrial , commercial , and 

underutilised areas around the central city and suburbs , which were often described as Ɉareas in need of 

regenerationɉ. These comments frequently  suggested developing these areas before changing suburban 

zoning (discussed in more detail below in the ɈCalls for a targeted or phased approachɉ section). A very 

large number  of respondents  identified  specific areas: Adelaide Road, Cambridge and Kent Terraces, 

Riddiford Street, Taranaki Street, Abel Smith Street, Thorndon Quay and around the hospital  ð noting that 

several of these areas are ideal for intensification due to being main transport routes and within walkable 

distance of the CBD. Other sites that  received specific mention s were the old Tip-Top site, empty lots and 

flats on Hanson Street, car yards, Ɉwastedɉ port -side space, former Caltex and industrial sites on and 

nearby Riddiford St reet  and Donald Mclean Street ; and earthquake -prone buildings . 

Respondents frequently  argued that these spaces were Ɉuglyɉ and lacked character, and that car yards 

would become superfluous  in a less car-focused future. These comments were generally very similar in 

nature , though with varying levels of detail. The following comments are examples of detailed 

suggestions: 

I would focus first on building mid-density residential in the prime locations in the Wellington 

CBD/inner suburbs that are currently under-utilised for light industry (such as car yards and 

mechanics) and retail (i.e. one-storey big box stores). In particular, around Kent and Cambridge 

Terrace, Adelaide Road, Mt Cook etc. These commercial premises could be condensed to be higher 

density, moved further out (i.e. to Kaiwharawhara, Johnsonville), or apartments added on top of 

retail/cafes etc. Empty spaces (i.e. old factories, undeveloped locations due to "supermarket wars", 

council housing off Hopper St, parking lots) should be redeveloped as a priority. This would ensure 

residential is within walking distance of the CBD and green spaces, and reduce the pressures on 

transport routes. 

I recommend that WCC rezones Kent Tce and Cambridge Tce so that the car dealersɅ vast footprints 

can be vacated and the sites used for high-rise flats to 8-10 storeys. This is an Ʉopportunity areaɅ as 

mentioned in the final paragraph on page 9. 

There was substanti al support for intensification along Adelaide Road in particular, which people 

described as an Ɉeyesoreɉ and Ɉone of the ugliest roads in Wellington with its vacant buildings and derelict 

propertiesɉ with Ɉno character whatsoever.ɉ It was noted that Ɉif developed attractively with medium rise 

development  [it]  would house many thousands close to the city. ɉ 

While the majority of comments that advocated for intensification  in these areas did not specify what kind 

of development they envisaged , a small number of  respondents  mentioned low or medium -rise buildings. 

More commonly, respondents  expressed the notion  that high-rise buildings would be appropriate  in this 

area, such as the following comment:  

No attempt to address extremely inappropriate current land use in potentially Ʉprime 

commercial/residential areaɅ such as Kent and Cambridge Terrace and lower Adelaide Road. These 

areas clearly lend themselves to high density (type 5) housing development within existing 

transportation corridors and appear a logical initial focus that would meet the councils overriding 

Goals and Directions stated in the Spatial plan at minimal public infrastructure cost. 

These suggestions for phasing intensification were often accompanied by calls for WCC to take a more 

active role in incentivising development in certain areas or to take action to prevent landbanking. The 

following comment demonstrates this sentiment with specific ideas for how it might be achieved:  
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I suggest you find specific locations for quality high rises and tell people invest in this community 

living building. For example you must be able to buy some sort of car yards - try using the Public 

Works Act if the need is so great. One in Taranaki St has been empty for years. Get it built yourself. 

They are just speculators. Tell them they have two years to build or they start paying a low use of 

land charge. You have to drive change. 

Several respondents suggested that more active planning wa s necessary, describing the current 

approach as Ɉlaissez-faireɉ and expressing a concern that with the current approach residents would be 

left to Ɉthe mercy of developersɉ. A small number of comments provided specific suggestions for what 

targeted plannin g might include, suggesting pocket parks, planned stepping of height to protect sun and 

sight lines, walking lanes and pedestrian linkage, cycleways, public spaces such as playgrounds, plazas or 

market areas, and other amenities like caf és and shops. 

There was widespread support for expanding across the Greater Wellington region rather than limiting 

growth to within the city boundaries. Comments expressed support for both greenfields expansion and 

intensification in other hubs in the region, particularly Lower and Upper Hutt ( 58 comments ), Porirua (52 

comments), and Kapiti (43 comments). Respondents advocated strongly for a regional approach, 

suggesting WCC coordinate their planning with Wellington Regional Council and collaborate with 

Wairarapa, Hutt, Porirua, and Kapiti Coast District Councils to accommodate the projected growth .  

While a substantial number of comments were general in nature, simply calling for a more even spread 

across the region or merely stating Ɉgreenfield developmentsɉ or Ɉnew suburbsɉ, some respondents 

specified areas that they considered ideal. These included support for the proposed opportunity sites 

(Stebbings Valley, Glenside West, Lincolnshire Farm) as well as other suggestions: Transmission Gully, 

Wainuiomata, Plimmerton, Horokiwi, Hobsonville Point, rural land around Newland s, Grenada, Petone, 

Melling, Ohariu and Makara, Wainui coast, and the Wairarapa. A considerable number of comments 

specifically referenced  the outer suburbs and advocated opening up land to expand the se suburbs  or 

create new subdivisions around them . 

There was a clear call for expansion to be accompanied by purpose -built infrastructure , coupled with 

improved  green transport connections to th e central city. Respondents were concerned with both 

improved roads and the need for better public transport, particularly opportunities for light rail. There 

was also strong support for  expansion to be focused along arterial routes or rail corridors. The following 

comment articulates this feeling: 

I would impress upon Wellington City Council to [Ɏ] start talking to the other councils such as Hutt, 

Porirua and Kapiti. Wellington Region is blessed with the best arterial rail corridors in the country. 

Growth in this region of the country should be on the rail corridor 

Greenfields expansion or intensifying regional hubs was praised as benefiting residents both in and out of 

the city. Respondents expressed a deeply held conviction  that developing further afield was necessary to 

avoid Ɉdestroyingɉ or Ɉruiningɉ the character of WellingtonɅs inner suburbs, negatively affecting current 

residents, and increasing the load on the cityɅs infrastructure and traffic. The following comment, which 

was repeated by several different respondents, illustrates this sentiment:  

WellingtonɅs geography means it is physically restrained from such levels of growth without 

damaging the amenity values and Ɉliveabilityɉ that make Wellington such a desirable place to live. 

Wellington has traditionally been a seat for workers who commute from nearby satellite cities, and 

as Wellington reaches capacity, this formula is even more appropriate. We are surrounded by 6 

satellite cities and other rural areas each far better capacity for population growth and services by 

fast, efficient, cheap and sustainable electric train connection to Wellington: Rather than degrading 
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WellingtonɅs liveability, these satellite population centres can bear the population growth 

sustainably, while this level of growth will destroy the quality of life that Wellingtonians value. 

Expansion was also hailed as providing a better lifestyle than intensification , with several comments 

claiming it allows the standalone houses and space t hat meet New ZealandersɅ housing aspirations, and 

that expansion is more likely to provide affordable housing. Living outside the city was praised as 

providing opportunities for hobbies and enabling a sense of community that dense inner -city living was 

considered to lack. Respondents suggested that intensifying hubs across the region could enable people 

to live outside Wellington while still working in the city, with several comments noting that by global 

standards this would still be a short commute, or that more people are now able to work  flexibly. Others 

noted that expansion could be coupled with the creation of jobs across the region, citing central 

governmentɅs suggested creation of regional hubs, or that growth could revitalise areas like the Hutt s and 

Porirua, as well as other small rural towns. Several respondents pointed out that greenfields 

developments would not exacerbate the risk from earthquakes, tsunamis , and pandemics in the way that 

intensification may. The following comments encapsulate frequently made arguments  supporting 

expansion: 

More housing outside the current city limits, combined with decent transport links in, would be the 

much better long-term solution as it deals with all of the issues: provision of the kinds of houses 

and sections that we know Kiwis want; dealing appropriately with earthquake and tsunami risk; 

protecting and enhancing the Wellington vibe and the character of its historical suburbs; and fixing 

the painfully bad public transport in and around the city. 

Build satellite cities, e.g. Whitemans Valley, expand and improve Porirua and further up towards 

Kapiti with rapid transport systems connecting each city. These small cities can support industry 

and services e.g. tech, call centres with housing enabling people to walk to work and to socialise.  

So many opportunities for people to enjoy their hobbies, pass times e.g. surfing, hiking etc all from 

home. 

A small number of comments expressed opposition to the idea of expansion, noting concerns about 

urban sprawl over valuable productive land, or that the prop osed transport improvements may not 

eventuate. 

Several respondents suggested that growth should be absorbed in other cities such as Levin, Masterton, 

Palmerston North, Whanganui , and other regional or satellite cities. These comments were generally 

underpinned  by a position  that Wellington did not have the capacity or resilience to accommodate further 

growth, that light rail and better motorways could mean these areas would be a v iable commute, and that 

incentivising growth in these centres could provide a n economic boost to the regions.  

A very large number  of respondents  supported inner -city intensification . Many of these comments 

expressed general support without elaborating in  detail. The respondents who did elaborate  frequently 

commented  that the inner city is already intense and built up, so more intensification w ould not change 

the character and c ould even contribute positively to a vibrant and lively inner -city feel. Respondents 

commonly suggested that the city lifestyle was well -suited to intensification as  some people, particularly 

younger residents, want the busy and vibrant lifestyle offered by the inner city,  while people generally 

choose the suburbs for a quieter lifestyle. The  sentiment in these comments was that people who live in 
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the central city expect denser living, whereas people who live in the suburbs do  not. Several comments 

also claimed that inner -city apartments could provide affordable housing option s.  

Respondents also noted the benefits of  intensification in the central city , such as utilising already existing 

infrastructure and public transport rather than needing to develop new infrastructure. Living in the 

central city also enables active transport options like walking and cycling  and can contribute to lowering 

carbon emissions. 

There was strong support for repurposing office blocks i nto accommodation, taking the changes in 

working patterns  after Covid-19 as an opportunity. Some respondents made other specific suggestions, 

with a small number s upporting  height limit  increases. Others expressed hesitancy about height limits  or 

quality of buildings or noted that green space  and pedestrian links need to be preserved or created  to 

increase liveability. The following comment s demonstrate commonly raised points:  

Consider the demolition of earthquake risk buildings in the CBD and construct quality apartment 

building with ground floor commercial and retail that meet or exceed current NBS. High density 

inner city living maximizes utilisation of infrastructure (water, sewage, roads, public transport and 

open spaces) and will create a real vibe of activity in the CBD. 

With respect to the CBD and inner suburbs I agree overall with intensification in these areas but 

have major reservations about the minimum number of storeys/height outlined. If there is an 

increased demand in years to come for less tall buildings in our cities due to mental health 

considerations or maybe a shift in how our city operates then I believe developers should be able 

to respond to that. 

A considerable number of respondents , though much fewer than those in support , opposed  the idea of 

intensification in the inner city. Several of these comments did not state a reason and merely made 

statements like ɈdonɅt cram more people into the CBD.ɉ Several respondents cited concerns that 

intensification would lead to a loss of Ɉcharacterɉ or Ɉvibeɉ in the inner-city area. Comments depicted  

WellingtonɅs current inner city as Ɉlively,ɉ Ɉunique,ɉ and Ɉa place where people want to live and play.ɉ 

Respondents described fears that intensification and high -rise buildings would create an inner city that is 

Ɉsterile,ɉ Ɉgrimy,ɉ Ɉgeneric,ɉ Ɉsoulless,ɉ Ɉa boring sunless wind tunnelɉ and that Cuba Street would become a 

Ɉshaded, dark, inner city canyon.ɉ Several respondents in this group  argued for moving away from a focus 

on one central hub, noting that the shift towards working from home has meant that people are more 

inclined to live and stay in the suburbs, and that Ɉvibrantɉ suburban hubs could provide an alternative to a 

central city hub. A few respondents pointed out that intensifying the inner city would have a  negative 

impact on surrounding character suburbs.  

Several respondents pointed out that Wellington is at high risk of earthquakes and other natural hazar ds, 

such as tsunami and sea level rise, and that intensification in the central city will exacerbate this 

vulnerability. One respondent also noted that there are insufficient open green spaces in the city to 

gather safely in an emergency. A small number of  respondents raised concerns about central city 

infrastructure already being at capacity and unable to cope with growth, and the need for increased 

parking and public transport links. The following comments encapsulate the key points raised by 

respondents  who opposed central city intensification:  

I agree with much of this in principle but I believe COVID has shown us that our city needs to be 

less dependent on its CBD ... as more people work from home in a "greener" approach to work we 

need more vibrant "villages". Newtown, Brooklyn, Kelburn, Karori, Island Bay, Miramar are all 

models of communities that sustain a mix of cafes, shops, entertainment (even cinemas, libraries, 

sports grounds, community halls etc). Intensifying the city feels like a 20 Century model for growth. 



27 | P a g e   W C C ~  S p a t i a l  P l a n  P u b l i c  E n g a g e m e n t 

The "heart of the city" concept leaves us very vulnerable to heart attack, to earthquakes, pandemics 

etc.  We are a small town and even with additional people our geography gives us an inner city but 

trends suggest the growth will be very much absorbed on the Kapiti Coast and the Wairarapa as 

each becomes more accessible especially because of more remote working. 

High rise apartments will not only kill the character of the city, creating a very different future for 

residents than we all have been able to enjoy over the years (and therefore creating a city that is 

fundamentally different than the Wellington that we love today), they are the wrong solution to the 

housing problem that has been identified. More housing outside the current city limits, combined 

with decent transport links in, would be the much better long-term solution as it deals with all of 

the issues: provision of the kinds of houses and sections that we know Kiwis want; dealing 

appropriately with earthquake and tsunami risk; protecting and enhancing the Wellington vibe 

and the character of its historical suburbs; and fixing the painfully bad public transport in and 

around the city. 

A considerable  number of respondents made comments specifically pertaining to Te Aro, the majority of 

which supported intensification . Respondents commonly stated that there are light industrial  areas that 

are suitable for development , that Te Aro does not have high her itage value, and that it  already has high-

density housing. A smaller number of comments opposed  the suggestion to introduce a blanket zone in 

the suburb allowing or stipulating ten-plus-storey buildings , arguing that Te Aro has a high proportion of 

residential properties and  too many tall buildings would destroy the atmosphere and quality of life for 

residents. 

Respondents who focused their response  on the outer suburbs varied between expressing broad 

support or opposition, making specific suggestions for changes or focusing their answer on their own or 

nearby suburbs. Respondents frequently supported expansion in one outer suburb while opposing it in 

another, so comments pertaining to specific suburbs are discussed in individual sections below.  

A considerable number of respondents expressed general support for intensification in the outer 

suburbs, without going into  detail regarding specific locations or why they supported this  approach . A 

small amount of people specifically stated that the plan could go further and that heights could be 

increased in the outer suburbs. A considerable number of comments mentioned transport, noting that 

intensi fication would need to be accompanied by improved transport links, both public and private, with 

several comments expressing a negative view of the current systemɅs capacity, for example: 

Mostly in the central city and outer suburbs, with focus on improving the farcical public transport 

system to provide better connectivity. 

A moderate number of proponents for outer suburb intensification felt this should happen instead of or 

before inner -city intensification. Several of these comments noted that the inner city is already dense, and 

that infrastructure and traffic issues were already significant, and that it would be easier to improve or 

create new infrastructure in the outer suburbs. Several respondents were motivated by a desire to 

protect the character of  the inner city, arguing that the outer suburbs were better suited to intensification 

as the Ɉcompetition between character and opportunity is much less of an issueɉ. The following comment 

exemplifies this desire: 
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I believe you should protect the heritage and character areas of the city and move any more 

intensive housing (such as 6+ stories) away from these areas - if this means the outer suburbs then 

yes. 

Advocates for outer suburb intensification also argued that more growth in these areas could increase 

their liveability ð by attracting amenities and retail hubs and creating vibrant hubs outside the central city. 

Respondents also noted that the outer subu rbs were more able to provide the Ɉtraditional homesɉ, space, 

green areas, and lifestyle to suit Ɉthose people who want to have their own home and do not want to live 

in the city in an apartment building ɉ, and that they were particularly suitable in light of the move to 

working from home. Several respondents felt that land in the outer suburbs was easier to access and 

would provide more affordable housing than intensification in the central city.  

A considerable number o f respondents expressed support for some intensification in the outer suburbs 

but expressed reservations or stipulated conditions. The majority of these were concerned with 

preventing high -rise buildings, noting that these would have negative impacts on su rrounding residents. 

Several comments argued for buildings to be limited to one or two storeys, while slightly less respondents 

considered three storeys to be an appropriate maximum. A small number thought four -storey buildings 

were acceptable. Other comme nts expressed a general hesitancy about the proposed scale of 

intensification, calling for Ɉsomeɉ or Ɉincrementalɉ developments. Other suggestions included limiting taller 

buildings to hubs and focusing on transport routes, allowing larger commercial footp rints to support 

increased density, involving residents in planning and ensuring increased residential density  was done 

well, and catering for accessibility needs for older residents when planning intensification around hubs.  

A considerable number of respondents rejected the proposed levels of outer suburb intensification. 

Several of these were general or did not go into detail, with comments like Ɉleave the outer suburbs 

aloneɉ. Some respondents expressed distress at the proposed changes, with emotive comments like the 

following:  

ϥ donɅt disagree that we need smaller houses, more terraced and intensity in the suburbs but 

turning the outer suburbs into apartment blocks seems awful. The outer suburbs are full of 

families, you seem to want to change that. Having a minimum of 6 stories is deeply concerning. It 

would destroy the suburbs as the family oriented areas that they currently are 

A moderate number of respondents felt that intensification would dramatically alter the nature and 

character of the outer suburbs, diminishing the community feel and degrading the lifestyle of the current 

residents of outer suburbs. Respondents argued that  people choose to live in the outer suburbs for the 

quiet lifestyle and space it provide s, and that tall buildings would ruin this, blocking sun , and ruining Ɉwhat 

our suburbs are all aboutɉ. These comments exemplify how people felt about intensification i n the outer 

suburbs: 

Outer suburbs need to be treated separately to the city plan. People live in the outer suburbs 

because they want to be away from the feeling of living in the city. They choose an outer suburb 

because they don't to live in the inner city amongst apartment blocks. [Ɏ] The heights proposed are 

too imposing and extreme for outer suburbs and will ruin the character of family neighbourhoods. 

No one wants to have a 6 storey building in front of their lovely character home, blocking the sun 

and looking down on their property. It will ruin what our suburbs are all about. 

Most of the intensification should be closer to town. People bought houses in quiet leafy suburbs 

for a reason. If you want the night-life and the noise you can live in town no? 
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Respondents also noted that many suburbs already had problems with traffic congestion and 

infrastructure at capacity, and that there was no clear plan to upgrade this. Other issues raised included 

that the outer suburbs contain  valuable wildlife and green spaces that should be preserved, and that 

outer suburb intensification would encourage car use and therefore increase carbon emissions.  

A large number  of comments made specific reference to the norther n outer suburbs of Johnsonville, 

Tawa, Newlands, and Churton Park, both supporting  intensification in these areas or critiquing the Plan. 

Respondents often grouped and listed these suburbs together without going into detail, though a 

sizeable number  of people focused their response on Johnsonville and a substantial number discussed 

Tawa. 

A sizeable number of comments expressed support for intensification in Johnsonville, particularly around 

the commercial centre and the mall. Johnsonville was generally considered appropriate due to its 

proximity to the railway and motorway, the fact that it is a non -heritage area, its available space and 

Ɉroom to plan properlyɉ and upgrade infrastructure, and the possibility for growth to bring economic 

benefits. These benefits were also mentioned by the considerable number of respondents who 

supported intensificatio n in Tawa and the other northern suburbs. However, these comments frequently 

contained caveats that intensification need s to be planned and controlled, focused tightly around the 

central hubs and railway; accompanied by improved work, study and recreationa l facilities, and parks and 

green space; and, transport networks and infrastructure would need to be upgraded, particularly the 

Johnsonville and Tawa railway lines, which were noted to be already at capacity. The following comments 

are representative of re sponses supporting intensification in the northern suburbs:  

The more modern areas such as Johnsonville, Tawa, Churton Park, where there is less historical 

character - More room to plan properly not just shoehorn people in. 

Support focus on Tawa and Johnsonville as key growth areas ensuring workplace, recreational and 

residential facilities are all developed together and encourage more self-contained Ɉtownsɉ 

There is general agreement that further intensification of the Subu rban Centre area will be good for 

business and residents by providing a greater variety of both housing and local commercial needs in the 

framework of an increasing population. But to be successful , such development really needs to occur in a 

coordinated fashion so that other public facilities and spaces may also be incorporated in the planning 

and shared development timeframe. And any intensified development also needs to perceived as a 

quality development that attracts a diverse range of business/residents and does not become isolated or 

perceived as a ghetto or low slum area.  

A considerable  number of respondents opposed intensification in the northern suburbs, with comments  

generally focusing on Johnsonville and Tawa. Those who opposed the proposed intensification in these 

areas generally argued that the distribution was unfair and that Johnsonville in particular would be 

unrecognisable ; that h igh buildings would ruin the feel of the suburb and affect current residents ; that 

there were already issues with traffic congestion, public transport capacity and a lack of amenities and 

activities; and, that cheap developments would not create affordable  housing but would result in a Ɉnew 

slumɉ. 

A large amount of respondents focused on specific areas within the western outer suburbs of Khandallah, 

Karori, Kelburn, Ngaio, and Crofton Downs.  
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A considerable number of comments suggested increasing intensification in Karori,  noting that there was 

available flat land to build on and existing bus links. A few comments suggested going further and 

increasing height limits  in this area. A moderate number suggested further intensification in Kelburn, 

citing its proximity to the cit y and university and suggesting it should be more accurately described as an 

inner suburb. There was a strong sense that Karori and Kelburn had been unfairly and inexplicably left 

out of the Plan. Several comments supported intensification in Khandallah, N gaio, and Crofton Downs, or 

suggested the western suburbs in general. However, several other respondents stipulated conditions, 

suggesting transport links and infrastructure need to be upgraded before any intensification, that high 

buildings should be cons trained to small pockets in suburban centres, that development should be 

sympathetic and the character of the suburb be taken into account, or advocated for a maximum height 

of three storeys. The following comments illustrate these caveats:  

Expand the outer suburbs, allowed intensification in existing suburbs but take rapid transport and 

suburb character into account.  Khandallah is not a suitable suburb for 4,5,6 story buildings A 

perfect example of how is works well is the apartments a 40a-f Agra Cres, a perfect example of how 

it doesn't work is 12 Agra Cres! We have no rapid transport options, our current water systems 

(both waste and storm) don't cope as it is - you need to fix that before we add additional pressure. 

Heights of six stories in suburbs is an absolute no, unless its right in the village or on an arterial 

route near public transport, and will not cast long shadows over neighbouring properties and 

amenities.  The council makes it expensive for people to subdivide, but done well this can be a large 

part of the solution, without the impact of "going up". The three new properties on the original 

single section at the car park end of Woodmancote road is a good example of this. The two storey 

townhouses at the end of the Khandallah village are a great example of "densification done well" in 

a suburban setting. 

The majority of comments that opposed intensification in specific areas were focused on Khandallah, 

often mentioning Ngaio at the same time. A small number of comments also opposed any changes in 

Kelburn and Karori. Respondents frequently raised concerns that tall buildings would ruin the ambience 

and amenities of suburb s and people would lose value on their homes. Transport issues, including 

current problems with congestion, lack of transport and easy access to Karori, and the low capacity of the 

Khandallah heritage railway line were mentioned. It was also noted that the topography of Khandallah 

and Ngaio mean they are not ideal for tall buildings . The following quote illustrates commonly raised 

points:  

I agree with most areas, as areas like Karori and Kelburn are kept quite low in density. Allowing 

over 6 storeys in Khandallah is a contrast to what is allowed in other similar leafy established 

suburbs. Khandallah is a lovely suburb that will be ruined by this type of development.  Even 

though it is on a train system this is quite limited.  The traffic in and out of the suburb is already 

busy and cannot support this extra load proposed.  Areas such as Johnsonville can as it is right on 

the motorway so roads are more accessible. 

Support and suggested changes (35) 

A substantial number of comments discussed the eastern outer suburbs of Kilbirnie, Miramar , Hataitai, 

and Lyall Bay. Of these, a considerable number expressed support for intensification, particularly in 
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Kilbirnie and, to a lesser extent, Miramar peninsula. Kilbirnie was generally considered appropriate as it 

has a large commercial hub and transport links , areas of ex-industrial and commercial land, and less 

character or heritage housing. The Kilbirnie bus depot received a few mentions as an option for 

redevelopment. Respondents also suggested that land on the Miramar peninsula could be utilised to 

absorb growth, and a small number of comments supported intensification in Lyall Bay, pointing out that 

there was underused industrial land that could be appropriate for intensification. A small number of 

comments discussed the need for amenities to contribute to  the creation of vibrant suburban hubs. 

Other stipulations for intensification in these areas included that transport links be improved before 

intensification, that height limits be lowered, and that development be controlled. These comments about 

Kilbirnie illustrate these concerns:  

This suggested increase in level of housing density in Kilbirnie is a ridiculous re-zoning proposal 

and unfortunately highlights the inconsistencies in the current spatial plan. Reclassification of the 

Kilbirnie flats region to a maximum of 3-4 storeys would strike a logical balance between city and 

suburban development sizing while also protecting the aesthetic feel of a region of town popular 

because of its suburban aesthetic. This comment also touches on a larger question of what 

considerations the council will attach to these development zones to ensure appropriate build 

appearance, size and quality are maintained? 

More important is what the Council can do to support development in inner city suburbs like 

Kilbirnie and Johnsonville, which have been SHAs for years and have seen very little new 

development. Work on significantly improving the public transport linkages and improving the 

parks and playgrounds might remove perceived roadblocks to living densely in locales that aren't 

considered desirable. For example, the Council demolished the Kilbirnie bowling club and has 

proceeded to leave it bare for years, and has left the inadequate playground unloved while 

upgrading play areas in wealthier suburbs like Seatoun. 

A smaller proportion of respondents argued against intensification in Kilbirnie, pointing out that it is 

vulnerable to flooding and liquefaction. A small number of comments opposed intensification in Hataitai 

and expressed a feeling that they had been left out of consultation. Other concerns raised about 

intensification in the eastern suburbs included general resilience  to natural hazards , negative impacts on 

residentsɅ lifestyles, changes to the feel and character of the suburbs, and infrastructure that is already at 

capacity. 

A considerable  number of respondents expressed support for intensification in the Southern suburbs of 

Brooklyn and Island Bay, with a couple mentioning Seatoun as an appropriate location as well. These 

comments generally promoted these areas due to their closeness to th e central city, their Ɉvibrantɉ 

community hubs, and the available space and large sections in Island Bay. Suggestions included that 

design be done well, that height limits be decreased, or that infill housing could accommodate growth 

without having negativ e impacts. One respondent specified:  

More extensive coverage of type 2 areas and smaller type 3 areas. I believe 4 story dwellings are 

too high for outer suburbs. In Island Bay we have some good examples of 3 story infill 

development. This is a good model for 'all' outer suburbs. 



32 | P a g e   W C C ~  S p a t i a l  P l a n  P u b l i c  E n g a g e m e n t 

Several respondents opposed intensification. A small number of detailed submissions raised concerns 

about intensification in Brooklyn, arguing that its topography meant it was not ideal for tall buildings , 

which would block the sun for existing residents ; that there was no plan to upgrade necessary amenities 

and outdoor spaces ; and that the lack of clearly planned transport would create accessibility issu es, 

particularly for older residents . These submissions called for more character protection rather than less. 

One respondent also felt that the consultation had been insufficient, calling it Ɉlip service.ɉ A small number 

of respondents argued against inte nsification in Island Bay, primarily based on concerns around 

infrastructure, transport and amenities ɀ particularly schools and healthcare ɀ being unable to support 

current residentsɅ needs, let alone further growth. The following comment sums up these concerns: 

I am concerned about how established suburbs like Island Bay will cope with a significant increase 

in residents. Parking, buses to town and the school are already at capacity. Consideration needs to 

also be given to the design of new buildings to ensure they complement existing character of these 

suburbs. 

A sizeable number of respondents agreed with inner suburb intensification. Of these, a considerable 

number expressed general support without going into detail as to why. Where respondents did offer 

reasons, they frequently stated that intensification near the centra l city was ideal, as this enabled people 

to walk or use other active transport and avoided increasing pressure on traffic and transport. A few 

comments noted that this meant less carbon emissions. A small number of respondents considered 

intensification in  the inner suburbs as preferable to the quieter outer suburbs, and a small number felt 

that intensification in the inner suburbs was necessary to mitigate the high costs and shortages of warm, 

quality housing. The following comment articulates why the inne r suburbs were considered ideal for 

intensification:  

Preserve the character and amenity of suburbia and, instead, concentrate more growth in the 

central city and suitable parts of the inner suburbs, close to employment opportunities and 

recreational facilities. Providing the opportunity for people to live close to where they work and 

play, this reduces the number of car trips and congestion and promotes active lives (physically and 

socially) for those in these areas. It also promotes a general economic and social vibrancy in the 

city which will be critical for Wellington's long-term economic growth and recovery from the current 

challenges. 

Some respondents expressed partial support or made specific recommendations. Several comments 

suggested lower height limits or medium -rise buildings in areas where character would not be affected or 

advocated for sympathetic development that took character and sunlight into account. A small number 

suggested that some areas away from low-rise residential h ouses were particularly suitable . A couple of 

comments advocated for less character protection, arguing that people and affordable housing should 

take precedence over heritage.  

A substantial number of respondents  expressed strong di sagreement with the proposed levels of 

intensification in the inner suburbs. These comments were generally similar, with loss of character and 

heritage, impacts on quality of life for current residents, and increased strain on traffic and infrastructure 

all repeatedly described as pressing concerns for current residents. The inner suburbs were described as 

already dense or Ɉcrammedɉ with townhouses and apartments, and it was noted that infill and 
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development was already occurring. Concerns around quality of  life focused on tall buildings (over two 

storeys) overshadowing homes and diminishing residentsɅ sunshine, sight planes, privacy, and house 

value. Other concerns included unattractive new blocks ruining the streetscape and large -scale buildings 

destroying a sense of community. Several respondents noted that growth would put heavy pressure on 

existing infrastructure, reporting that narrow streets were already congested and had insufficient parking , 

and schools were at capacity. A few comments also made the point  that intensification in the inner 

suburbs would exacerbate earthquake risk and felt inner suburb intensification would not align with the 

PlanɅs values of being greener, resilient, and inclusive. These comments encapsulate why respondents  

opposed inn er suburb intensification:  

This proposal will destroy the only real reason why people choose to live in Wellington and put up 

with the wind and earthquake risk - the amazingly unique heritage character of the inner suburbs 

and the feeling of open space and sunlight. If it goes ahead it will have tragic consequences on 

Wellington - shifting it back to become a city of a young transient workforce and students with 

families taking flight. 

I do not want the character of our inner suburbs and Newtown/Berhampore ruined with ugly, 

multi-storey square box buildings cutting off sun and views.  I understand that current and 

proposed multi-storey developments also come with minimal or no on-site car parking and these 

are already becoming a reality and just adding to parking woes.  Intensive development need to 

take place on a case-by-case basis, not blanket rules for one whole suburb as the topography and 

sun-lines can vary within suburbs. The very thing that attracts many of us to Wellington is the 

character homes mainly villas and transitional villas and bungalows. 

These feelings were accompanied by a sense that the proposed changes to the inner suburbs were not 

necessary, either because the growth figures were unreliable or because better transport would facilitate  

growth in outer areas. Respondents suggested that a phased approach could see intensification in other 

areas first, and some comments expressed a feeling that intensification may be more acceptable further 

down the track if it was necessary after other av enues (such as redeveloping industrial land or infill 

housing) had been explored first.  

Respondents commonly focused their comments on their own suburbs and offered specific suggestions ; 

these have been discussed separately in the sections that follow . 

A very large number of comments focused on or mentioned Newtown , with the majority of these 

expressing a sense that they welcomed growth  but not as proposed in the Plan . A substantial number o f 

comments supported more specific zoning ð with tall buildings concentrated in the commercial centre 

behind the  Ɉbeautifulɉ historic shopfronts , and along main roads like Adelaide, Riddiford, and Constable 

Street. There was widespread support for the alte rnate proposal put forth by the Newtown ResidentsɅ 

Association (provided  by Red Design Architects). Respondents argued that this could accommodate more 

than the projected growth for Newtown without the negative impacts on character , sense of place, 

liveability, and community that they felt would occur with the PlanɅs proposed changes. A few respondents 

claimed that WCC engagement has been poor , and that the residents would support intensification if it 

was aligned with the communityɅs aspirations, with one comment stating:  

Newtown would have been the suburb that welcomed the Spatial Plan if WCC had listened and 

followed our communityɅs well considered recommendation. 
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Several comments opposed any growth, citing concerns about inadequate infrastructure, impacts on 

liveability and character, and a lack of transport options. A moderate number of respondents noted that 

the changes to Newtown (and Berhampore) were excessive and unf air. 

The majority of these comments opposed the suggested changes to Mt Victoria, with a substantial  

number of respondents extolling its importance as a heritage  area and describing it as an Ɉiconicɉ part of 

Wellington that should be prese rved. Respondents also felt that current residentsɅ quality of life would be 

affected, particularly sun and views, that infill housing and developments were already occurr ing to 

accommodate more residents , that it was already dense, and that land prices meant new housing would 

not be affordable anyway. A few comments accepted some development occur ring if it was Ɉminimal,ɉ or 

supported Ɉsympathetic Type 3 buildings.ɉ A few comments supported or suggested even more changes, 

noting that Mt Victoria was very c lose to the central  city but would be less changed than other suburbs.  

Almost all respondents  opposed the proposed changes for Berhampore, with several comments arguing 

that it was unfairly Ɉbearing the bruntɉ of intensification (along with Newtown), and pointing out that 

Ɉpretty much the whole of Berhampore is the light blue colour.ɉ A small number of comments questioned 

its designation as an Ɉinnerɉ suburb, noting that it was not within a 10 minute walk from a transit hub or 

close to the CBD, and therefore did not fit the NPS -UD criteria for intensification. Several comments were 

concerned with l oss of character, and several respondents were worried about impacts to liveability and 

loss of sun and light. A small number of comments accepted some intensification, arguing for lower 

height limits of two -to-three storeys, or Ɉminimalɉ intensification. Other  suggestions included changing the 

golf course to a public park or residential housing, or noted that infrastructure, transport, parking , and 

amenities would need improvement. A small number of comments expressed support for intensification 

in Berhampore. 

The majority of comments regarding Thorndon expressed reservations about the proposed changes, 

fearing a loss of the suburbɅs character and heritage. These comments argued that already much of the 

suburbɅs heritage had been lost due to development and what remained should be protected. 

Respondents also noted that Thorndon already has issues with infrastructure, parking , and traffic on 

narrow roads which would be exacerbated by growth. Respondents expressed support for some 

development, no ting that sympathetic infill housing could be appropriate, or advocating for vacant sites to 

be reused. 

A small number of comments specified that Thorndon Quay would be appropriate for intensification with 

mixed-use residential and commercial zoning. A small number of comments supported intensification, 

arguing that this would be in keeping with the current tall buildings in the area and its closeness to the 

CBD. 

The majority of comments specifically mentioning Mt Cook opposed the PlanɅs changes, generally 

expressing a fervent desire to preserve the character of the suburb. A few comments mentioned 

concerns about tall buildings , particularly eight- or six-storey buildings, affecting light and ruining the 

streetscape, and noted that Mt Cook  was already dense and Ɉstruggling with capacity issuesɉ. A couple of 

comments suggested minimal development or focusing it on run -down areas Ɉripe for redevelopmentɉ, 

and a couple of comments expressed general support for intensification in Mt Cook.  

The majority of these respondents raised concerns about changes in Aro Valley affecting the character of 

the area, either strongly opposing changes or suggesting it should be limited while character protection 
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remained. The current peaceful natu re of the suburb was noted, as w ere the narrow streets and already 

limited parking. One comment expressed support for intensification in Aro Valley.  

The suggestion to locate additional housing along transport routes was support ed by a very large number 

of respondents . However, there was a distinction in how the additional housing would link to transport. 

The consensus was to locate residential developm ents near existing transport routes that provide  private 

and public transport. The current transport corridors were favoured locations for new housing 

developments by a considerable number of respondents , enabling people to utilise the existing services 

as well as being more responsive to existing residences. One respondent stated:  

Rather than allowing high rise developments to be pepper potted around the areas, it would be 

better to plan for them to be in more concentrated areas to make it easier to provide transport 

and other infrastructure and to reduce the negative impact such structures would inevitably have 

on existing residential dwellings. 

A considerable number identified  Cambridge Terrace, Adelaide Road, Kent Terrace, and Taranaki Street as 

being ideal locations, especially as they were identified as suitable building sites near existing public 

transport. Moving residents with public transport was a focus in a considerable number of comments, 

with two -thirds specifically in favour of the existing rai lway network while light rail also received a few 

mentions. A few respondents commented that active transport would supplement the before mentioned 

transport services ; however, footpath and cycleways need special consideration.  

Concerns were raised about t he alignment of additional housing to the rapid transit zone with a small 

number stating that this would Ɉcompletely change the nature of those areas ɉ. 

Suggestions to build the additional housing in suburban hubs and centres were expressed by a 

considerable number of respondents. The underlying sentiment was that suburbs would offer residents 

better quality living environments , as long as they are linked to the city centre via mass transport links. 

One comment said:  

We believe; - intensification of outer lying suburban centres is the answer. There is more access to 

land, more availability of public amenity (schools etc) and will facilitate urban regeneration in 

areas where land is cheaper. - a series of outer-suburban hubs, centred around fit for purpose 

public transport solutions is required. - this will remove pressure on downtown facilities (for 

example parking, congestion, water and waste water systems). 

Respondents support ed building type 4 developments around commercial activity in suburban centres 

that are already connected to the mass transit network. A few of those were in favour of housing type 5 

buildings in suburban centres while support was also  voiced for 15-minute centres in a small number of 

comments.  

When considering the distribution of the additional 80,000 people , the topic of infill and subdivision was 

raised in a very large number  of comments . Generally, the respondents who commented on this topic 

argued against an increase in height and instead advocated for increased density via lower infill buildings , 

often described as  Ɉinfill done well .ɉ In particular, locating type 4 and 5 developments amongst one- or 

two-storey homes in a haphazard approach was rejected. Further more , repurposing disused commercial 

buildings in the CBD and inner suburbs was a reoccurring theme supported by many respondents ; as 

was the adding of minor dwellings or secondary dwellings on larger residential sections. The following 

comment is representative of the tone and approach to accommodating future population growth:  
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Any substantial increases in density, should be distributed as follows: Firstly, continued multi-level 

residential development in the Te Aro area and areas which have already been zoned for higher 

rise development throughout the Central City area, including the South End of The Terrace. 

Secondly, multi-level residential development along existing main transport routes, particularly 

along routes such as Cambridge and Kent Terrace and Adelaide Road through to Newtown, and 

long Thorndon Quay and the Hutt Road areas. Thirdly, continued infill residential development in 

other Central areas, including Mt Victoria, under the existing District Scheme conditions. 

A preference for using current planning rules to increase heights in areas already zoned for taller 

buildings was favoured over the changes suggested by WCC. Specifically, infill was supported in a sizeable 

number of responses, backed by several respondents who claimed more flexible rules for subdividing 

property would further free up space and densify the city. A small number of respondents supported this 

explicitly and quest ioned the bias or rigidity of current subdivision rules that have prevented residents 

from building extra housing on their property. Concerns about infill were raised in several comments, 

mostly focusing on the need for respectful and considered planning a nd design around existing housing. 

The need for increasing shared green spaces was also raised in a few comments. 

A large number of respondents expressed concern with what they considered to be the PlanɅs Ɉblanketɉ, 

Ɉbroad-brushɉ, or Ɉscattergunɉ approach, in which wide areas would be rezoned to allow greater height 

limits. Many of these respondents  argued that the Plan lacked a detailed understanding of particular 

areas and their suitability for intensif ication, or suggested that WellingtonɅs topography had not been  

taken into account in the zoning and that many of the increased height limits were not suitable in hilly 

areas. Many respondents accepted that the proposed increased height limits might be acceptable in 

some places but felt that closer analysis of locations and more specific or Ɉmicroɉ zoning was required to 

avoid Ɉpepper-pottingɉ or Ɉrandomɉ tall buildings. Some of these comments were general in nature, for 

example: 

While I understand that Wellington needs to grow, and needs to make adequate provision for 

growth, I do not believe that the approach proposed is the right one for our city. The imposition of 

a blanket height rule does not sit well over most of the areas in question, and existing homeowners 

in inner-city suburbs have reacted badly to those proposals. The approach needs more finesse and 

more recognition that a blanket rule will not suffice. 

Other comments offered specific suggestions regarding suburbs or proposed heights. Respondents 

commonly considered buildings higher than two storeys to be una cceptable in close proximity to  one-or-

two-storey residences. Several people stated that types 4a and 4b housing were too widely proposed, 

particularly in character suburbs such as Newtown, Mt Cook, Berhampore , and Mt Victoria. Respondents 

generally expressed support for Ɉclustersɉ of higher buildings or Ɉcorridorsɉ of high-rises along flat 

transport routes. A few respondents suggested that instead of widespread type 4 housing a combination 

of focused type 3 and type 5 housing could be used to enable growth . 

Many of the respondents who critiqued the Ɉbroadɉ approach advocated for a Ɉphasedɉ or Ɉstagedɉ 

strategy where development would occur in targeted priority areas before zoning changes were made to 

suburbs, particularly character suburbs. General suggestions for these areas included along existing 

transport corridors, suburban centres, main commercial streets, and in the central city . Frequently named 

areas included Adelaide Road, Kent and Cambridge Terraces, Riddiford Street, and Taranaki Street. These 

comments were often founded on concerns about the uncertainty of population growth and a sense that 

the current Plan unnecessarily risk s current residentsɅ lifestyles or the destruction of character areas with 

its broad approach. They also raised the point t hat targeted development could be integrated with 
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necessary infrastructure and transport upgrades. The following comments sum up frequently made 

arguments: 

There should be community solutions to new housing and a blanket rule of up to six stories is not 

the answer and will result in losing WellingtonɅs character, heritage, liveability, sense of community 

and connectedness without necessarily providing affordable housing. The co-housing projects 

already under way in Wellington are a good example of community solutions. Address housing 

needs through community housing projects. Allow development where it is already appropriate 

along existing corridors and around transport hubs. 

To compromise the character of one of WellingtonɅs most iconic suburbs when there are still such 

unknowns regarding the future is a big gamble ɀ and once these special elements are gone they 

are extremely hard to recover. At the very least, a staged approach might be prudent, starting with 

areas that are already industrial or semi-industrial (e.g. Adelaide Rd), and the central city, where 

the impact is less. Then, as the future becomes clearer, we can consider more drastic and costly 

options that impact our unique neighbourhoods such as Mt Victoria. 

These suggestions for phasing intensification were often accompanied by calls for WCC to assume a more 

active role in incentivising development in certain areas  and preventing  landbanking. The following 

comment demonstrates this sentiment with specific ideas for how it might be achieved:  

I suggest you find specific locations for quality high rises and tell people to invest in this community 

living building. For example you must be able to buy some sort of car yards - try using the Public 

Works Act if the need is so great. One in Taranaki St has been empty for years. Get it built yourself. 

They are just speculators. Tell them they have two years to build or they start paying a low use of 

land charge. You have to drive change. 

Several respondents suggested that more active planning was necessary, describing the current 

approach as Ɉlaissez-faireɉ and expressing a concern that with the current approach residents would be  

left to Ɉthe mercy of developersɉ. A small number of comments provided specific suggestions for what 

targeted planning might include, suggesting pocket parks, planned stepping of height to protect sun and  

sight lines, walking lanes and pedestrian linkage, cycleways, public spaces such as playgrounds, plazas or 

market areas, and other amenities like caf és and shops. 

A large number  of comments called for a more Ɉeven,ɉ Ɉfairɉ and Ɉsensibleɉ spread of distribution across 

the city and surrounding region. Many of these comments were general in nature, simply saying they 

Ɉwould distribute people across all suburbsɉ or Ɉwould spread it evenly across the suburbsɉ. Respondents 

commonly suggested coupling this wider spread of intensification with lower height limits across the 

board. Others offered more specific suggestions. Several comments advocated for maintaining what they 

felt was the Ɉlongstandingɉ approach of housing one third of projected population growth in the central 

city, one third in the suburbs (including infill housing), and one third in greenfields developments. Other 

suggested focusing intensification on the central city area and then spreading it more eve nly across the 

suburbs. 

Comments were often specific to respondentsɅ own suburbs, expressing a sense that intensification was 

unfairly focused on their suburb while other areas had been left unaffected. Berhampore, Newtown , and 

Johnsonville were frequently named as areas that were Ɉbearing the bruntɉ of the planned intensification, 

while these respondents felt that suburbs like Mt. Victoria would be left Ɉlargely unchanged.ɉ (It is worth 

noting that Mt Victoria residents felt their suburb would be heavily impacted , as has been discussed 

above). Several respondents named suburbs that  they felt were inexplicably left out of the planned 
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intensification  such as Seatoun, Wadestown, Wilton, Karori, Kelburn, and Island Bay. A particularly detailed 

submission argued that Oriental BayɅs Type 1 zoning was not in keeping with the PlanɅs vision for equity 

and that increased intensification should be allowed in certain areas.  

Several comments criticised the designations of Ɉinnerɉ and Ɉouterɉ suburbs, suggesting that some of 

these were walkable distance to the city centre and should therefore have been designated inner, with a 

consequent increase in intensification. A considerable number of respondents felt strongly that these 

designations and the spread o f intensification were biased on socio-economic grounds, with suburbs 

Ɉperceived as more Ʉworking classɅ bearing the bruntɉ. The following comments illustrate this sentiment:  

It appears the proposed distribution is very elitist. Looks like no changes in most of Mt Vic which is 

walking distance to town. Areas such as Kelburn, Brooklyn and Haitaitai are deemed 'outer 

suburbs', yet closer to Central city and walking distance than some inner suburbs proposed such 

as Berhampore. Buses fill up from Island Bay at peak times before reaching Berhampore/Newtown 

and also has prime big pieces of land with one house on them, yet lesser development proposed. 

Distribution should be more rational. 

There are areas of Kelburn that are less than a kilometre from Lambton Quay, that are zoned to 

only four stories, which areas much further than that from Johnsonville Train Station are zoned 4b 

(six stories plus). That is poorly considered, and means inequitable impact of densification on less 

wealthy areas (including Newtown and Berhampore) to the benefit of residents of wealthier areas, 

particularly Kelburn and Mt Victoria (I grant Thorndon a short pass only because it's right on the 

faultline). If Kelburn and Mt Victoria took a higher, fairer and more appropriate share of 

densification - as they should, given their close proximity to the centre of town - then it would allow 

greater nuance and staggering of heights within Newtown, to better protect sunlight access for 

existing residents while still allowing for necessary growth. 

I think that the additional 80,000 should be spread throughout all suburbs. I agree that the CBD 

and inner-city suburbs should be allowed to increase height limits but it seems that the only 

targeted outer suburbs are ones that have people from poorer demographics i.e. Johnsonville and 

Kilbirnie. Karori for example has a train station and bus links but isn't considered in this plan? Why 

not? 

A large amount of comments rejected the proposed height changes and advocated for lower height 

limits. While a considerable amount of respondents made general comments about wanting lower 

heights, a similar number stipulated that six storeys and above were unacceptable. This was often 

expressed in strong language using words like Ɉnutsɉ or Ɉterribleɉ. Several respondents specified that four -

storey buildings were still too high, and a moderate number of respondents stated that they considered 

three  storeys an appropriate height limit. A small number felt that two storeys should be the maximum in 

the suburbs. The most frequently cited reasons for these objections were the impacts on residents 

whose homes would be overshadowed, the look of the suburb and the impacts on character, and the loss 

of sunlight.  

A considerable number of comments argued that fine -tuning was needed, and that while high buildings 

might be appropriate in some areas these were much more limited than what was proposed in the Plan. 

Appropriate areas were generally considered to be those where buildings would not impact on current 

residents, in non -character areas, with other high buildings, or in the central city. A considerable number 

called for more care to be given to WellingtonɅs topography, arguing that this has been given insufficient 

attention in the Pl an. While more respondents advocated for building on flat land, citing issues with 
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transport and gradient, a small number of  comments argued that tall buildings could be nestled against 

hills without impacting sunlight for other residents. Several respondents stated that they did not support 

mixing building typologies or Ɉrandomɉ tall buildings, with a couple of comments suggesting that similar 

height lines were necessary. A small number of comments supported height changes or suggested that 

more areas could be zoned higher.  

When asked where respondents would put an additional 80,000 people, a very large number of 

comments argued that general infrastructure networks and amenities are already running at capacity. 

While just under a third of these comments were made on i nfrastructure in general, concerns about the 

current state of the three waters  infrastructure  was cited by a substantial number of respondents. The 

need for more amenities to cater for the increasing population was a topic in a sizeable number of 

comments, with a considerable number citing schools and a moderate number citing health services as 

being already near or at capacity. One respondent summed this up:  

Currently the infrastructure to support this council plan is not in place in the inner suburbs: 

sewerage, aging pipes, water supply, parking, green spaces, schools (where are the schools? 

Existing schools are at capacity). 

There was concern about the current state of general infrastructure and its inability to cope with the 

increase of a further 80,000 residents in the city. The consensus in a considerable number of these 

comments was on fixing these issues, alongside the need for planning prior to the development of new 

residential housing. Finally, a focus on waste management and roading/transport high lighted their current 

inadequacy, with several respondents commenting on each. A small number of comments focused on 

waste minimisation and composting.  

The development of public and private transport to service the current and WCCɅs projected population 

growth of 80,000 residents was commented on by a very large number of respondents . The need for 

improved, reliable , and affordable public CBD transport , and around Wellington , was argued by a large 

number of respondents with one respondent commenting:  

The requirement for coherent and integrated housing plans to be serviced by logical, cost effective 

and attainable transportation services is critical if any hope of reaching the cityɅs zero carbon goal 

by 2050 is to be realised. 

In a similar vein, a moderate number of respondents specifically identified  the need for public transport 

connectivity between the city and outlying suburbs and other centres. The y suggested that new housing 

without carparking spaces w ould produce an increased reliance and pressure on the public transport 

system to move the future residents around the city , expressed in this way by one respondent:  

If you are going to allow new housing to not have carparks you need to greatly improve the public 

transport first. 

A general theme to connect pockets of intensification with the city through the public transport network 

was present in a large number of comments ; this included the suggestion  of satellite suburbs by several 

respondents. While the benefits of a train network as a means of mass transport was discussed in a 

moderate number of  comments, just under half voiced their support for light rail to connect outer 

suburbs and outlying satel lite cities with the city centre. However, several respondents commented that 

public transport is not the answer for everything or everyone , particularly the  elderly, people with mobility 
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issues or caregivers/parents taking their  children  to after school a ctivities etc. The inadequacy of public 

transport for residents who  work outside of normal business hours  (e.g. nurses, hospitality) was raised in 

a small number of comments , highlighting the serious need for car parking near these workplaces.  

The impact an additional 80,000 residents in Wellington would have on the roading network was an issue 

for a large amount of respondents. The scarcity of car parks in residential streets was addressed in 

almost half of th ese comment s, while several respondents argued the necessity and reality of continuing 

usage and reliance on private cars as a means of transport around the city.  

The predicted increase in population by WCC was envisaged to worsen the existing traffic problems in 

Wellington and was commented on by a considerable number of respondents, with one stating: 

My concern is the impact of congestion from the outer suburbs. Not enough evidence of transport 

planning is found in the draft plan. Congestion in the AM and PM commute periods from 

Newlands has already worsened over the last 5 years. Public Transport reliability is not 

adequate/practical for professionals. Rail options don't exist. 

However, comments in support  of less car parking and fewer cars were also made by several 

respondents, as well as commuting being raised in a small number of comments.  

Support for active transport was voiced in a considerable number of comments with a fairly even 

representation between walking and cycling , while a small number of respondents raised some 

opposi tion to active transport.  

Many respondentsɅ suggestions were motivated by specific concerns or demonstrated particular values. 

These themes were repeated in respondentsɅ comments throughout the survey, and are discussed in 

more detail elsewhere in the report. Brief summaries of these topics follow . 

A very large number of respondents felt that the proposed intensification would have significant 

detrimental impacts on Wellington  residentsɅ quality of life. These ranged from general comments about 

Ɉliveabilityɉ, Ɉhuman-scaleɉ, and Ɉsuburban environmentsɉ, which people felt would be diminished, to more 

specific concerns. Prominent among these was the fear that tall buildings would block sunlight from one - 

and two-storey homes, with a large amount of respondents  concerned  about the consequent impacts on 

warmth, mental and physical health, and residentsɅ gardens. Privacy and view shafts were also deemed to 

be at risk, and several comments noted that wind tunnels would increase . A considerable number of 

respondents were worried about the aesthetic effects of uncontrolled  new buildings, expressing a fear 

that they would be Ɉugly boxesɉ that were not sympathetic to the rest of the area. A considerable number 

of comments expressed a fear that their sense of connection to their community would be lost with the 

advent of tall apartment buildings . This comment  summed up many respondentsɅ general feelings:  

Quality of suburban life, including the ongoing mental health of Wellingtonians appears to have 

had little consideration in the current planning 

A substantial  number of respondents extolled the value  of green space and trees for wellbeing , which 

they felt  was left out of the Plan. And a considerable number claimed that apartment buildings would not 

meet peopleɅs, particularly familiesɅ, need for space and backyards, or even balconies, such as the 

following comment : 

Will there be balconies to sit in the sun, grow food, just get outside.  I note that very few of the new 

builds in the city or the suburbs have balconies or decks.  Where is the connection to nature?  

Recent studies during covid showed that people need nature and it is an important part of our 
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mental wellbeing.  Having a small deck or balcony means getting outside into the sun or growing a 

few veges or just sitting.  Sun, sun, sun ɀ itɅs all about sun.  

Several comments also noted that the Plan had not sufficiently taken accessibility for older or 

disabled residents into account. A small number of comments raised fears about crime or other 

social issues, saying they did not want high-rise Ɉslumsɉ or Ɉghettosɉ in their suburb. 

The threat of future type 4 and 5 buildings i n current character and heritage areas was a significant 

reason provided  to support the retention and protection of these inner suburban areas. These 

respondents felt that t heir scale and history were seen to contribute significantly to the cityɅs streetscape 

and attractiveness and should be protected rather than overshadowed and devalued by larger scale 

multi -storey developments. A very large number  of comments supported this narrative , and the 

development of greenfield sites were suggested as an alternative location . One respondent commented:  

There are a number of historic pockets around Wellington (e.g. Aro Valley, Newtown, Thornton), 

which ironically, are many of those areas featured in the WCC ads. These areas provide Wellington 

much of its character. While I agree with certain areas of, for example, Te Aro undergo further 

development (as is already happening), care needs to be taken to ensure that such changes do not 

abruptly alter the landscape or feel of these historic areas. 

Another respondent suggested a more considered and phased approach  in the comment below,  which is 

representative of several more respondentsɅ views: 

Focusing on inner city growth primarily, with inner city suburbs, makes sense, but you do not need 

to demolish character homes and neglect character rules for these areas to do so. There is a 

balance here, and ignoring it for now is not necessary. We still have time to figure out a balance, 

and it is far smarter to play it safe and protect the places and buildings that make Wellington 

special before we finalize it, instead of absentmindedly destroying the very character that makes 

our city what it is.  

Generally, a loss of character or identity was also feared fo r outer suburbs through the invasion of type 4 

and 5 buildings , as this comment demonstrates:  

Having the likes of 6 storey buildings in the outer suburbs (Tawa/Johnsonville etc.) will destroy the 

character and feel of suburban living, these large buildings are also a visual pollution.  

However, the relaxation of heritage protection was supported by a moderate number of respondents to 

advance future residential development and growth in the inner suburbs of Wellington.  

Lifestyle changes wrought by the Covid-19 pandemic were mentioned  by a very large number  of 

respondents who felt these had not been reflected in the Plan. Comments frequently mentioned the 

move towards working from home, suggesting that this made suburban l iving more appealing and 

underscored the importance of having a spacious home, as well as providing the opportunity for office 

blocks to be repurposed into accommodation. Respondents also noted that dense living and mass transit 

exacerbated the risk of pan demics and infection spread.  

The topic of housing was raised by a very large number of respondents, with a third commenting on the 

capitalɅs housing crises and another third commenting on housing design. The former group mai nly 
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stated the need for more quality yet affordable housing , and several referenced the demand for tertiary 

student and young adult accommodation. Housing affordability became a topic in several comments , with 

a specific focus on the building cost of multi level buildings leading to unaffordable purchase or rent 

demands, and the need for more social housing was also raised by a few respondents. The design of new 

housing received a sizeable number of comments, with the loss of sunlight and privacy being cited  as 

concerns by several respondents , leading to a preference for terrace d housing over the type 3 and 4 

developments suggested by WCC. Over half of those agreed with the need to increase housing stock, 

while a quarter expressed the need for quality and hea lthy residences. The following points were made : 

Housing should be sustainable, liveable, good quality, and affordable and fee-simple ownership 

options included, and avoid poorly constructed mega-blocks like Soho Apartments that obstruct 

views and sun. All should have green spaces, such as a "living roof", courtyards or balconies to help 

the wellbeing of our people and our planet. 

The lack of affordable housing is one of the biggest social issues facing New Zealand today. I do 

strongly support more affordable, ecologically considerate development. I do support development 

within the areas mentioned, just not in the way it has been proposed. What is proposed is piece 

meal high rises that will result in an ugly characterless city without achieving the outcome of 

affordable liveable housing. 

Several respondents expressed a preference for infill over the suggestion to construct taller apartment 

buildings, and a slight trend for intensification in inner -city suburbs was noted. The loss of value current 

homeowners would face as a result of taller buildings being constructed around them, resulting in 

shading, dampness, and altered atmosphere, was voiced in several comments. A link to peopleɅs 

wellbeing was made in a small number or comments, articulating the need for  healthy, warm, and dry 

homes, with half specifically stating the need to upgrade character homes.  

A sizeable number of respondents conveyed a distrust of Ɉgreedyɉ or Ɉprofit-drivenɉ developers, and 

stated that  it was Ɉnaïveɉ to believe they would create sympathetic developments that maintained 

suburban character and community fabric. Several comments suggested that  landbanking and 

speculating would continue, or that economic incentives would result in developer s building expensive 

properties , which would not result in the PlanɅs objective of more affordable housing. Suggestions for 

mitigating this included identifying Ɉgoodɉ developers or the council requiring tight design controls or 

compulsory community input.  The following comment sums up  many of these arguments:  

Recent history over the last four decades of developer insensitivity shows that this almost never 

happens and vile architectural atrocities result that resemble collections of shoe boxes get built to 

make a cheap dollar. They visually ruin an older area and are totally insensitive to everything. 

History shows assurances here are meaningless and can be taken with a big grain of salt and 

indicates the cityɅs flavour and look will be served poorly by the Council and developers if care is 

not taken. Local residents and their associations must have design input into all new developments 

if you are serious about this. 

WellingtonɅs high earthquake risk was raised by a substantial number of respondents, who pointed out 

that increasing density in the city and suburbs would exacerbate this risk. A small number of respondents 

advocated for strengthening buildings or replacing earthquake -prone buildings, but the majority 

expressed a feeling that WellingtonɅs Ɉseismic limitationsɉ meant it was not and would never be suitable 

for intensification. Respondents described fears that fatalities would increase, that there would be no 
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open spaces for residents to shelter in the central city and th at the amount of people needing emergency 

support would be unmanageable. It was also noted that continually rising insurance costs would act as a 

barrier to affordable housing. Respondents also pointed out that sea level rise would affect several 

suggested areas for intensification ; they argued for both more research on risk and a focus on locations 

that were more resilient.  

Increased attention to sustainable design and the environmental pressures of intensification was 

highlighted as a priority by a substantial number of respondents . Comments frequently raised concerns 

with the lack of green and wildlife corridors in the Plan, the waste and carbon emissions created from 

demolishing old buildings and creating new ones, the environmental pressures created by more 

residents, and the effects of increased noise and pollution on wildlife and domestic animals. Comments 

called for Ɉgreenɉ public transport options and suggested water-sensitive design (including the retenti on 

of golf courses/green space to soak up water). Respondents generally felt that these issues had been 

given insufficient attention or Ɉlip serviceɉ, and that biodiversity, trees , and green space should be planned 

with Ɉas much detail for this as there is  for buildingsɉ. 

Respondents queried the cost of new or upgraded infrastructure to support intensification, suggesting 

that the Plan did not address what this cost would be or who would cover it. A small number of 

comments mentioned that rates were already extremely high and suggested developers should cover the 

cost of new infrastructure. Respondents also noted that greenfield s expansion would be cheaper than 

within the city, and that potential  costs from earthquakes or haz ards should be included in the Plan .  

Including Mana Whenua in the planning processes and their outcomes for future residential 

developments, or a co-design with iwi/hapū, were favoured by a small number of respondents. ϥt was felt 

that this would ensure more successful outcomes including the appropriate treatment of wahi tapu and 

sites of cultural significance.  

There were some remaining points made in a very large number  of comments ; they focused on, in order 

of frequency: other WCC actions; employment and work; against limits , or WCC involvement; rejection of 

projected growth, alternative housing; Significant Natural Areas (SNA) comments, and other.  

Other WCC actions were the topic in  a considerable number of comments and over half expressed an 

opposition to landbanking , with a number of submissions making exactly the same point . Instead, it was 

suggested that WCC should take the initiative to encourage or instruct developers to either  develop or 

sell derelict sites: 

I would prefer the council to find ways of incentivising owners of banked land in and around the 

city, and unused or derelict commercial land and properties, to release that land - or develop it 

themselves - before commencing a programme of densification in the central and inner city 

suburbs. [Ɏ] ϥn the event that banked land solution would still not provide sufficient housing, a less 

extreme system of densification could be planned. 

A suggestion provided  in a small number o f comments was the implementation of a national policy to 

drive this forward. A similar vein was reflected by a further small number of respondents who encouraged 

a regional approach to future growth allocations and distributions, while a final few suggested that rate 

increases on identified land may discourage landbanking. The current WCC Urban Development Strategy 

was found preferable to the PlanɅs proposal regarding population distribution growth in a small number 

of comments. The handling of development  and demolition of buildings was discussed in a few 
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comments and support was voiced for more character protection and financial incentives to enable their 

renovation, while it was suggested that new developments should require notified consents.  

Employment  and work  arrangements were identified to be changing, not only triggered by the COVID-19 

pandemic but also as part of the GovernmentɅs decentralisation. This is discussed in the following 

statement:  

With COVID there has been a dramatic shift in the way people work, with people and organisations 

now excepting that working from home is just as productive as an office. This has seen a large 

number of people continuing to work from home and looking to move out of the city. Their needs 

to be more research on the modelling of additional people to the city in light of COVID. As the 

commercial demand for office space declines (organisations are relocating or downsizing or doing 

things differently), those towers can be repurposed for residential apartments.  

Views consistent with  this sentiment were represented in a considerable number of comments, with two 

thirds supporting the work from home trend , which was argued to lead to fewer people living in the 

central city. In turn, a small number of respondents suggested that empty commercial buildings should 

be repurposed to accommodate some of the additional population WCC is projecting.  Close proximity 

between home and work was deemed to be preferable in a small number of comments.  

Criticisms of WCC were voiced in a moderate number of comments with broad topics. The main points 

included the rejection of proposed building heights, contained in a small number of comments while an 

equal number  were in favour of h eight minimums, especially in the central city.  

Alternative housing  option s were mentioned in several comments , with the accommodation of tiny 

homes suggested in a small number of comments . The remaining respondents expressed a range of 

alternative housin g solutions including floating homes and cooperative / iwi -built projects that are more 

community focused.  

Comments  on SNAs made up a small number of comments and were divided in their view, either in 

support of more protection or freeing up more land for development. Remaining points mentioned in a 

considerable number of comments were grouped under other topics were generally and frequently not 

directly focused on the Draft Spatial Plan or the questions asked.  

A very large number of respondents  expressed disagreement or queried the reliability of the 80,000 

population growth figure that the Dr aft Spatial Plan is based on, arguing that many of the proposed 

changes in the Plan are therefore unnecessary. These comments generally expressed that this figure is at 

the upper level of the population growth estimate, which people thought was Ɉunrealisticɉ, Ɉexaggeratedɉ, 

or Ɉincorrectɉ. A number of people cited other projected figures  from a range of sources  or argued that a 

medium or Ɉmost likelyɉ estimate should have been used instead. Other respondents noted  that it was 

not clear what information this  number had been based on or that the information was outdated, and 

requested more information about the assumptions underlying the Draft Spatial Plan. Others suggested 

using different population growth scenarios to plan possible options : 

I think you need to justify the projection of 80,000 additional people. That appears to be the very top 

end of possibilities and probably quite unlikely, and is being used to justify the planned densification. A 

more honest approach would have been scenarios -what do we need if the population grows by 20,000, 

50,000 etc. 

Respondents also noted that the impacts of the Covid -19 pandemic are likely to affect these numbers, 

citing changes to migration patterns as well as changes to working habits that mean people are more 

likely to live outside the city. Others stated that central government is planning to create regional hubs 
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that will decrease WellingtonɅs growth. Many of these comments called for the Draft Spatial Plan process 

to be paused until new population figures  that accounted for post -Covid changes could be used:  

Previous patterns of employment, family formation, migration, overseas student arrivals, and 

location of workplaces (home or office) among others are in a state of flux. The assumptions as to 

population growth and land utilisation on which the Spatial Plan is predicated will always be 

guesses but are now even more likely to turn out to be inaccurate because individuals may make 

quite different life decisions and future governments may change national policy settings 

particularly in relation to international student intakes and immigration post-Covid.  
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Respondents were asked: To what extent do you agree or disagree with how we have balanced protecting 

special character and providing new housing in the inner suburbs?  

 

> 2,040 respondents answered this question  

> Half (44%) of respondents disagreed with how WCC has balanced protecting special character and 

providing new housing in the inner subur bs ð 34% strongly disagreed and 15% disagreed 

> Over one third  (34%) of respondents agreed - 15% strongly agreed and 19% agreed 

> Fourteen percent of respondents were neutral and 3% were not sure  

  












































































































































































































































































































