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I am making a submission on behalf of and organisation - the Johnsonville Community Association 
(Inc.), or JCA. 

I wish to speak to my submission 

Introduction: 

This submission broadly follows the headings of the draft UGP. However, elements of the “general” 
section include a comprehensive challenge to the fundamental assumptions and growth projections 
that underpin the UGP, and this section is written in such a way that fully explains the basis and 
consequences of basing the UGP on bad population forecasting. As a result of that fulsome detailing 
of the problems with population forecasting, there is some repetition of material within the rest of 
our submission. 

A: Transformational Growth Areas 

TARGETED INTENSIFICATION Is NOT “WORKABLE” IN OUTER RESIDENTIAL SUBURBS 

We encourage WCC to consider and incorporate into their plan the learnings from the first 4 years of 
MDRA, namely that targeted intensification areas well beyond the central city (and its associated 
attractions & amenities), where the cost of housing units will be not significantly less than in the 
CBD, are financially uneconomic, and therefore bound to fail. 

The end result of MDRA in areas without either a significant cost advantage, or the inherent benefits 
of inner city living, are simply not there:  there is no incentive for people to live in "remote" MDRA 
areas (such as Tawa, Newlands, Johnsonville or even Crofton Downes) – and so these dwellings will 
not be in demand, and so will not be built in numbers that will make MDRA zoning successful. This is 
not speculation, it is fact, based on four years of MDRA in Kilburnie and Johnsonville.  

Thj only way WCC can make outer suburbs MDRA attractive (and therefore successful) is to pay  
much greater attention to (and place much higher investment in ) the relative attractions that these 
“Outer Medium Density” areas offer. These attractions must be ones that real people can and do 
value enough to live there, and we are extremely concerned that WCC has never actually asked 
potential homeowners or renters what would make them want to live in a MD development in (say) 
Johnsonville. Without determining those drivers, MDRA in outer suburbs is a colossal guess on behalf 



of WCC planners, the success of which leaves whole communities and billions of dollars’ worth of 
existing housing stock at risk (Just because the cost of MDRA failing will be borne by private 
homeowners, and not WCC, does not mean that WCC is not responsible for that cost…). 

It is our very well considered view that targeted intensification (MDRA zoning) of areas beyond a 
moderate walk to the CBD (20-25 min walk) are left extremely susceptible to "planning blight", 
whereby the planning rules conflict with individual developers intentions, and this result in a 
stagnating redevelopment market. 

In all likelihood, lower rent seekers (or home buyers seeking affordable dwellings) are more likely to 
choose lower density dwellings in cities north of Wellington city limits rather than what they see as 
overpriced and “cramped" higher density dwelling options within an "outer suburbs" MDRA type 
area that has none of the appeal of inner city higher density living.  

That is to say, MDRA in 'outer suburbs" will have the effect of driving residents - and 
developments - to migrate out of Wellington city altogether and commute from there (or 
ultimately telecommute, or create businesses from their new home north of Wellington). This risk is 
very real, and has significant consequences for WCC – it should not be ignored or dismissed lightly, 
as has been done in recent years (to the detriment of Kilburnie and Johnsonville).  

We support such “targeted intensification” only for areas within walking distance of the CBD (ie, - 
Cental City, Adelaide Rd, and perhaps Kilburnie, Newtown and Wadestown). Beyond that, we view 
MDRA as quite inappropriate, and more likely to create an unintended (and highly undesirable) 
planning blight. 

Rather than attempting to 'pick winners" by "targeted intensification", WCC would achieve far 
better success in encouraging more MD dwellings by modifying the entire "outer residential" zone 
to encourage "MD" redevelopment equally across them all.....  

WITHDRAW RESTRICTIONS THAT EXCLUDE MDRA FROM AREAS OF “CHARACTER VALUE”.  

If MDRA is to be retained and expanded, we encourage WCC to remove the "consider heritage 
values and existing neighbourhood character" clause, which has the effect of excluding "wealthy" 
areas from MDRA zoning and instead confining MDRA (including the associated stigma and blight) to 
relatively poorer areas – a result which is Undesirable in many ways.  

The only way to make MDRA “fair” across the socio-economic spectrum is to exclude such 
restrictions, which effectively act as a “wealth filter”, to protect “better off” suburbs from 
intensification.  

For example, Khandallahs amenities are very significantly greater than Crofton Downs’, yet the latter 
is being lined up for MRRA and the former is not: And yet there are some "MD" developments in 
Khandallah which look great, and for which there is clearly a very real demand.... 

The intelligent use of suburb specific residential design guides is an excellent and perfectly 
appropriate tool to protect the character of any suburb. A suburb specific residential design guide 
should be a perfectly adequate means of ensuring that MDRA can proceed successfully and 
appropriately even in areas deemed to have high ‘Character value”; Welling ton Suburbs are 
dynamic, functional communities, and should not be treated as “museums” of colonial architecture:  
even pretty old houses have a finite lifespan, and urban renewal is necessary in all parts of the city, 
especially older and less ‘space efficient” ones…..  



WIDEN THE “TARGET” FOR MEDIUM DENSITY REDEVELOPMENT 

In the "real world", the biggest factor to improving the economics of a "MD" redevelopment, is a low 
opportunity cost development site - i.e., a near derelict old building (where the real value of the 
existing building is minimal), or a Greenfields or sub-divided site. Such sites are not clustered in 
whole neighbourhoods! They are usually well spread out, and interspersed with newer dwellings, 
with much better longevity. 

Selecting a street full of entirely brand new, low density homes for MDRA zoning (as WCC proposed 
for Sheridan Terrace and Cresswell Place in passing DPC-72 in 2010, although this area was later 
removed from MDRA by the environment court) is illogical in the extreme.  

Instead, we propose that developers anywhere should be given the same opportunities and 
encouragement to redevelop & build “MD” housing on any site they deem appropriate, throughout 
the outer residential zone without consigning large swathes of whole suburbs to the stigma, 
devaluation and potential planning blight that MDRA zoning (as it stands at present) will confer on 
them.   

As the conspicuous lack of success of MDRA in encouraging “MD” redevelopment in both Kilburnie 
and Johnsonville has thus far shown, allowing the market (not WCC planning restrictions) to 
determine where MD housing may be built IS the best way to ensure provision of 'different housing 
types" (including MD) increases.  

Imposing MDRA in “select" areas that WCC wants "MD" to be located in – but developers don’t want 
to take a chance on, and tenants don’t want to live in - is like "fighting for peace" - counter-intuitive, 
and doomed to failure.   

B: Liveable and vibrant centres 

This section is too high level, and contains no guidance for some of Wellingtons largest and most 
important areas. 

Johnsonville’s Town Centre Plan (circa 2008) needs to be re-written as a priority, and this need 
should be included in the plan: 

The Johnsonville Town Centre Plan (accepted by WCC in 2008) was rife with forecasting 
errors, and many of its key goals have been ignored by WCC (ie, facilitating the creation of a 
new public space in the town centre). Commercial redevelopment objectives in Johnsonville 
have been actively stymied by WCC district plan changes aimed directly at stifling 
commercial redevelopment - without any research being done to establish any factual basis 
for that. This was done in direct contradiction to the intent of the 2008 Town Centre Plan, 
and the ongoing effect (in terms of inhibiting MD Redevelopment of central Johnsonville) 
has been immense.   

The plan has major deficiencies: there is no requirement for new commercial developments 
to provide any carparking, in an area where car use is particularly high. 

As a result, the Johnsonville Town Centre Plan needs to be re-written with closer consultation with 
residents, businesses and landowners.  

 



C: Real transport choices 

JCA SUPPORTS MOVES TOWARDS MORE PUBLIC (RATES FUNDED) SUBSIDIES OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT 
AS AN AID TO URBAN GROWTH CHALLENGES 

Wellingtons population and geography do not encourage private vehicular transport. In the interests 
of a more liveable city and reducing carbon emissions, JCA supports moved towards much higher PT 
costs subsidies being met by rates. 

The high usage of Private Motor vehicles underscores that fact that many Wellingtonians find their 
PT options inadequate.  

CYCLEWAYS 

We do not support the current policy of merely trying to “shoehorn” dedicated cycle ways into roads 
that are already “fully committed” to other modes, parking or access uses, and are not attractive to 
cyclists regardless of this facility. This approach can end up compromising safety and utility to an 
unacceptable level for all other users.  

Instead, we encourage more “ground up” planning and construction of cycleways, that seek to 
create new and better facilities, designed form first principals for Cyclists.   
 
PARKING 

Parking in suburban Johnsonville has been a major issue for decades, and the community is 
aggrieved that WCC has not reviewed of the supply and demand for parking here and acted on the 
outcomes.  

Regular reviews of parking supply & demand are very necessary, and well overdue. We welcome 
that initiative. However, it needs to be done, AND acted on.  

Such a review would reveal that huge numbers of ‘unofficial” park-n-ride vehicles clog Johnsonville 
streets for many blocks beyond the town centre every day, depriving residents of ‘normal” on street 
parking opportunities, and congesting narrow streets. Such parking will become impossible once 
these streets are “intensified” under MDRA, and become increasingly “Residents only” parking 
zones. This is situation is important for the congestion of the Central City, because it is the absence 
of suitable commuter parking near transport hubs like Johnsonville that have a significant impact on 
whether commuters choose to “park-n-ride” or drive into the CBD.  

As we speak, WCC roading changes to the Johnsonville triangle are severely eroding the “official” 
park-n-ride supply, as well as reducing other on-street parking, yet none of this has benefitted from 
the (necessary, we think) evaluation of parking supply and demand.  

While park-n-ride facilities are expensive, we feel strongly that their removal (without replacement) 
as is occurring in Johnsonville, has the perverse effect of reducing usage of Public Transport 

 

 

 



D: Housing choice and supply 

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

We are disappointed that the UDP appears to ignore the question of housing affordability entirely, 
because it is the relatively high cost of Wellington housing that drives a huge amount of the net 
migration out of Wellington City that occurs after about age 23 (much of it by people re-locating to 
cheaper housing areas where they can afford to repay a mortgage, and still commute to Wellington 
City).  

We believe that by ignoring the key factor of housing affordability, WCC is ignoring “the elephant in 
the room”, and so much of the UDP is therefore based upon assumptions that are highly 
questionable or clearly wrong. Most importantly, the assumption that population will rise by such a 
massive amount over the term of the plan when it seems clear that that quantum of people will not 
be able to afford to live within wellington City at all.  

The Plan implies that Intensification of suburban Wellington will just “magically happen” once WCC 
re-zoning occurs: yet, the converse is actually more likely. In most cases, at least two perfectly 
functional low-density dwellings (typically with a value of $ 400 000 each) must be destroyed to clear 
land for that new MD Development. At MDRA environment court hearings in 2013, WCCs expert 
valuation witness agreed with his ‘opposite number” that this cost made MDRA redevelopment of 
Johnsonville evocatively uneconomic. Since then, those economic facts have been reinforced by 
there being NO “MD” redevelopments in either Johnsonville or Kilburnie, yet WCC have made no 
effort to address the fact that the policy is misaligned with reality.   

So, why have those lessons of how affordability drives redevelopment not been included in the 
UGP? We would like to see the UGP re-worked, so that then policy logic includes affordability as a 
fundamental driver of Wellington population that it surely is. 

HOUSING SUPPLY – GREENFIELDS DEVELOPMENTS 

We are very concerned that the rate limiting step for Greenfields developments appears to be not 
only the restricted supply of land by WCC zoning (restricted largely to the northern suburbs), but 
that this policy effectively gives control of new housing supply to a very small number of speculative 
developers who are able to manipulate the supply of housing to pressure government to evade 
development contributions (and other ‘reasonable” development charges such as consenting fees), 
in order to maximise their own profit margins. 

This results in a slow drip feed of new dwellings according to the developer’s ability to maximise 
their profits, rather than serving the public interest by increasing supply significantly (and thereby 
helping increase affordability by reducing the undersupply of dwellings). 

We suggest that WCC prioritise increasing competition for achieving real competition among 
developers, and disincentivise speculative “land banking”.  WCC should look at increasing supply of 
greenfeilds land (sale of public land and /or re zoning, perhaps even in non-growth spine areas) in 
such a way that allows more true competition in the new greenfeilds housing market, for the 
ultimate benefit of all home buyers in Wellington City.   

 

 



E: Natural environment 

JCA strongly supports a significant change in rules around the improvement of the natural 
environment to foster more and better greenspace in higher density (MDRA) areas. The introduction 
of MDRA to Johnsonville has taught us many lessons, and this UGP is the ideal place for those 
learnings to be put to good effect.   

For Example: A case in point is Johnsonville, where in a significant part of the MDRA zone 
there is no requirement for any private outdoor ground-level space with any new 
development.  

Not only did MDRA as proposed to WCC fail to require the creation of new pocket parks 
(greenspace deficiency was highlighted by S32 reports, and creating pocket parks were  
recommended under S32 analysis as mitigation, but discarded by planners as too costly). 
Since MDRA was introduced, meagre existing green spaces within and adjacent to the MDRA 
zone in under a year, as follows:  

a)  Expansion of Keith Spry pool onto Johnsonville Memorial Park, reducing its area  

b) the usable green playing field space on Alex Moore Park has been very 
substantially reduced by its conversion to asphalted carparks - one completed, a 
second consented but as yet unbuilt (which sit empty most of the week, and provide 
‘convenient access” for car owners from other suburbs to use, despite the park 
being across the road from Wellingtons biggest suburban public transport hub). 

 Alex Moore park is a jewel, a bastion of green in the densest suburb north of 
Wellington Central, which is about to become much more densely populated under 
MDRA; To allow such a large portion of greenspace to be converted to car parks at 
the very time that the green light has been given to MDRA intensification in the 
surrounding neighbourhood was against the wishes of most residents, is seen as a 
very negative step for the suburb.   

c) The only “Youth facility” (a basketball half court) has been eliminated by a new 
WCC building, with no plans for its replacement.   

Further, Johnsonville is demonstrably below WCCs “target  service levels” for children’s 
playgrounds, and this his deficiency could be rectified by the creation of a ‘community 
playground’ and / or a youth facility on the upper level of Alex Moore Park….. however, 
there is insufficient space to accommodate such play facilities, because MDRA re-zoning has 
not planned for that, and (as above) the “spare” area of Alex Moore park has been targeted 
for carparking…. 

This example contrasts starkly with the “greenspace” requirements that would apply to a 
hypothetical new outer residential "greenfeilds" subdivision of 3000 people (the same number of 
additional residents that MDRA is expected to accommodate in Johnsonville). Such a new 
subdivision would not only give residents up to 50 square metres or more “private” greenspace” (as 
per “outer residential” rules), but also require a very significant amount of new, additional 
greenspace / playground & amenities to be created as part of that subdivision….. 

Under current WCC guidelines, Playgrounds are provided based on walking distance to playground 
facilities of different levels. Only the “lowest” levels of playground exist in Johnsonville, for example,  



and all are (in locals view) inadequate in one way or another (too small, insufficient play equipment, 
equipment unsuitable for ages of kids using them or badly in need of replacement), and none are 
well landscaped.   

PEOPLE NEED GREEN SPACES AND ADEQUATE PLAY AREAS TO STAY HEALTHY AND LIVE HAPPY LIVES. 
WITHOUT SUPERIOR GREENSPACE, MDRA CONFERS NO “COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE” AND SO WILL 
BE SHUNNED BY WOULD-BE RESIDENTS, AND THERFORE FAIL. 

The effect of poor access to greenspace is to severely compromise resident’s health and happiness. 
(We contend this will be the case in Johnsonville unless greenspaces are increased in number, size 
and quality within MDRA zone). We therefore submit that if the cost of imposing MDRA on its 
inhabitants is unacceptably high, and it should not proceed. If MDRAs are to be retained and 
extended through other wellington Suburbs. 

JCA submits that the effect of loss of greenspace must be mitigated to a very substantial degree if 
ANY MDRA zone is to succeed in cerating MD redevelopment.  

WE PROPOSE THE FOLLOWING MEASURES ARE ADOPTED TO ENSURE THAT ‘OUTER” RESIDENTIAL 
MDRA ZONES DO NOT RESULT IN THE REDUCTION OR DILUTION OF EITHER GREENSPACE AMENITY 
OR RECREATIONAL AMENITY: 

a) MDRA status conforms an automatic moratorium on the existing greenspace of the area 
affected and 800m beyond. Within that zone, no public space of any sort (park, recreation 
reserve, road reserve or suchlike) may be sold, divested or converted from use as a 
greenspace or park to any other use (including indoor or built amenities). In particular, 
Sports clubs which use public sports fields should not be given undue preference to use of 
playing fields over other residents: The value of sports fields as “green sanctuaries” for all 
residents (not just sportspeople) should be preserved and enhanced.   

b) A special playground quality and quantity formula be introduced to ensure that 
playgrounds within and adjacent to MDRA zones are of a higher number and superior ‘play 
value” than other ‘outer” suburbs: This is in recognition of the fact that 

a. all children within MDRA dwellings will effectively be denied any significant private 
outside space (other than on driveways), and  

b. that the higher density of children the zone will attract justify the extra expense, and  
c. that if the MDRA is to actually be redeveloped as intended, it needs “extra” 

amenities to make it desirable for residents. 
c) Significant tree planting / landscaping improvement  

a. of Any and All public land (including road reserves) within 400m of the MDRA zone 
should be landscaped and planted to a maximum extent possible  

b. free native trees and planting services be made available bu WCC (ideally through 
community volunteer groups or residents associations) to all private home-owners 
within 400m of a MDRA boundary be undertaken within three years of any change 
to MDRA zoning.    

d) Creation of Pocket parks. It should be accepted by all that the creation of private dwellings 
lacking the “traditional” private garden space should be accompanied by a modest 
distribution of small pocket parks. The cost of purchasing private land in order to create 
these small parks must be accepted by all as an integral cost of creating a MDRA area, 
(although that cost will be offset by an increase in property values for neighbouring 
dwellings).  

a. Buffer Zones: Private dwellings adjoining pocket parks adjoining pocket parks could 
be required to plant treed along the 1m adjoining the boundary to a pocket park to .  



b. Location and size: Corner pocket parks are best. Aspect should maximise sunlight to 
the park, and advise. Size of 250 – 400 square metres approx., is recommended.  

c. Use: Parks should be provided primarily for sitting amidst a small green ‘oasis’ – 
perhaps picnic table. Play equipment only allowable if a public play ground is more 
than 400m distant.   

d. Planning for the acquisition of private land for pocket parks may need to be 
enshrined in legislation. All owners of ‘suitable” corner sections in MDRA zones 
could be advised that, if redeveloped, a portion of their section may be subject to 
compulsory acquisition for a pocket park, and the cost either met by WCC, or 
recovered from all new developments within the zone.   

BIODIVERSITY 

Despite the undeniably significant investment it makes in some areas, we feel strongly that WCC 
plays lip service to its commitment to Biodiversity, in our suburb at least. 

It is not acceptable that a 2013 resource consent requiring ‘LOCALLY SOURCED NATIVE 
SPECIES’ to be planted on Alex Moore Park could be effected by WCC planting scores of non-
endemic species, and defending that action by claiming that those endemic species cannot 
be encouraged to grow there (despite tem having evolved specifically to like there over 
millennia. Even the very hardy local lancewoods that “should” have been planted were 
replaced with “ferox’ species from Marlborough!  

WCC is said to plant 5000 podocarps or canopy natives annually – yet almost all of our 
(many) Johnsonville parks and reserves have not seen a single podocarp planted. 

 

Out Urban landscapes need endemic native canopy trees, and we want to see them planted there. 
We request that WCC urban planning ruled ensure that this happens, please.   

F: City Resilience 

This section of the UGP appears to narrowly focused: what about food security, community support, 
climate change - adaptation to sea level rise, infrastructure resilience (especially the three waters) ? 
These all deserve more attention in the plan.  

G: General or other comments  

1 – Timing of Consultation This plan is a very important one, in that much of the critically important 
policy of the next three decades will be based upon it. As such, we consider the consultation period 
of one month is inadequate: most community groups – ours included - and individuals – have 
struggled to meet this short timeframe for such a wide-ranging plan. 

We consider two months to be an absolute minimum for consultation on such a far reaching plan. 

2 – Scope and Quality of the draft Plan  

The document appears to be focussed on Principals, rather than outcomes. In this approach, there is 
(in many cases) insufficient detail to support the principals across the range of different areas that 
comprise entire city. The end result is a document that, while well intentioned, is waffley in some 



areas and woefully and unspecific in others, without sufficient detail to appropriately cover certain 
geographical areas that will likely become important foci for the plan in future decades. 

It is simply not good policy practice to accept a document such as this to establish principals which 
are so poorly supported by details of how they will be interpreted in the very different localities that 
comprise of Wellington City.  For that reason (and others), we recommend that WCC do not consider 
accepting the plan in its current form 

We would far rather see the entire document focus on outcomes. This would anchor the plan to the 
real world in a way that this document really fails to.  

3- We take major issue with the population projections on which the entire plan is based. We have 
serious concerns that the population estimates and demographic profiles on which the entire plan is 
predicated are badly deficient in a variety of ways. Because these projections are utterly critical to 
the appropriateness and workability of the plan, we believe that it is inappropriate to accept the 
plan at all unless and until these deficiencies are examined and resolved by a panel of experts, rather 
than by a single (overseas based) private company. 

A recent example of planning decisions based on incorrect future predictions is the 
Johnsonville Town centre plan of 2008. That plan was implemented based on WCCs 
acceptance of what we view as manifestly impossible predictions that the numbers of 
people working in Johnsonville would increase by 3500 (ie, from 2300 to 5800, or an 
increase of a phenomenal 152%) between 2008 and 2031. After 6.5 years into that 23 year 
time span, there has been no significant job growth in Johnsonville: WCC bylaws stifled the 
growth of a much larger new mall, and any significant new retail growth (the core industry 
among projected job growth) seems increasingly unlikely as time passes. Yet MDRA planning 
regulations were introduced based (in part, if not largely) on those job growth projections. 
Despite these 2008 projections looking more wildly incorrect with each passing year, Council 
continues to base its ongoing planning decisions on what are clearly seriously wrong 
“growth predictions”.  

Despite our members continuing to point out to officials the deficiencies of the job 
predictions on which the Johnsonville Town Centre Plan was based, the plan remains 
unchanged 7 years after WCC approved it, and it continues to be a major foundation 
document for other policies, which in turn are based on those same bad predictions. The 
possibility emerges that these “poor” projections were deliberately falsified to justify 
planner’s proposals (such as MDRA for Johnsonville), and that alarming possibility highlights 
the need for plans to be regularly reviewed as the predictions on which they are based are 
revealed to be erroneous. 

Specifically, we take issue with the following regarding the population growth projections from 
Profile.id on which the urban growth plan is based: 

a) Wellington appears to be is viewed in isolation, rather than as part of a closely linked wider 
region. Despite Wellington being a city with three feeder cities (and commuters coming from over 
100kn away daily), it is noteworthy that WCCs population forecaster (Profile.id) appears to have no 
other clients in the entire country of NZ except WCC. We suspect that because they do not provide 
similar analysis for Hutt City, Poriruia city, etc, they are not viewing the region as a whole, as perhaps 
they should. 



The “elephant in the room” of Wellington City Urban development is that Wellington City has a very 
limited land supply, and very high land prices, and that Wellington is connected by very fast and 
efficient public transport with high usage rates (and rapidly improving national road networks) 
connecting commuters to a massive area of lower cost residential options (often with better natural 
amenities) to the north. 

There is no question that, in the next thirty years, many will wish to live in higher density housing 
closer to Wellington City centre, and to all the cultural and entertainment attractions that the city 
centre enjoys. But the assumption that people are just as happy to pay the same high rental prices 
to live in similarly dense residential complexes 10 or 15 km from Wellington City centre in suburbs 
almost devoid of Wellington central’s entertainment and “urban chic” appeal appears widely 
assumed by WCC staff - and yet is utterly unproven (and, we contend, false).  

The fact that (say) Johnsonville is just as close (in terms of train commute time) as Porirua or Lower 
Hutt – areas of much lower property prices for much larger land area – appears to be lost on those 
who appear to be predicting Wellingtons population growth “in isolation” from those cities.  

b) Net migration out of Wellington has been badly underestimated when projecting 
Wellingtons future population. Statistics from the last census show very high net migration away 
from Wellington in most demographic age groups (except in high school to initial tertiary student 
ages who mostly move to Wellington for education and /or first job starts).  

Two of the four assumptions made by the forecast are highly suspect: there are as follows: 

 Some loss of adults in late twenties and thirties (some family forming with children) 
 Some loss of family age groups (0-9 and 25-39 years) as well as older adults and retirees (40-

69 years) 

The problem here is the detail behind the use of the word “some” – that represents a massive 
underestimation of how Wellington hemorrages population after age 23. The figures used for 
forecasting future net migration away from Wellington City are unrealistically low, and very much 
lower than the historical figures (census 2006-2013) http://profile.idnz.co.nz/wellington/migration-
by-age suggest are likely to occur. Rather than suggesting growth, these statistics show a net loss of 
3000 people from Wellington over the last 7 years through migration.  The net effect of this mis-
calculation will be a total population growth over the 2014 – 2042 time window of much less than 
half that which has been used to base WCC Urban Growth Plan. 

Rather than migration away from Wellington reversing dramatically (as Population.id suggests) there 
is every reason to believe that net migration out of Wellington City will be greatly accelerated by  

 Housing affordability - the ongoing increase in traditional “low density” Wellington 
housing prices relative to nearby (Porirua, Hutt Valley,  Kapiti Coast) districts, - and 
this price differential will be exacerbated by the low level of new greenfield low 
density housing in wellington City. 

 improved transport infrastructure - people will be able to live outside Wellington, 
and commute into the city more easily. 

 less ‘need” for workers to be ‘in the office” to work (as technology use / broadband 
speeds increases)  

 less government Jobs in Wellington City: trend towards less government, more 
regionalisation, and more privatisation of “government” services - all reducing 



employment in Wellingtons biggest employer, central government - will inevitably 
reduce employment growth in Wellington City.   

 Christchurch “refugees – who fled to Wellington in great numbers – returning to 
Chch once their city is rebuilt.  

 Wellingtons low attractiveness for employers: Its no Auckland, so big employers 
shun it. And land / rents are expensive, so small employers cant afford to be based 
here.  

Further, there seems to be little or no recognition of Wellingtons extraordinarily low (present & 
historical) level of aged persons (a much lower proportion of total population than in any other part 
of NZ - http://demographic-indicators.idnz.co.nz/?submissionGuid=dcde89f5-a403-400c-8b67-
814d7c56c3c2  ). What that means for Wellingtons migration patterns, and how that will manifest in 
future decades, appears not to have been considered at all. For so many people, Wellington is not 
where they were born & raised, and will not be where they intend to grow old: It’s a place to live 
while they work only, and when they retire, they plan to move ‘back home” to the provinces, or on 
to some (perhaps warmer?) climate.  

This is not a reflection on Wellingtons ‘liveability’, it’s just how people choose to live their lives, for 
their own reasons. It’s a fact that after age 22, the net flight of each and every age group out of 
Wellington begins, it peaks at age 41, but continues (and in very significant numbers) right up until 
after age 85, when it finally reverses http://demographic-
indicators.idnz.co.nz/?submissionGuid=dcde89f5-a403-400c-8b67-814d7c56c3c2  .  

Wellingtons high housing prices greatly exacerbate the economics sense of this exodus of the aging 
from wellington. Yet no mention of housing affordability appears in the UDP at all. 

Consequently, The growth projections on which this UDP is based utterly fails to take that consistent 
and long-proven migration pattern into account to an appropriate degree. That omission is a critical 
flaw in the population estimates that underpin the UDP.  

As a result, this Urban Design Plan seeks to take action to create an Urban Wellington for numbers 
and ages of residents who simply will not be here in thirty years. WCC keeps telling us “we need to 
create retirement housing options” (particularly MD housing) for an aging population, when all 
evidence shows many of those people will leave Wellington before they retire, and recent research 
shows that aging persons absolutely do not wish to move out of their “family home” as they age….   

Because of the UDP is based on these incorrect assumptions, massive change to some areas (like 
MDRA zones), will be thrust upon suburbs needlessly, and because these changes are (especially in 
outer residential areas marked for MDRA zoning) pitted in opposition to market forces and/or 
demand, the result – rather than the “positive” redevelopment that is sought - will be less 
redevelopment of any sort, because development plans of individuals are thwarted by planning 
initiatives that promote different outcomes (ie, a planning blight).  

c) Population Growth estimates appear to ignore most recent Estimated Resident Population 
(2013) figures showing Wellington population is trending downwards   
http://profile.idnz.co.nz/wellington/population-estimate    show a massive drop in Wellington’s 
population in 2013. It seems incredible that, in the case of such a huge reversal in the trend of 
steady but modest population growth, WCC is now basing their Urban Growth strategy on a return 
to a higher rate of net population growth, when the most recent population changes suggest the 
opposite (ie, a population decrease) to be likely.  



d) The UDP lacks Direct and explicit detailing of how and where “lost” Development 
contributions will be recovered.  New development – whether greenfeilds, or redevelopment – puts 
huge costs onto the City, if current “liveability”, resilience, capacity is to be maintained. If WCC is to 
reduce of Council’s development contribution requirements, our fear is that this will have minimal 
stimulus on development, yet considerable impact on city capacity and amenities. Externalised costs 
need to be fully accounted and provided for in the WCC planning and reporting processes, and 
alternate means of recovering DC Monies (ie, a 20% higher rates rate for the first 10 years of a new 
dwellings lifetime) should be explored, so Ratepayers are not directly boosting developers profit 
margins without some recompense. 

Summary: we view the decision to base an Urban Growth Plan based on high growth forecasts, 
when common sense analysis and statistics suggest a much lower growth rate is more likely, as being 
deeply flawed.  

Recommendations 1 We therefore request this Urban Growth Plan is suspended until the 
assumptions on which growth projections are based can be thoroughly reviewed by independent 
third parties. 

Recommendations 2  If the UDP is accepted, we urge WCC to formally incorporate 5 yearly reviews 
(aligned with the year following the national census) to this and all other WCC policies which are so 
heavily predicated on such “suspect” population assumptions. This would represent “best practice”, 
and prevent the possibility of bad decisions being perpetuated long after evidence of their 
“insubstantion” emerges. 


