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1.0 Executive Summary
1.1 Key Findings
This research is intended to feed into the current review of residential infill. It provides
Wellington residents’ perspective on residential infill, and the kinds of principles and
regulations they would like to see in place to manage its future development. This
information will assist the Wellington City Council (the Council) to develop future policy
around the District Plan (e.g. resource consent, landscaping, urban design) and to develop
communications to residents.
There is moderate awareness of the term residential infill. However, residents in this study
often confused residential infill with large-scale multi-unit development, and the creation of
new green field sub-divisions at the edge of the city. This merging of the different concepts
does not aid residential infill’s public image, with many participants criticising multi-unit
developments such as the Oriental Bay apartments (engulfed by an unstable cliff face earlier
this year amid much publicity).
Residents are aware of examples of residential infill around Wellington, and in many cases,
within their own suburbs. The public perception of residential infill is dominated by recent
infill – dating from the ‘90s – which is often perceived to be unattractive and constructed of
poor quality materials that do not age well (and may be prey to “leaky building” syndrome).
This study suggests that, in the public mind, residential infill is most strongly associated with
developers, who are seen to be motivated by profit and have no attachment or long-term
commitment to the suburbs they are changing with their infill housing.
Residential infill is also, but less strongly, associated with individuals sub-dividing their
properties in order to build a new dwelling, for use by themselves or other family members,
or to sell. Residential infill driven by individuals with a vested interest in the neighbourhood
(and who continue to live in or next to the infill they have created) is viewed in a much more
favourable light than that which is driven by developers out to make a financial gain.
Public perceptions of residential infill elicited in this study tend to be negative. Chief among
residents’ concerns about residential infill are:
At the city, suburb, neighbourhood and household levels
x

Overcrowding and loss of space around and between homes, particularly the loss of
green space. Residential infill is felt to be at odds with the mythic kiwi quarter acre
paradise and wide open spaces for children to play.

x

The visual and physical dominance (and often perceived ugliness) of some residential
infill.

At the suburb and neighbourhood levels
x

Loss of the character of affected suburbs, as residential infill of widely varying styles
is plonked down amidst existing homes. All suburbs are perceived to have their own
character, whether heritage or homely.
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x
x

The erosion of the sense of community within a neighbourhood, due to overcrowding
and the influx of transient tenants – often associated with cheaper residential infill –
with no commitment to the suburb.

At the suburb level
x

Increased pressure on services and infrastructure due the increased demands placed
on these by higher density housing.

At the neighbourhood and household levels
x

The loss of privacy, views and outlook for existing residents, whereby residential infill
is invasive of existing homes (due to factors such as placement, proximity and size
relative to section size).

Residents do acknowledge, however, that there are good reasons for supporting residential
infill. Chief among these is the desire to prevent urban sprawl and depredation of the city’s
green belt. Residents are keen to avoid Wellington succumbing to the soul-less urban sprawl
associated with Auckland and Christchurch.
Other perceived benefits of residential infill – when managed properly – include:

At the city and suburb levels
x

Increased community diversity and vibrancy, and the economic benefits of having
greater demand for services within the city.

x

Better use of existing services and the potential for increased services in line with the
demands of an increased population.

x

Reduced reliance on cars and increased use of public transport.

At the city and household levels
x

Affordable housing, enabling first-time home buyers to enter the property market.

x

Catering to the needs of an aging population, and the increase in smaller households,
by providing a range of dwelling options.

It is not clear to residents exactly what the Council’s position on residential infill is. While the
Council gives the appearance of being developer friendly, and residential infill continues to
appear around the city, residents question whether there is an overall plan. In the absence of
information to the contrary, some residents assume that the Council is supportive of
residential infill because it is a means of hiking the rates take.
Few participants have a good understanding of the role of the District Plan in relation to
residential infill, although there is some awareness of regulations relating to things such as
site coverage and sunlight access angles.
However, there is widespread concern that such regulations do not go far enough, and that
the Council is doing too little to regulate against the worst excesses of residential infill. Hand
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in hand with this is the perception that the rights of residents affected by residential infill are
too often overlooked in favour of developers. There is general agreement that developers
have the upper hand vis a vis residents, and are seemingly able to breach guidelines with
ease.
Residents are keen to know that there is an overall strategy for residential infill in Wellington,
and what is envisaged in their neck of the woods. They would also like affected residents to
have a greater say prior to the deal being sealed, and for the definition of affected residents
to be broadened to include all neighbours whose views and or access are significantly
impacted by proposed infill developments.
With regard to the worst excesses of residential housing – ugly designs, overcrowding,
shoddy building materials and practices, a dominance of concrete – residents would like the
Council to seek input from both residents and ‘experts’ in determining what is appropriate
and acceptable. They specify that this may not be a case of one rule fits all, but rather a
case of fitting with the needs and characteristics of individual communities and suburbs.
Residents recognise that in terms of regulating against “ugly” residential infill, there is a
balance to be struck between regulating (effectively creating a style guide for acceptable
materials and designs) and allowing for freedom of creative expression (and cutting edge
design). While aesthetics are seen to be a question of judgement, residents comment that
someone must take the lead in making judgement calls, and that this should not be left up to
developers.

1.2 Conclusions
x

Residential infill’s public image is dominated by negative perceptions. It has a bad
reputation – and is strongly associated with cheap looking ‘90s era infill housing, in
ugly designs and colours. As such it is too often seen as a blot on the streetscape.

x

Residential infill is strongly associated with developers, who are seen to be out to
make a buck and move on, leaving existing residents to live with the overcrowding
and dominance of concrete they create.

x

Residential infill does have some public support however, with the desire to halt urban
sprawl and protect the city’s green belt seen as key reasons for supporting infill
housing.

x

The creation of affordable housing, as well as housing options that meet the needs of
an aging population and smaller households, are also key benefits of residential infill
and further reasons to support it.

x

Residents assume that the Council supports residential infill, but are concerned that
the Council has not managed the issue – in terms of infrastructure and amenities
planning, articulating a vision to residents, and regulating infill housing developments
with a sufficiently firm hand.

x

Residents are keen to know that there is an overall plan for residential infill, and that it
is not a case of anything goes. They would also like to see greater community and
expert input into determining guidelines for what is and is not acceptable in different
parts of the city.
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x

Residents would like to see Council regulations for residential infill address the
negative impacts of such developments on their communities. Chief among these
concerns is that infill housing is unattractive, low quality housing and detracts from
(rather than benefiting) neighbourhoods and communities. As part of this, residents
would like to see Council revisit existing regulations on residential infill, taking into
account the key issues identified in this study:






x

that the look and design of residential infill is sympathetic to existing housing
the quality of building materials and building practice
the building envelope should be reviewed, capped and enforced
density of housing should relate to the nature of the neighbourhood and be
capped and enforced
provision for planting and green areas.

Resident would also like the Council to extend the scope of the consent process to
include all residents affected by proposed developments in a given neighbourhood,
not just those adjoining neighbours.

Implications for Communications
x

There is a clear need for the Council to articulate its vision for Wellington in terms of
population growth, and the role of residential infill in meeting projected housing
demand.

x

In doing so, the Council should aim to counter the public perception that it is
developer friendly, at the expense of the rights of residents in suburbs affected by
residential infill (e.g. by publicising the processes by which residents can have their
say, and explaining its decisions when waiving regulations).

x

Communications with residents should outline the Council’s position on residential
infill and its rationale, addressing residents’ reservations about residential infill, and
emphasising the key benefits for residents, namely:







x

halting urban sprawl and protecting Wellington’s green belt
facilitating population growth – and with it economic and cultural vibrancy
creating affordable housing in parts of the city where people want to live
meeting the future housing needs of an aging population
meeting the housing needs of the rising number of small and single person
households
making the best use of existing services and infrastructure (while ensuring that
these are adequate for projected population growth).

Communications should reassure residents that Council will manage the potential
down-sides of residential infill, and in particular that:





community character and needs will be reflected in planning
residential infill will not be allowed to detract from the streetscape and existing
homes
residential infill is intended to enhance rather than detract from property values
infrastructure and services will keep pace with demand.
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x

The Council should use a mix of communication channels according to the target
audience (e.g. general population versus specific streets, suburbs and
neighbourhoods), with an emphasis on:



x

direct communication (letters, phone calls) with residents who are affected by
proposed developments within their neighbourhood
and including: the Council newsletter; information included with rates demands;
notices and pamphlets in public areas such as libraries, cafes and community
centres; notices in local papers; the Council website.

All written communications should be in plain English, demystifying any technical
terms, and providing summaries of key information. Written communications should
also provide a contact name within the Council, and a link to the Council website.
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2.0 Background
The Wellington City Council’s (the Council) District Plan encourages city growth to be
contained within existing urban areas. In recent times, the Council has developed a growth
spine concept (from Johnsonville to the central city to Kilbirnie) which will help ensure the
city meets three key outcomes as outlined in Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP).
These are for the city to be:
More Liveable – ensuring the city has sufficient housing choice and improving the quality of
housing development as it relates to infill housing.
More Compact – ensuring Wellington builds on its compact urban form.
More Sustainable – by ensuring residential growth is managed to support the efficient and
sustainable use of resources.
Residential infill (e.g. sub-divisions, multi-unit development) is considered a high priority
among City Councillors. When the most recent LTCCP was developed, improved residential
infill management was listed as one of the highest strategic priorities, along with high quality
urban design and the growth spine.
A review of residential infill began this year. One feature of the review is to study residential
infill (old and new, good and bad) in ten pre-selected areas throughout the city. The review
focuses on ten pre-selected infill suburbs throughout the city (Tawa, Johnsonville, Ngaio,
Brooklyn, Karori, Island Bay, Hataitai, Lyall Bay, Miramar, and Strathmore). Wellington’s
typography is considered a key factor in determining perceptions of infill,because the city
encompasses both hilly and flat suburbs.
This review requires an understanding of residents’ perceptions of residential infill (i.e. the
desirability) and the perceived role of the Council’s District Plan. This information will be
used by the Council to develop future policy around the District Plan (e.g. resource consent,
landscaping, urban design) and to develop communications to residents that address any
potential negativity towards residential infill.
This reports documents the findings of qualitative research into residents’ perceptions of
residential infill, and the kinds of governing principles and regulations they would like to see
in place to manage future residential infill development.
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3.0 Research Objectives
The overall aim of the research was to understand residents’ perceptions of residential infill.
The specific research objectives were to:
x

Identify residents’ understanding and experience of residential infill.

x

Explore residents’ perceptions of the desirability or otherwise of residential infill and
what is driving these perceptions.

x

Understand residents’ perceptions of the role of the Council (and the Council’s District
Plan) in relation to residential infill.

x

Identify the ‘ideal’ residential infill from residents’ point of view, establishing what kinds
of principles and guidelines residents would like to see in place.

8

4.0 Research Approach
4.1

Research Method and Sample

A total of n=6 focus groups were conducted with Wellington residents (ratepayers and nonratepayers) from a range of suburbs, based on:




typology (residents from both hilly and flat suburbs)
rate-payer groups focused on suburbs currently included in the residential infill
review (Island Bay, Miramar, Lyall Bay, Johnsonville, Karori, Ngaio, Hataitai,
and Tawa)
non-ratepayer groups represented residents from a range of Northern, Central
and Southern suburbs.

The total sample included:



n=20 ratepayers
n=14 non-ratepayers.

The sample structure is detailed below.
Rate Payers

Non-ratepayers

No. of Groups
N=

Hilly Typology

Johnsonville

Brooklyn,
Hataitai, Ngaio

From a range of
hilly suburbs

3

Flat Typology

Miramar, Lyall
Bay

Tawa,
Island Bay,
Karori

From a range of
flat suburbs

3

2

6

Totals

4

The total sample provided a gender mix, with slightly more females than males in the final
sample.
The sample also provided a range of ages from 18 to 70 years, as follows:




n=12 participants aged between 18 and 35 years
n=13 participants aged between 36 and 50 years
n=9 participants aged between 51 and 70 years.

Ratepayers were recruited from lists provided by the Council. Non-ratepayers were recruited
using TNS’s network of people willing to participate in research. All participants were
screened to ensure they met the recruitment criteria.
The groups took place between 21 September and 5 October 2006. The groups were
conducted on weekday evenings at TNS’s central city offices, and lasted two hours.
Participants received a $50 cash incentive as thanks for their input.
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All group sessions were audiotaped and videotaped with participants’ consent to aid analysis
and provide verbatim responses. A number of Council staff observed the groups in progress,
again with participants’ consent.
A copy of the discussion guide used in the group sessions is appended to this report.
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5.0
Context Setting
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5.0 Context Setting
In order to explore Wellington residents’ perceptions of residential infill, and the role they
expect the Council to take on this, it is useful to establish the context in which this discussion
takes place. That is, how residents feel about their Council, and their awareness and
understanding of the Council’s activities and how these impact on them.

5.1

Perceptions of Wellington City Council

Awareness of Council Activities
Residents in this study perceive that the Council has a number of key functions. In return for
“taking my rates” (in the case of ratepayers) residents expect the Council to serve the
community by providing:
x

Infrastructure such as sewerage, water mains, gas, public transport, and rubbish
collection. Residents expect that such core infrastructure will be provided and
maintained at a level that is adequate for the population being serviced.

x

Services and amenities such as public libraries, green spaces, parking, libraries,
public swimming pools, recreation areas, and community centres for groups such as
youth and the elderly. As with core infrastructure, residents expect that such services
will be provided in relation to the numbers of people in a particular area, and that as
new suburbs grow, adequate services and amenities will be provided to service the
residents of those suburbs.

Some residents also perceive that the Council has a role to play in planning for the future of
the city, in terms of projecting population growth and managing this by planning for
development, and ensuring that infrastructure and amenities keep pace with demand and
are co-ordinated to meet residents’ needs and provide linkage throughout the city.
“They try and play a social cohesion role, communities knitted
together by transport, links, networks. Otherwise, it [Wellington]
would be a series of villages.”
Ratepayer
There is some feeling that the Council is also in the business of planning for the future shape
of the city, and in planning how different areas of the city will be used. This idea
encompasses beautification of the city, such as the Oriental Beach development.
A small number of residents in this study were aware of the Council’s District Plan, and saw
this as a document outlining the Council’s longer term plan (e.g. ten years plus) for the city.
They envisaged that this would include things such as projected population growth, and
plans for how to handle the impacts of this – e.g. infrastructure such as roading and public
transport, housing development etc.
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Impact of Council Activities on Residents
The most commonly cited impacts of Council on residents was that of taking residents’ rates
and in return providing basic infrastructure and services. It is fair to say that until something
goes wrong – a stormwater drain overflows, the introduction of speedbumps create traffic
delays in their neighbourhood – participants tend to take such Council activities largely for
granted.
Within each focus group, however, there were a couple of participants who articulated the
view that the Council has a greater impact on residents than may typically be thought, in
terms of determining what their environment is like.
“They [the Council] affect more than people think… a body
determining what your environment is like affects day to day life
more than national politics [does]… everything that happens
around you has been approved or modified by the Council, or has
been disallowed by the Council, or requires some sort of Council
assistance.”
Ratepayer
In terms of participants’ views on what the Council should do, participants in this study fell
into two broad camps.
x

Residents who want the Council to stick to “the basics” (infrastructure and provision of
amenities) and to keep the tax burden on ratepayers as low as possible. Such
residents reject the idea of the Council adopting “grand plans” (such as arts and film
festivals, and Waitangi park), which they perceive they must pay for, or are trying to
interfere with the “social agenda” of the city.
“I’d rather they [the Council] stayed invisible and got on with the
boring stuff like getting water away from the house. They interfere
too much in promoting social agendas and spending money on
grand plans, e.g. the wildlife sanctuary, the aquarium on the South
Coast. [I’d] rather they stuck to the basics – keep the street clean.”
Ratepayer

x

Residents who want the Council to take a role in ensuring the growth of a vibrant and
physically attractive city, by undertaking beautification projects, and development of
amenities and physical spaces that residents want to use and of which the region can
be proud. Encouraging tourism is seen as another facet of this role.

Among this latter group, there is a general perception that the Council has done a good job
in recent years in terms of making Wellington a better place to live. This is particularly true of
Council’s input into public areas and green spaces and such things as development of
Oriental Bay.
Whichever group participants fell into, they recognise that decisions on Council spending
beyond “the basics” are a judgement call.
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“It gets down to a judgement thing about where they stop and
what they spend money on. Over the last ten years we’ve been a
vibrant city, [I] don’t have too much problem with that, [it’s]
benefited us in lots of ways – I don’t necessarily enjoy the sand
[Oriental Bay] but most of us use the library.”
Ratepayer

Differences between Ratepayers and Non-ratepayers
Overall, ratepayers and non-ratepayers have similar perceptions of what the Council does in
terms of activities. However, non-ratepayers tend to be less aware of the impact of Council
activities on them as residents.
As a group, ratepayers in this study tend to feel a greater sense of ownership of both
Wellington as a whole and of their suburb. As such, they are typically more engaged with
Council doings (and perceived shortcomings) and more likely to perceive that the Council’s
activities have a direct impact on them as residents.
Ratepayers see their rates going to fund Council activities, and are therefore more likely to
hold and express views about the Council’s spending priorities.
Generally speaking, non-ratepayers in this study exhibited greater detachment from
Wellington, and from the suburbs they live in. Typically, non-ratepayers are more transient
than ratepayers, with some in this study moving residence as often as once a year. This may
involve moving around the city, resulting in little affiliation to one particular suburb or area of
Wellington. Younger non-ratepayers may spend little time in their suburb, using their home
as a place to sleep and refuel between forays into the city for work and play.
As part of this, non-ratepayers are also less engaged with and interested in the Council and
its activities. They are not feeding the mechanism via rates, and have not made a
commitment to their suburb (or even the city) in terms of buying property. As a result, they
typically take less interest in what the Council is doing on residents’ behalf – a situation they
perceive would change were they to become ratepayers.
“I don’t feel they affect me directly. I know that they do, but it is not
like I consciously think about it… I would think differently about it if
I was a ratepayer.”
Non-ratepayer

6.0
Perceptions of Residential Infill
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6.0 Perceptions of Residential Infill
6.1

Awareness of Residential Infill

Participants in this study were asked what the term residential infill meant to them (without
immediate explanation from the moderator), as a means of determining their understanding
of the term. Not all participants in this study were familiar with the term residential infill.
In each focus group, there were typically:


a couple of participants who were familiar with the term, and had a good
understanding of what residential infill is, and could describe examples around
the city and within their own suburb.



a couple of participants who had heard the term, and had a reasonable feel for
what residential infill is, but often used the term when describing large-scale
development and/or creation of new sub-divisions.



a couple of participants who had not heard the term before. (One or two
participants also confused the term with landfill).
“What’s that place in Christchurch? That massive sub-division
they have done where it basically looks like Stepford Wives.”
Non-ratepayer

Overall, non-ratepayers typically had more limited understanding of residential infill.
Due to the knowledge mix within each group, participants were able to discuss residential
infill spontaneously as a group, without further prompting by the moderators. It soon became
clear that, while not all participants were familiar with the term residential infill, all participants
were familiar with examples of residential infill in Wellington. They were also familiar with the
concept of property sub-division for the purpose of erecting new homes on the newly created
properties.
“It means sub-dividing off the backyard and putting up a couple of
townhouses.”
Ratepayer
Ratepayers (as intended with sample construction), were aware of residential infill within
their own suburbs and neighbourhoods; with some participants living in or adjoining
residential infill.
Residential infill was strongly associated with developers, and as such was seen as a
money-making opportunity by people with little long-term commitment to the area. This type
of development is viewed in an overwhelmingly negative light, with participants ascribing
residential infill put up by developers as too often “cheap”, “shoddy” and “ugly”.
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Participants perceive that developers are primarily profit driven, and are supported in their
endeavours by a Council keen to pull in extra rates on new dwellings.
“I can see why a Council would want to do it. It’s more rates isn’t
it?”
Non-ratepayer
In a slightly kinder light, residential infill was also associated with individual homeowners
sub-dividing their property and putting up a new dwelling in addition to the original one. (A
small number of participants had done this themselves). Such activity was viewed more
benignly because participants reasoned that individual homeowners were more likely to take
the character of the neighbourhood into account, and to put up a building that they
personally could live with next door.
Most participants associated residential infill with buildings constructed in the last ten to
fifteen years, rather than older era infill.

Residents’ Experience of Residential Infill
Many participants in this study live in areas of Wellington affected by residential infill. As
mentioned, a number of participants live in residential infill themselves, and others live in
properties adjoining residential infill. One or two participants had themselves sub-divided
their property and created residential infill on the new site.
Overwhelmingly, participants’ initial discussions of their own experiences of residential infill
focused on the negative. Many participants cited examples of residential infill that had
negatively affected their property, and/or those of neighbours, in the following ways:








loss of personal privacy
an increase in vehicle traffic in the street and immediate neighbourhood
an increase in foot traffic past people’s houses
a lack of off-street parking
increased noise – from residents and cars
loss of the character of the neighbourhood or suburb due to a mish-mash of
housing styles
loss of the character of the neighbourhood due to the loss of greenery and
green space around and between dwellings.
“I used to live in Newtown… we were literally this far away from
the dudes next door… they were walking past my bedroom
window and my flatmate’s bedroom window to get to their house…
it was all concrete… you could hear the neighbour’s tv and the
dude used to sit in his bedroom and watch us through the kitchen
window.”
Non-ratepayer
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Participants in all groups expressed concern about the actual or potential impact of
residential infill on their suburb. Participants living in Lyall Bay and Miramar were particularly
negative about the impact of residential infill on their suburb. They described it as creating a
“hotch potch” of housing styles that do not blend in with the existing housing, and that results
in cramped sections, loss of space and privacy, and a dominance of concrete.
“Cramped. We’re thinking of moving because we now have one,
two, three, four, five neighbours and we don’t like it. And
someone’s just cross-leased the back of their section and built
another house… we’re feeling really cramped.”
Ratepayer
Participants in Johnsonville and Karori were also concerned at some of the recent examples
of residential infill springing up in their suburbs. Residents living in such suburbs expressed
the view that suburbs should be relaxed, and family-friendly places to live, and have often
been chosen as a place to live in part for these qualities. Residents do not want to feel like
they are living in the inner city, where space is at a premium and people are perhaps more
willing to trade it off for proximity to the city centre.
A few participants, typically those most disgruntled by residential infill in their
neighbourhoods, made comments along the lines of ‘I was here first’. Such residents resent
changes to their neck of the woods by newcomers. This resentment is exacerbated by the
perception that residential infill is spearhheaded by developers, who have no commitment to
the suburb, and no vested interest in maintaining its character.
Key concerns relating to residential infill are noted in detail in Section 6.2 of this report.
Discussion of the Council’s perceived position on residential infill is covered in detail in
Section 7.1.

18

6.2

Residential Infill: Negative Associations

Participants’ spontaneous discussion of residential infill, and their perceptions and
experience of it, was dominated by negative associations, are outlined below.
The use of cheap, “shoddy” building materials that deteriorate rapidly
Residential infill was strongly associated with dwellings erected in the ‘90s and since. There
was a strong perception that much of this recent residential infill is of poor quality. At best,
this was seen to result in unattractive housing exteriors that look shabby and detract from
the surrounding property values. At worst, this was seen to result in “leaky homes”. Use of
cheap materials was mainly blamed on developers who are out to make a buck and have no
long-term commitment to the suburb.
“… how long they will last is another matter – [the] quality of
materials is doubtful, especially with this leaky homes syndrome.”
Ratepayer
Overcrowding and loss of space around and between homes
Participants feel that all too often residential infill results in the loss of greenery in a suburb.
This is seen to have a detrimental affect on the aesthetics of the suburb that impacts on all
residents, not just those immediately adjoining residential infill.
“It’s the things that are aesthetically pleasing that are the things
that are first to go, like lovely trees and shrubbery and things like
that, they get rid of that.”
Non-ratepayer
Participants associate residential infill with “putting more people into the space”. Participants
are concerned that the “cramming” of homes onto smaller sections, and the resulting
dominance of concrete, impacts on residents’ “mental health”, and that cramped housing
with no greenery is bad for the soul and psyche.
“Is it healthy to live in that close too everybody else? I’ve done it in
London for years. [I’m thinking about] mental health really.”
Ratepayer
Loss of space (and green space in particular) also symbolises a loss of the kiwi style of
childhood, whereby children have safe outdoor play space around their own home.
“I grew up – and I think most of us did – having lots of space to
run around, and you know to plonk houses on top of one another
like that… I think it is detrimental to young New Zealanders
growing up, and they should be allowed space to run around –
they should know what a tree looks like.”
Non-ratepayer
Discussion of residential infill evoked images of impersonal, big city living that is at odds with
the kiwi way of life. Participants who were less aware of the distinction between residential
infill and large-scale development, had visions of “people living on top of each other” in
“cubbyholes” such as those found in densely populated cities such as Hong Kong.
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Loss of the character of a suburb
Participants felt that while some suburbs are more aesthetically pleasing and/or visually
harmonious than others, all suburbs do in fact have their own character which is threatened
by residential infill.
“A place like Hataitai, I can look out on my balcony and see those
old houses… those villas, and there is something really special
about those, so I am a bit nostalgic about them I would have to
say. And the townhouses, they don’t quite suit the look.”
Non-ratepayer
Residents of Miramar and Lyall Bay were quite resentful at the perceived degradation of
their suburbs by recent residential infill, whereby long, flat sections had had residential infill
squashed in both in front of and behind older homes.
Johnsonville residents were keen to preserve the “spacious” and “established” character of
their suburb, and anxious that more grand old homes would be compromised or lost to
residential infill.
“I wouldn’t want to live in Johnsonville if everyone pushes the
rules that are there at the moment – if every house pushed out to
the boundaries it wouldn’t be pretty. The boundary rules should be
tightened. It would look more like Aro Valley with [a] lack of green
space around.”
Ratepayer
The loss of character in a suburb is seen to be caused by:
x

The replacement of large, beautiful old (character) homes with less physically pleasing
smaller homes.
“The aesthetics of the whole street can go out the window.”
Ratepayer

x

“Cheap” infill housing made of poor quality materials that do not wear well with time
and require a lot of maintenance.

x

“Ugly” housing, built in styles and materials that are not in keeping with the
surrounding homes. The perceived ugliness of some housing can be exacerbated by
its colour (e.g. peach coloured exteriors were particularly offensive to some
participants).

x

Housing that dominates existing homes, by virtue of any or all of the following: size,
height, proximity to other homes, the positioning of large garages at the front of the
section.

x

Multiple dwellings on small sites eroding the family feel of a neighbourhood by
reducing the proportion of “family size” properties and homes.
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A loss of privacy
Participants’ own experience of residential infill suggests that existing residents’ privacy is
often compromised when infill housing goes into a neighbourhood. Participants described
neighbours walking past and looking in their windows, and infill housing overlooking their
previously private gardens and courtyards.
Residential infill was often described as “invasive” to existing homes, with new dwellings
being physically dominant due to factors such as their height, the placement of big windows,
and the impact on neighbours’ sunlight.
Residents perceive that privacy is not just about what can be seen. Privacy is also lost when
neighbours’ activities in and around their home can be clearly heard, due to dwellings being
closely packed.

Loss of views and outlook
Participants comment that residential infill often impinges on neighbours’ views, blocking
attractive aspects and eroding their “illusion of space”. Residential infill can also affect more
distant neighbours, whose outlook now takes in the infill, which may appear to dominate the
streetscape.

An erosion of the sense of community in a neighbourhood and suburb
As mentioned already, residential infill is associated with more people living in the same
space. It therefore carries connotations of overcrowding, and people living cheek by jowl.
Ironically, participants perceive that this enforced closeness to neighbours actually leads to
greater insularity as people seek to protect their personal space.
“The more jammed up we are… the more we don’t know one
another, so that sense of community is actually – despite the fact
that we are living on top of one another – is actually being
eroded.”
Non-ratepayer
In some cases, residential infill is surrounded by high fences, in an attempt to ensure
privacy. However, this can contribute to an erosion in the sense of community in a
neighbourhood (and block formerly enjoyed views).
There is also a concern that the sense of community is eroded by residential infill attracting
property investors, who fill it with tenants, who come and go. Residents perceive that an
influx of renters to a neighbourhood can undermine its sense of community, as these people
may not take part in the life of the community (e.g. they may be young, without children, and
working full time) and are perceived to be more likely to move on.
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Participants recognised that lifestyles have changed, and that the loss of community can not
all be blamed on the rise of residential infill. One participant commented that her own sense
of what community means has changed now her children have left home. However, while
she spends much of her working week away from her suburb, she identifies other qualities
that signify community to her now.
“We go to work early and come home late, are very busy in the
weekend – although I favour the ideal of community, it’s different
now – [it has a] different meaning for me from what I felt about
Newlands when the kids were little. Now it’s the safety, the
location in terms of the birds and the trees… the sense of
history… being able to say hello to people.”
Ratepayer
Some participants were concerned that greater population density could lead to increased
crime, as people no longer knew their neighbours or expected them to look out for one
another. The high fencing often associated with residential infill is also seen to enable people
with criminal intent to enter properties unseen.
Traffic congestion and overcrowded streets due to lack of parking space can also erode the
sense of community by reducing the perceived safety of neighbourhoods for residents, and
particularly for children.

An influx of transient tenants
As mentioned earlier, residential infill is often associated with tenanted properties.
Ratepayers perceive that tenants lack a sense of ownership in relation to their property, and
are less likely to maintain it. Some non-ratepayers in this study confirmed this view.
“We don’t take the same care around the maintenance of our
property… if you have got a greater proportion of people who
don’t own their own homes and aren’t worried about the value of
it, then again it detracts. It is going to more likely detract from what
is already kind of a bland, [a] not very pretty look anyway.”
Non-ratepayer
There was a view that developers put up properties that they themselves would not want to
live in (e.g. crammed, lacking sunlight) confident that they will attract tenants who have
limited options. Participants expressed a concern that such unnattractive and/or poorly
maintained homes impact on the value of all homes in the area.

Increased pressure on services and infrastructure such as stormwater drains, rubbish
collection and parking
There was concern that residential infill places increased pressure on the existing
infrastructure, and that the Council does not necessarily upgrade infrastructure in line with
the increase in population (as it would do in an entirely new suburb).
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Residents cite examples of pressure on infrastructure such as:






more rubbish in the streets
difficulties in finding a car park
faults and problems such as flooding of storm water drains that are not
upgraded to meet the increased load (flooding in Miramar in 2004 was attributed
to this)
lack of parking spaces for residents’ cars
traffic congestion on narrow streets.
“It’s having a negative impact on the infrastructure of things like
sewerage systems… because old systems were put in when there
were a certain number of houses there, and we have got every
section has probably now got two houses… so it is putting more
pressure on some of those systems.”
Ratepayer

A negative impact on the environment.
Some participants were concerned about the environmental impacts of residential infill,
including:







loss of green space and trees
noise pollution
traffic pollution
storm water drains flooding
loss of greenery
loss of bird life and other wild life.
“It is having more of an impact on our environment. I just think
about things like beaches now, look at the drains. Walking along
Island Bay beach and you read that when it’s been raining along
there they don’t like you swimming in the water for a day or two
after the storm… because of all the s**t that comes out of there,
and you think ‘far out!’”
Non-ratepayer

Loss of ownership of land – loss of control
A small number of participants were also concerned that residential infill consisting of small
groups of units or townhouses leads to a loss of land ownership, as residents of such
dwellings do not own the land but rather a right to occupy.
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Residential Infill: Positive Associations

Participants’ spontaneous discussion of residential infill included the following positive
associations.

Halting the urban/suburban sprawl
This was the strongest positive association with residential infill, mentioned spontaneously
by someone in every focus group. Many participants agreed that it was desirable to attempt
to maintain a more compact city form than is the case in both Auckland and Christchurch.
“[To] stop the sprawl. How else could Auckland have done it? The
sprawl in south Auckland is horrendous.”
Ratepayer
A strong reason for halting urban/suburban sprawl is the desire to retain the city’s green
belts, and a reluctance to see the city boundaries swallowed up by (souless) new subdivisions.
Participants could also see that the Council might want to maximise use of existing
infrastructure and services, rather than having to create more to meet the needs of new
suburbs. A number of participants could, for example, see the value of the Council
encouraging residential infill along main public transport routes, to encourage greater use of
public transport.
Some participants were reluctant to see Wellington become the kind of sprawling city that
necessitates hours of commuter travel to reach the city centre. They see residential infill as
facilitating population growth, and meeting the resulting demand for new housing, while
limiting sprawl.
“People want to come and live here. Urban sprawl is happening
now, [and] will happen worse. Wellington is only going to grow – it
could be low density for miles… like Christchurch.”
Non-ratepayer
Reduced reliance on cars
Participants also noted that increasing the numbers of people living within the city could lead
to less reliance on cars, and greater use of public transport (particularly if residential infill is
developed along existing public transport routes). Conversely, urban sprawl is associated
with reliance on cars, to the detriment of the environment.
Participants commented that public transport needs to be adequate to realise this benefit,
with some participants questioning whether the Council is taking sufficient action to ensure
adequate public transport.
“If people make the decision to move into the city quite often they
do not have a car and use public transport if they don’t want the
whole [car] commuting thing. [I] don’t know whether the Council
adequately deals with it.”
Non-ratepayer
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Increased community diversity and vibrancy, and economic benefits
In each focus group, concerns about residential infill eroding the sense of community were
met with suggestions that residential infill could in fact increase community diversity, by
bringing different groups of people into established suburbs.
Participants who saw community diversity as a plus, felt that the influx of residents
associated with residential infill often led to greater vibrancy and a “more cosmopolitan feel”,
and also brought more disposable income into the city, with greater demand and support for
local businesses such as cafes.
“The area I live in, most of the people in townhouses are around
my age or a bit older… [you see] the impact of a lot more
disposable income, [you] can see that in cafes, very busy, vibrant,
restaurants full. [It] helps the businesses resident in the
community to make a living. [Residential infill] has positive spinoffs if managed properly.”
Non-ratepayer
In this light, there was some feeling that residential infill and higher density housing was
good for the city as a whole – making it more vibrant and attractive to visitors, residents and
potential residents – if not for the immediate neighbours of such dwellings.

Better use of current services and the potential for increased services in line with
population growth
Participants perceive that residential infill encourages better use of existing services such as
pools and libraries, as the population expands. They also perceive that residential infill
creates new demand for such services, and can lead to an extension of services that would
not exist were the population to remain less densely housed.
However, there is a fine balance to be achieved in terms of the provision of services (and
infrastructure) to meet population demand: participants are concerned that higher density
housing can in fact stretch infrastructure and services unless the Council plans ahead and
invests according to projected population growth.
A small number of participants were hopeful that higher density housing could lead to
reduced rates bills for individual ratepayers, as the local population increased. However,
other participants were rather more cynical, assuming that the Council was motivated at
least in part by the desire to gather more revenue (and would not be handing any back to
ratepayers).

Enabling first-time home buyers to enter the property market
Participants recognised that residential infill often met the needs of first home buyers, by
providing entry-level homes in areas where existing homes were beyond their budgets.
“Low cost housing, estate housing – when we left London cops
and nurses on an average sort of wage couldn’t afford to own a
home… [it is a way of] providing lower cost housing, affordable
housing.”
Ratepayer
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Participants commented that, ideally, residential infill should make housing in desirable
areas of the city more affordable, by providing lower-cost, smaller dwelling options.
However, participants commented that the same factors that make such homes affordable
(small, on small sections, relatively cheaply built) also contribute to residential infill’s bad rap
with the public when taken to extremes (crammed onto small sections, made of cheap
materials that rapidly deteriorate lowering the tone of the entire neighbourhood).

Enabling more people to be city dwellers, rather than living in suburbia
There was a perception that residential infill enabled greater numbers of people to live in the
central city suburbs such as Mount Victoria, and made doing so more affordable, by
providing smaller section sizes and cheaper housing options (such as small multi-units and
townhouses). This is seen as a benefit because it allows more people to experience the
benefits of city living, such as proximity to city amenities, workplaces, cinemas, and
restaurants.

Catering to the needs of people at different lifestages. Including the elderly and
people who are transient as a lifestyle choice
Likewise, there was some comment that the population is aging, and that residential infill
often enables elderly residents of a suburb to down-size to a smaller home requiring less
maintenance, while remaining in a familiar neighbourhood. It is worth noting that residential
infill (such as units, townhouses and granny flats) that meets the needs of elderly downsizers is more likely to be viewed in a benign light.
Some participants see a benefit in residential infill (such as townhouses) that reduces the
need to spend time on gardening and property maintenance. A number of younger nonratepayers do not want to be encumbered by responsibilities at this stage of life and want the
flexibility to move residence as their needs change.
“I like that idea of moving on every two years, a year, eighteen
months – two years is the most [time I’ve ever spent in one
property]. I like living in townhouses – I don’t have to worry about
the maintenance, someone else does… I enjoy that lifestyle – not
having responsibilities.”
Non-ratepayer

Catering to the needs of smaller households
Some participants also commented that with families decreasing in size, and the rise of the
single-person household, residential infill can make sense if it provides a variety of dwelling
options within a suburb. Participants recognise that the old family homes and quarter acre
sections of yester year – while viewed with fond nostalgia as part of our kiwi heritage and
lifestyle – do not in fact always meet the needs of today’s households.
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Increased diversity of housing styles within affected neighbourhoods
While many participants felt that, in their experience, residential infill was more likely to
erode the physical charm of a neighbourhood, some participants admitted that the resulting
mix of housing styles can be attractive, and preferable to bland uniformity. These
participants perceive that few New Zealand neighbourhoods have ever possessed the
sameness associated with housing in places such as the UK or parts of Europe.
“If you have a mixture of architectures, for me it’s a sign of the
dynamism of the society – how it is evolving and [that] it’s a
moving thing.”
Non-ratepayer

6.3

Factors that Determine Residential Infill’s Acceptability

Participants were shown photos of residential infill of different eras around Wellington. This
exercise not only helped to prompt residential infill’s negative and positive associations
(outlined previously), but also helped to elicit from residents those factors or characteristics
that make residential infill more or less acceptable to the public.
It became clear from this discussion that all residential infill is not equal, and that a number
of factors contribute to residential infill’s acceptability in the public mind. These factors are
outlined below.

Fit with style (and quality) of existing houses
As discussed earlier, participants were more accepting of residential infill that is not visually
jarring, in terms of its “fit” with existing homes in the area. Participants are not necessarily
looking for uniformity, but would like to see a “marriage between styles” that relate in some
way, so that infill housing “blends into the street” and fits with the “streetscape”.
“… communication between the structures around – not
necessarily conforming, but relating, for example rooflines… not
identical but some tie-in.”
Non-ratepayer
Participants did not all agree on what degree of conformity is desirable. However, at an
overview level there is some desire for residential infill to be in keeping with neighbouring
homes in terms of the quality of the architecture and materials.
“[There is a] development in Zetland Street, Kelburn – Highbury –
one old house, nice old house, [the] developer went in, [put]
something like four or five places on the site of which the
centrepiece is the old house, also elevated nicely. These houses
all fit – not in style with the rest of the street, [but] good quality
houses – in keeping – that’s the big issue.”
Ratepayer
Participants felt strongly that residential infill should not detract from the value of
neighbouring homes, and that it should be of a similar relative value to surrounding homes.
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This should include the quality of materials and workmanship (to avoid a repeat of the “leaky
home” syndrome – which is stongly associated with infill housing).
“[In] Khandallah there are buildings [that] are done with far greater
sensitivity. [The] quality of the buildings is superior, sections so
expensive that you would build to match the value of the section.
Where the section value is low developers come in and try to
make the biggest profit.”
Ratepayer
Participants suggested that the perceived “fit” with existing styles includes consideration of
details such as the the rooflline (height and shape), window design and placement, exterior
colours and the quality of the materials used. Participants commented that there is a need to
find a balance between the aesthetics of conflicting architectural styles and the individual’s
right to creative expression.
“I would hate to put a damper on the development of new cutting
edge architectural design, I would hate to see the Council doing
that.”
Ratepayer

Residential infill is not dominant in relation to existing housing
Participants were typically of the view that residential infill should not detract from existing
homes, and should be sympathetic to neighbours’ space, privacy, sunlight and views.
“If I was this person here and the person did something like this
without my consent I would be livid – [because of the] non existant
privacy, the height thing, and [the] windows looking down into your
yard. [It’s] destroyed the house next door.”
Ratepayer
Factors that prevent residential infill from “dominating” existing homes include: allowing for
adequate space between houses; restricting the height and size of infill housing to that of
existing homes; and restricting the size and/or positioning of garages so that they do not
dominate the streetscape.
“Not wrecking what your neighbours have already paid for re
privacy, sun, views.”
Ratepayer
Participants expect to see restrictions on the building-to-land ratio, and for this to be
enforced by the Council. There is some feeling at present that the building envelope
guidelines are not stringent enough, and that developers regularly contravene them.
“I wouldn’t want to live in Johsonville if everyone pushed the rules
that are there at the moment – if every house pushed out [to] the
[permissible] boundaries it wouldn’t be pretty.”
Ratepayer
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Retention of greenery
There was a strong desire to ensure adequate safe play space for children, and to avoid the
“concrete jungle” syndrome, by retaining greenery around and between homes. Landscaping
and planting are felt to considerably soften the visual impact of residential infill.
“It is the planting that softens the effect.”
Ratepayer

Adequate room for parking or provision for off-street parking
Participants were keen to avoid narrow streets congested with parked cars. While some
participants expect the Council to stipulate adequate off-street parking for residential infill,
others are reluctant to see large garages and concrete driveways dominate the streetscape
if adequate street parking is available. One proposed solution was to provide rear access to
residential infill.
“Did they really need that driveway?... just got concrete going
down there, all this space [taken just] to drive a car down the back
and park it.”
Non-ratepayer

The density of residential infill is in keeping with the nature of the neighbourhood
Generally speaking, participants were more comfortable with lower density residential infill.
Developments such as multi-unit townhouses speak to them of a lack of privacy and physical
and mental space for residents.
“[It] looks like these guys are going to pack a whole lot of these
guys in like sardines. Goodbye garden, not much greenery, [it’s]
quite intensive.”
Non-ratepayer
Participants perceive that, the more closely packed residents are, the less they interact as
neighbours, as they seek to put up physical and mental barriers to protect their privacy.
Participants were generally reluctant to see high density residential infill in areas they
regarded as more spacious, family type suburbs (e.g. Karori, Tawa and Johnsonville). They
felt that high density residential infill was most appropriate in inner-city suburbs such as
Mount Victoria, Aro Valley and Thorndon, where houses are already closely built.
“It’s alright in highly populated city areas where people want
convenience, but I would prefer to have the convenience [of infill
housing] now, but later on with a family would rather be in a
suburb like Tawa – I wouldn’t expect them [infill houses] in Tawa.”
Non-ratepayer
“The old houses along Tinakori Road stacked up next to each
other – [there’s] nothing wrong with them – they’ve put some new
ones in that have been built in the old style.”
Ratepayer
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Fencing or planting are used to provide privacy where necessary
Where houses are closely built, participants wanted means to retain a sense of space and
privacy from neighbours, particularly where access-ways pass by windows.
“Constant people walking past… do I want to share my living room
with the residents around me?... Sometimes you need fencing
between properties.”
Non-ratepayer
Participants see fencing and planting as two ways of achieving privacy where houses are
closely built. (However, it should be noted that some participants are concerned that
residential infill leads to too much fencing in of properties, as residents attempt to retain
privacy at the cost of neighbours’ views and sense of open space).

30

7.0
Wellington City Council and Residential
Infill
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7.0 Wellington City Council and Residential Infill
7.1

Perceptions of the Council’s Position on Residential Infill

Participants were asked what they thought the Council’s position on residential infill is. Some
participants were unsure of the Council’s position on residential infill, but assumed that the
Council must support residential infill to some degree (or at least not be opposed to it)
because they see it happening around the city.
“It’s there, it happens – so they must be [supportive of it].”
Ratepayer
Some participants were curious to know whether the Council has “a policy” on residential
infill, and what this might be. Their questions regarding the Council’s position on residential
infill are covered in detail in Section 8 of this report.
Other participants felt that the Council does support residential infill, on the basis that higher
density housing increases the rates take, creates jobs and encourages growth in the city,
and encourages the use of existing services and infrastructure.
“You’re growing your population, you’re growing your rates base.
You’re growing a sense of vibrancy within the city because you’ve
got more people going to activities within the city. So I can see
why they would rather keep people in … Wellington … than the
greater Wellington Region.”
Ratepayer
There was some feeling that the Council would support residential infill as a way of
encouraging and enabling population growth, while avoiding the urban sprawl associated
with both Auckland and, to a lesser extent, Christchurch.
“Sounds like they want to bring the city inwards. You know how
Auckland is quite spread out – they want to concentrate it around
Wellington city.”
Non-ratepayer
Participants were supportive of the Council’s perceived motivation to grow the city and to
make best the use of existing services and infrastructure. However, there was some concern
that the Council is allowing residential infill without regulating enough to minimise the
negative impacts of residential infill for residents, by:
x

Allowing developers to over-ride residents’ wishes and to put up buildings that do not
conform with regulations intended to protect residents’ interests (e.g. height
restrictions, building envelope restrictions). Some participants described the Council’s
position as “developer friendly”.
“They promote it. They promote population growth… they want
infill housing to happen, with disregard to anyone else.”
Ratepayer

x

Not adequately planning for or maintaining infrastructure sufficient to meet the
increased demands of greater population density.
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“I have reservations about the whole process. The Council is
allowing all this additional building without putting in the
infrastructure.”
Ratepayer
There is particular concern that, in its perceived support for residential infill, the Council has
lacked “an overview”, which has resulted in some cheap and shoddy residential infill that
erodes the aesthetics and property values of the areas where it occurs. Again, participants
are concerned that both Council (through a higher rates take) and developers benefit, at the
expense of residents.
“They haven’t had an overview enough to have an impact on the
overall infill that’s happening. They have left it to the individual to
determine what happens on the infill situation – it very much
depends on the area. If [it’s] in an expensive area, paying a lot of
money for the land, you’re not going to build a shack on it because
you won’t get a return… but if you’ve bought cheaply you’ll build
cheaply to maximise your profit.”
Ratepayer

7.2

The Role of the Council in Relation to Residential Infill

Within each group, there were some participants who were aware that there are Council
rules pertaining to residential infill, covering such things as:





the building footprint or envelope relative to the section
neighbours’ sunlight
provision for on-site parking
height relative to existing dwellings.

However, there was some feeling that the existing rules provide a minimum of protection for
existing residents, with rules relating to the footprint, for example being inadequate, and
resulting in residential infill that appears to be crammed into small sections.
One participant who is a property investor believed that the rules relating to residential infill
are considerably less stringent than those relating to multi-unit developments, and that
residential infill must conform to few rules.
“A lot [of the rules] don’t apply to infill housing. [For] multi-unit
developments with the whole row of houses, the test is different
from putting up a shack at the back of the section – they are
allowed to do whatever they like.”
Ratepayer
There was also some feeling that developers are easily able to circumvent the rules, and to
get away with residential infill that breaches the rules, to the detriment of all residents who
must look at these buildings on a daily basis.
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“The aesthetics of the whole street can go out the window, e.g. [in]
Strathmore, Miramar – all those flat sections with a reasonable
house [have] all got a unit, back, front, whatever – [it] detracts
from the look of the suburb.”
Ratepayer
Participants felt that too often developers were able to get away with breaches of the rules,
with the Council waiving restrictions, or granting “retrospective consent” to developers, rather
than insisting that they modify buildings (or bull doze them).
“Where I see the Council having a role is vigorously enforcing the
district plan, [I] personally think they’re not. Developers are
running rings around them by pushing to the very limit [on] site
coverage, wind, parking, height…”
Ratepayer
There was some awareness that plans for residential infill that breaches these rules requires
consent from those neighbours directly affected. However, participants cited examples
where they believed neighbours had not been consulted, or had been “bullied” into
submission by developers.
There is also a perception that developers buy up sections ripe for sub-division, effectively
giving themselves consent for infill housing, constructing the housing and then moving on. In
these instances, participants perceive that the community is left to live with the resulting
overcrowding and ugliness.
Participants are concerned that in this way the long-term residents of a suburb become
sitting ducks, as the developers move in, wreak havoc with the neighbourhood’s character
(and possible its property values) and then sell up and move on to the next venture, leaving
the residents to live with the “eye sores” they create.
“Why is a developer’s money more important than our [the
average ratepayer’s] well-being?.”
Ratepayer

The District Plan
There was relatively low awareness of the District Plan per se. Those participants who were
aware of it, perceived that the District Plan provides an overview for the long term planning
for the city, covering such areas as roading and public transport, and city planning.
The few participants who have seen the District Plan describe it as a “vague” document, that
is not user-friendly for communities and residents because of the technical language it is
written in. There is some feeling that the District Plan is geared towards enabling
development.
“It’s [the District Plan] more about opening doors and making it
user-friendly for developers and the Council etc. but not very userfriendly towards the communities, the neighbourhoods, the
people.”
Ratepayer
As discussed earlier, some participants perceived the Council to be “developer friendly”.
Some ascribed this to the Council’s desire to maximise its rates take.
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A minority of participants – across a number of the groups – were of the view that
developers have “relationships” with Council officials, and that these relationships assist
developers in getting their plans approved, even when they breach the regulations.
“[I’ve] spent some time in the planning department of the Council –
[I get the] impression that the developers are welcome there with
the low level Council officials.”
Ratepayer
“They do have strict regulations but it depends who you know I
think, and how you can maybe get around those regulations, and
who you know in Council. Wellington’s a pretty small city. And I
think there’s probably quite a few negotiations that go on
informally.”
Ratepayer
“It infuriates me that business people, who I’m sure have some
strong connections I have to say with current leadership in the
Council, frequently get height restrictions waived.”
Ratepayer

7.3

Expectations of Wellington City Council in Relation to
Residential Infill

Participants were asked what kinds of principles and regulations they would like to see in
place to guide the development of residential infill in Wellington.

Principles
The Council enforces regulations
As discussed already, some participants in each group were aware of the current regulations
relating to residential infill. However, there was some concern that regulations can be overridden or ignored by developers. Participants expect the Council to “have teeth” (and
sufficient resources) to enforce regulations relating to residential infill, and to enforce
adherence to the building code.
“The Council is supposed to enforce the building code and our
perception is that they don’t.”
Ratepayer
“They don’t mean to not do the job properly, they just don’t apply
the resources when people take active measures to get away with
what they get away with.”
Ratepayer
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There is a mechanism for community and expert input to questions of character and
aesthetics
Participants recognise that the Council must strike a balance between the rights of
developers (in the broadest sense – including residents who sub-divide and build) and the
rights of other residents. However, there was some concern that existing regulations relating
to residential infill do not go far enough in protecting the rights of existing residents of a
suburb.
While participants may appreciate the charm of homogenous character neighbourhoods,
they recognise that much of the character of many Wellington suburbs is derived from the
fact that they comprise a mix of building styles and eras. Residents are not advocating strict
conformity. They are, however, seeking to enforce minimum standards and reduce the visual
clashes resulting from extremes of building style being crammed in on top of each other, with
little thought for the overall aesthetic effect.
Participants suggest that in developing and refining regulations relating to residential infill,
the Council should seek input from:
x

Residents in suburbs where residential infill is planned, e.g. in developing guidelines
for different areas, incorporating:



x

protection for areas of historical significance;
defining the character of a suburb and the extent to which this character needs
to be protected.

A “panel of experts” who are independent of the Council, to adjudicate on issues of
suburb character, and whether proposed residential infill is sufficiently in keeping with
the existing streetscape. There was some feeling that there needs to be some
flexibility in any regulations pertaining to ‘the aesthetics’ of proposed infill, in that what
works in one suburb or street may not work in another.
“Council would have a panel of experts to call on – architects,
community people, urban planners. Then [it] would be fair to the
developers as well as the residents.”
Non-ratepayer

Infrastructure and services keep pace with demand
Participants feel that in planning for residential infill, the Council should ensure that
infrastructure and services keep pace with population growth:
x

That existing infrastructure in affected suburbs is upgraded and maintained to meet
increased demand resulting from population growth (e.g. public transport, sewerage,
rubbish collection, storm water drains).
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x

That services and amenities are developed to meet the increased demand arising
from higher density housing, e.g.:









flat areas for playgrounds;
adequate access to public transport;
provision for off-street parking where required;
parking restrictions where required to aid the flow of traffic;
pedestrian crossings and traffic islands;
street lighting;
recreation facilities;
schools.

There are mechanisms for greater input from all affected residents
Participants would also like to see mechanisms allowing residents affected by proposed
residential infill to have a greater say. This would include not only residents directly effected
by residential infill (i.e. neighbours adjoining proposed housing) but also residents affected
more indirectly (i.e. residents who will be in the sight line of proposed housing).
“Community consultation so people could step in – if they weren’t
happy with it they could speak up… [now] if it’s your neighbour
you are allowed to have your say, you get notified… community
consultation should be wider than that.”
Non-ratepayer

Council takes an advocacy and facilitation role on behalf of residents
Participants see a role for someone within Council to act as an advocate for residents, and
to facilitate negotiations with developers. Participants felt that this would redress the
perceived power imbalance between residents and developers, and prevent developers from
using stand-over tactics to intimidate residents who oppose planned residential infill.
One participant suggested that the Council could also play a role in facilitating the process of
section amalgamation, in suburbs such as Johnsonville where there are large sections ripe
for sub-division and elderly residents who may be keen to down-size their home but wish to
stay on in the suburb. Such section amalgamation would allow elderly residents to buy into a
unit, while a body corporate developed the site and set the guidelines to ensure appropriate
maintenance.
The intended outcome was to keep ownership and control of residential developments in the
hands of residents with an ongoing commitment to the suburb. This in turn would reduce the
perceived power of developers, who are seen to buy their way into such suburbs, take the
profits, and leave the residents to live with the results.
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Regulations
Participants suggested that regulations on residential infill need to retain some flexibility but,
broadly speaking, should address the following issues:











the look and design of new housing is sympathetic to the existing streetscape –
aiming for harmony rather than uniformity
relative height and fit with roofline of existing housing
quality of building materials and building practice
the value of the proposed dwelling relative to existing dwellings
protection of existing residents’ space, sun, and privacy
the building envelope or building-to-land ratio (there is some feeling that the
current provisions allow infill to be crammed into too small sections) should be
capped and strictly enforced
the density of housing (number of properties) in relation to site size should be
capped and strictly enforced
the density of housing allowed should relate to the nature of neighbourhood and
existing homes – e.g. a larger minimum area required for ‘family’/suburban
areas
provision for planting and green areas
encouraging use of environmentally friendly building materials and building
practices, e.g. insulation and double-glazing.
“If you live in the centre of town you expect to have your
neighbours close, but moving out further you expect more open
spaces.”
Ratepayer

8.0
Communication with Residents
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8.0 Communication with Residents
8.1 Types of Information Sought
Key Messages
Participants want the Council to be “upfront” about its plans for the growth of Wellington, and
where residential infill fits into these plans. There was some comment that the Council
should not pretend decisions haven’t already been taken, if in fact they have.
Communications with residents should address the following key information areas:
x

What is the Council’s position and policy on residential infill – what is the long-term
strategy (e.g. at least ten years out)?

x

What is the anticipated population growth for Wellington – what is the plan for coping
with this growth?

x

What residential infill is planned in residents’ own suburbs?

Many participants have reservations about residential infill, and require convincing that it is a
good thing (per se) and that it will benefit residents (rather than developers).
x

If the Council does indeed support residential infill, as many participants assume it
does, what is its rationale for doing so?

x

The Council needs to communicate benefits that resonate with residents. Key benefits
identified in this study include:






x

protecting the city’s greenbelt and halt urban sprawl
maximising use of existing infrastructure and services
encouraging population growth within Wellington city
providing affordable housing
providing housing to meet the needs of smaller households (including the aged).

Communications also need to acknowledge concerns about residential infill, and
reassure residents that the Council will manage the potential downsides of residential
infill. Of key concern will be:






that infrastructure, services and amenities will keep pace with the increased
demands posed by population growth
taking account of community character and needs in planning
that residential infill blends in with the streetscape and does not dominate
existing homes
that residential infill does not detract from surrounding property values
mitigating against traffic build up and parking problems.
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Participants in this study would like to see the Council’s position on residential infill (and the
role of the District Plan) spelled out to residents, in plain English, including:
x

An overview of the rules relating to residential infill, and the rationale for these.

x

Details on any proposed changes to the existing rules – what and why?

x

Explanation of the resource consent process, and the basis on which discretionary
resource consent is granted – who decides and on what basis?
“Re discretionary resource consent – who are they who give this?
What relationship [they have] with the developers or the citizens.
What they base their decisions on…”
Non-ratepayer

x

What are residents’ rights in terms of consultation about planned development, and in
terms of lodging objections or complaints?

x

Reassurance that the Council does enforce the rules vis a vis developers.
“The Council is too developer friendly, [there are] so many
instances where they [developers] blatantly ignore the rules and
get away with it – ‘you’ve done it now’. If someone does
something outrageous and against the rules… [you] want the
Council to enforce the rules.”
Ratepayer
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8.2

Communication Channels

Where residents are directly affected by proposed residential infill, they expect to be alerted
via direct communication from the Council, for example:


Direct mail addressed to ratepayers (or the householder, in the case of nonratepayers) to circulate plans and detail the potential impacts (both positive and
negative) on their neighbourhood and property. Letters to ratepayers need to be
clearly branded from the Council to avoid being dismissed as “junk mail”.
“Not something that looks like a throwaway. Something that’s
clearly marked and flagged beforehand so you know it’s not junk
mail – ‘to the ratepayer’.”
Ratepayer




Provision of a contact name so that residents who are directly affected can
contact someone at the Council for further information.
The option of a community meeting to gain residents’ views on protecting the
character of their suburb. It is worth noting that only the most committed
residents are likely to attend such meetings. As such, non-ratepayers are not
likely to attend.
“I personally think you should get a note saying the land next to
you is being developed.”
Ratepayer

Some participants acknowledged that the Council does already circulate plans to affected
residents, however, participants comment that they often find Council-supplied information
such as plans and planning documentation longwinded, hard to decipher, and full of
technical language.
“If you read the report it’s not a good communication, a few Latin
words, a lot of waffle, the copy of the consent… I had a read of it
and got [my head] around it, but I had to get a copy of the plans as
well and read both – quite technical. They should have given him
[my neighbour] the reasons when they gave consent to the [his]
neighbours.”
Non-ratepayer
There was also some feeling that only directly affected neighbours receive such information,
whereas all residents of a neighbourhood should have the opportunity to have some input.
“A friend just found out about a developer going on his back
boundary. The first he knew about it was when the bulldozers
arrived. Council should have contacted him about it… [by]
personal letter. Council [had] granted a discretionary resource
consent… they went through the process, three sites involved, two
other neighbours had sold the back part of their sections and he
never knew a thing.”
Non-ratepayer
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Some participants were aware that the Council has detailed information on its website, but
comment that it can be difficult and time-consuming to locate, and that only really committed
residents would bother to pursue it.
“[There’s] a lot of stuff on the website. You have to search around
for stuff… plans. [Should include information such as] whether
anyone in the community will be knocking down old buildings or
sub-dividing their homes in your area that would have an impact
on your choices.”
Non-ratepayer
Given many participants’ reluctance to invest much time and energy seeking out such
information (despite a declared interest in receiving it), there is a desire for succinct,
summarised and relevant information from the Council which comes directly to residents
without their having to identify the need and go looking for it.
Participants request that all written communications be user-friendly, i.e. written in plain
English, demystifying technical terms, and including summaries of key information. They
also request that the Council identifies a contact person in all written communications, and
provides a link to the Council website for more detailed information or background
information on planned developments.
For more general information relating to residential infill, and the role and position of the
Council, participants felt the following communications channels were appropriate:






the Council newsletter
information included with rates demands
notices and pamphlets in public areas such as community centres, libraries,
recreation centres, cafes
notices in local/suburban newspapers (e.g. The Strait Times and The
Wellingtonian
the Council website.

As a communication channel, the Council website has most appeal to residents who are
really interested and committed to pursuing the subject (most likely to be ratepayers). As
such, it was seen as a supplementary communication channel (i.e. suitable for additional,
detailed information) rather than a primary communication channel (i.e. alerting people to
planned developments).
“I wouldn’t go to the Council website to check to see what’s
happening in my area.”
Non-ratepayer
Residents would also like to be able to register their interest in certain topics or areas with
the Council and then receive information as relevant, either via direct mail or email (as they
prefer).

Discussion Guide

1302128 Discussion Guide

Wellington City Council
Residential Infill Research
Group Duration: 2 hours
Qualitative Research Objectives
x
x
x
x
x

Identify residents’ understanding of residential infill.
Explore residents’ experience of residential infill.
Explore residents’ perceptions of the desirability (or otherwise) of residential infill and
what is driving these.
Understand residents’ perceptions of the role of the Council in relation to residential
infill.
Identify the ‘ideal’ residential infill from residents’ point of view.

The questions in the discussion guide are indicative and will be expanded on where
appropriate during focus groups for greater understanding.
The timing on the discussion guide is indicative, and shows where the weight of the
discussion will lie.

1.

Introduction (10 mins)

Facilitator to:
x
x
x
x
x
x

explain discussion format
introduce topic and what we want to explore in the session
assure confidentiality of participants’ (Ps) contributions
emphasise that there are no right or wrong answers and the need to respect others’
views
explain neutrality of facilitator’s role
confirm consent to audio tape (and for client viewing where relevant)

2.

Rapport Building and Context (10 mins)

x
x

Group introductions, including: household make-up, description of neighbourhood,
how long they have lived there
Are participants renting or owning, what kind of home is it (nature of dwelling)

3.

Resident Awareness of and Interest in Council Activities (10 minutes)

Let’s start by talking a little bit about your thoughts and feelings about Wellington City
Council…
x

What are Ps’ views on the Wellington City Council?

x
x
x

What is the Council there for? Probe for key perceived activities
What role does the Council play in Ps’ own lives? Probe for perceived Council
impact on participants and areas of Council activity of interest to Ps
What kinds of things, if anything, has influenced Ps’ thoughts and feelings about the
Council? Probe for drivers of perceptions

4.

Perceptions of Residential Infill (40 minutes)

x
x

What does the term ‘residential infill’ mean to participants? Probe for spontaneous
meaning
When Ps think of residential infill, what comes to mind? Probe for top of mind
associations, and specific associations – e.g. areas/neighbourhoods, types of
dwellings

4a.

Provide description of Residential Infill and supporting photos:
New development within an existing suburb of older houses, including:



x
x
x

One or more dwellings built behind, in front of, or beside an existing
house.
Two or more dwellings built where an original house has been
demolished.

(Based on this description…) What residential infill are participants aware of? Probe
for examples – within Wellington or other centres – what ‘era’ of infill are
participants thinking of
How do Ps feel about the residential infill they are aware of? Probe for positive and
negative perceptions
What impact, if any, do Ps feel these examples of residential infill have on their
neighbourhoods? Probe for spontaneous positive and negative impacts – what
and for whom, then probing specifically on:








Character of neighbourhood, aesthetics – architectural, landscape
Make up of neighbourhood (residents)
Traffic noise and volume, parking
Resident safety
Impact on environment – loss of trees etc.
Privacy
Sunlight, views etc.

Ask Non Residents only, if necessary to clarify
x
x

Do any Ps live in or near residential infill, or have done so in the past? Probe nature
of housing, and impact for residents and for neighbours, probing as above
Can Ps think of any examples of residential infill in Wellington that are more positive
(than others)? Probe for contributing factors, probing specifically on:






Nature of area/neighbourhood
Era of infill
Housing types
Building materials
Any apparent restrictions (e.g. [District Plan rules] on height, materials,
density, planting etc.)

x

What do Ps perceive led to these examples turning out well (compared to others)?
Probe for awareness of Council District Plan and regulations

4b.

Show photos of Residential Infill examples (scenarios):

x

Which of these are acceptable/appealing to Ps, and which are not? Identify relative
acceptability of each example and probe for factors that determine residential
infill’s acceptability or otherwise

5.

The Role of the Council in Relation to Residential Infill (15 minutes)

Let’s talk a little about the Wellington City Council…
x
x
x
x

6.

What do Ps imagine the Council’s position on residential infill is? Probe for whether
or not the Council appears to support residential infill, and drivers of
perceptions
For what reasons might the Council support or not support residential infill? Probe
for perceived benefits and down-sides of residential infill
Which of the drawbacks of residential infill do Ps feel are within the Council’s control?
And which are not? Probe for those negative aspects of residential infill believed
to be within Council’s control
What could Council do to address these things? Probe for relevance of district
plan and awareness of rules and restrictions relating to residential infill

Ideal Residential Infill (30 minutes)

The Council is currently looking at options for residential infill and they are interested in the
views of residents. From your point of view, and bearing in mind all the things we have
discussed this evening…
Get Ps to work individually (or in pairs where like-minded pairings are easily
identifiable) jotting notes
Imagine you can design the ideal residential infill housing… what would it be like
x
x
x
x

Materials used
Housing types and styles (architecture, types of dwellings)
Fit with existing housing and sections (do any regulations apply – in relation to what)
Density of housing

Gets Ps to report back to the group, probing as required:
x
x
x
x
x

Does the ideal infill replicate existing homes (building materials, architecture)
Do Ps want to see visual regulations (e.g. landscaping, parking)
Do Ps want to see other regulations (e.g. height, distance from neighbours’
boundaries)
Ideally, what level of services (transport, retail, recreation, other) would be present in
the communities Ps have described
What impacts/drawbacks, if any, are associated with this level of services – what
trade-offs are Ps prepared to make to have level of services they desire

x

What do Ps see as the benefits of lower versus higher density housing? And the
drawbacks?

Discuss as a group
x

If the Council wishes to encourage residential infill, what regulations would Ps expect
to see in place? Probe for desired level of regulation and nature of regulation,
probing specifically on:




x
x
x

7.

Controls on location – e.g. in some areas but not others - where
Stricter controls on certain areas – what, where
By-laws relating to residential infill – to what purpose

What is the best way for the Council to communicate with residents concerning
residential infill? Probe for preferred media, e.g. via newsletter, newspaper
advertising, public meetings, the Council web site, other
What would Ps want to be hearing from Council? Probe for key information areas
to be addressed in communications
What are the key issues the Council needs to address in any communications about
residential infill? Probe for key areas of concern and messages required to allay
concerns

Wind Down (5 mins)

We've almost finished our discussion. Before we finish…
x
x

Are there any other comments that participants would like to make about residential
infill and the Council’s role in relation to this? Probe for clarification
Thank Ps and close session.

Incentives to be provided at close of group.

Appendix

Terms and Conditions
1.0

The Contract
1.1

2.0

3.0

Payment of Fees
2.1

For customised continuous research services, unless agreed otherwise in writing, payment of the
basic annual fees will be made in advance in equal monthly instalments commencing on the date
agreed between the parties in writing in any year.

2.2

For customised ad-hoc research services, unless otherwise agreed in writing, payment of the
fees shall be one-half on the Acceptance date and the balance on delivery of the Deliverables. If
a Service is to be carried out in stages, with interim Deliverables, final invoices for each stage will
be raised on delivery of relevant interim Deliverables.

2.3

All invoices shall be due on the invoice date and shall be subject to payment within 7 days. Any
payment after this 7 day period shall entitle Company to charge interest at the rate permitted by
law.

2.4

The Company shall be entitled to recover reasonable expenses incurred pursuant to the
provision of the Services as agreed between the Company and the Client.

Termination
3.1

4.0

5.0

7.0

Either party may terminate this Contract immediately for a material breach by the other which is
not remedied within 30 days of written notice.

Change, Delay or Cancellation
4.1

Client hereby agrees to pay Company for any changes requested by it to the Service at standard
Company rates.

4.2

If a Service is shortened, delayed, cancelled or terminated early by the Client, the final invoice
will include, the balance of the fees for providing the Service plus a cancellation fee and any
reasonable costs and expenses incurred by the Company due to the Client’s acts or omissions.
For example, the Client shall be liable for the costs and expenses incurred by the Company for
pre-booked fieldwork, which is delayed, not used or not fully used by reason of the Client’s acts
or omissions.

4.3

If materials are required from Client for Company to deliver the Service these will be delivered
promptly to Company. If not delivered promptly this may cause delays and additional costs and
expenses, which Client agrees to pay for (if reasonable).

Subcontracting
5.1

6.0

The Client appoints the Company and the Company accepts such appointment to provide the
Services and Deliverables upon these terms and conditions. Only changes agreed by both
parties in writing are valid.

The Company may use other TNS Group Companies or third party subcontractors as necessary
in delivering the Service.

Company's Obligations
6.1

The Company warrants that it shall use reasonable skill and care in providing the Service and
Deliverables. The response rates to surveys/questionnaires cannot always be predicted and are
not guaranteed by the Company. Figures contained in Deliverables will be estimates derived
from sample surveys and subject to the limits of statistical errors/rounding up or down.

6.2

The Company disclaims all other warranties, either express or implied, including warranties for
merchantability, and fitness for a particular purpose.

6.3

The Company agrees to use reasonable endeavours to comply with the ESOMAR and Market
Research Society Codes of Conduct.

Intellectual Property Rights and Public Statements

8.0

7.1

The Intellectual Property Rights in the Deliverables vest in the Client subject to payment of all
fees due to the Company in respect of such Deliverables. The Company and TNS Group
Companies shall have the right to use such Deliverables for their internal use, and in connection
with any relevant legal dispute without charge.

7.2

The Client shall not disclose the Deliverable publicly in any manner that exaggerates, distorts or
misrepresents or that is likely to harm the Company’s or TNS Group Companies’ reputation or
business.

7.3

Any public statement, marketing material, press releases or the like that contain the whole or any
part of the Deliverables shall only be (a) disclosed upon prior written consent of the Company
(which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld), and (b) accompanied by an
acknowledgement, such as “Data/figures/information supplied by TNS”.

7.4

The parties shall be entitled to list the other as its’ service provider or client in
marketing/promotional material, except for this right the Client shall have no right to use the
Company’s name, trade mark TNS, logo, or slogans without the prior written consent of the
Company.

Confidentiality
8.1

9.0

Data Protection
9.1

10.0

11.0

Both parties undertake to comply with data protection legislation and to keep personal data
supplied by the other secure and only use such data in accordance with such data protection
legislation. Subject to prior consent from an individual the Company reserves the right to recontact an individual for participations in further surveys.

Limits and Exclusions of Liability
10.1

Unless otherwise agreed by a letter or fax which is executed by both parties, the Company's
liability for any for any claims, demands, damages, costs (including legal costs) and expenses
resulting from any tortious act or omission, and/or breach of the terms and conditions set out in
the Contract is strictly limited to the amount of any fees receivable by the Company in respect of
the specific Deliverable which is the subject of the potential claim.

10.2

Neither party shall be liable for the other’s loss of profits, loss of turnover, loss of data, loss of
business opportunities, or consequential loss. Liability is not excluded for (a) fraudulent
misrepresentations, or (b) death or personal injury caused by the negligence of either party. The
Company shall not be liable for any loss howsoever arising from or in connection with the Client's
interpretation of the Deliverables.

Product Testing
11.1

12.0

The receiving party agrees that it shall (a) use the Confidential Information only to full its
obligations pursuant to this Contract; (b) treat all Confidential Information of the disclosing party
as secret and confidential and shall not copy or disclose any such Confidential Information to any
third party; (c) not, without the express written consent of the disclosing party, disclose the
Confidential Information or any part of it to any person except to the receiving party’s directors,
employees, parent company, subsidiaries or agreed subcontractors, who need access to such
Confidential Information for use in connection with the Services and who are bound by
appropriate confidentiality and non-use obligations; and (d) comply promptly with any written
request from the disclosing party to destroy or return any of the disclosing party’s Confidential
Information (and all copies, summaries and extracts of such Confidential Information) then in the
receiving party’s power or possession.

Where the Service involves testing or using the Client’s products (including prototypes) and/or
third party products supplied by Client, the Client shall indemnify the Company and TNS Group
Companies from and against any losses, 3rd party claims, demands, damages, costs, charges,
expenses or liabilities (or actions, investigations or other proceedings in respect thereof) which
the Company and TNS Group Companies may suffer or incur relating to testing or using such
products.

Miscellaneous
12.1

The obligations set out in clauses 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 shall survive termination.

12.2

Any notice given hereunder shall be by post or facsimile. In the case of the notice to the
Company, notices shall also be copied to Murray Campbell, Managing Director – New Zealand,
PO Box 26 254, Epsom, Auckland; fax +649 525 0876. Email notification is not sufficient.

12.3

The Company shall not be liable for failure to perform its obligations hereunder due to, fires,
storms, riots, strikes, disease, shortages of materials, lock-outs, wars, key employees not being
available to perform the Services through death, illness or departure from the Company, floods,
civil disturbances, terrorism, Governmental control, restriction or prohibition whether local or
national.

12.4

The invalidity or unenforceability of any part of this Contract shall not affect the other provisions
of this Contract.

12.5

No term of this Contract shall be enforceable by a third party.

12.6

New Zealand law governs this Contract and in the event of a dispute the parties agree to submit
to the non-exclusive jurisdiction of the New Zealand courts.

Definitions
"Acceptance" means written, oral or other acceptance by a Client of a Proposal by the Company for the Service.
"Client" means the party to whom the Company provides the Service.
“Confidential Information” means in respect of the Service all information, data or material of whatsoever nature
in any form, which either party, discloses to the other pursuant to this Contract including the Proposal. It shall not
include any information or materials which: (a) is in or enters into the public domain (other than as a result of
disclosure by the receiving party or any third party to whom the receiving party disclosed such information); (b)
were already in the lawful possession of the receiving party prior to the disclosure by the disclosing party; (c) are
subsequently obtained by the receiving party from a third party who is free to disclose them to the receiving party;
or (d) are required to be disclosed by law or regulatory authority.
“Contract” means these terms and conditions together with the Proposal. In the event of conflict these terms and
conditions prevail over those in the Proposal.
“Customised Ad-hoc Research Service” means research studies designed specifically for the Client that are
carried out on a case-by-case basis by the Company.
“Customised Continuous Research Service” means research studies designed specifically for the client by the
Company that are carried out on a regular repeat basis.
"Deliverables" means survey results, reports, data, summaries, comments, discussion, and/or analysis provided
by the Company to Client pursuant to the Contract.
“Intellectual Property Rights” means copyright, database rights, trademarks, designs, patents and/or know how.
“Proposal” means the written proposal and/or quotation provided by the Company to the Client (which is valid for
three (3) months).
“Service” means the Customized Continuous Service as specified in the Proposal..
“TNS Group Companies” means Taylor Nelson Sofres plc and its subsidiaries and affiliates.
In these terms and conditions a reference to the singular includes plural and vice versa (unless the context
otherwise requires).
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