


Woodridge Holding Ltd’s Further Submission to NRP PC1   2 

5. FURTHER SUBMISSION POINTS: 
 
Woodridge Holding Ltd’s further submission is provided in the table below.  
 
For clarity, Woodridge Holdings Ltd did not have sufficient time to review all 170 submissions and all 941 pages 
of the summary of submissions in detail. As a result, we focused on the points most relevant to Woodridge 
Holdings Ltd and the submissions we could support rather than the submissions we oppose.   
 

Our overall view is that there are so many issues with PC1 that the only viable option is to withdraw it and start 
again using the feedback on PC1 to inform the next draft plan change.  
 
Some of the key issues noted in the further submission below are that:  

• Inadequate consultation was undertaken before PC1 was notified and as a result, PC1 is contrary to Subpart 
1/Clause 3.2(1) of the NPS-FW.  

• The large number of significant issues with PC1 is a clear indication that there was a lack of meaningful 
consultation (as required by the NPS-FM) and that the preparation of PC1 was rushed.  

• There is a disconnect between the outcomes being sought by GW via PC1 and those being sought by TAs 
giving effect to the NPS-UD. Even though the NPS-FW and the NPS-UD have the same status under the RMA.  

o PC1 conflicts with the intended outcomes of the NPS-UD, being to provide for well-functioning urban 
environments, including both through infill and greenfield developments.  

o PC1 will have significant consequences for affordability of housing and land development in Wellington 
Region and is inconsistent with Objective 2 and the associated policies of NPS-UD.  

o The use of the prohibited activity rule for greenfield development is a blunt instrument which conflicts 
with the NPS-UD and in particular Policy 8.  

• The Section 32 report which ignores the housing affordability implications of the proposed changes. 
• There is insufficient detail on the types of hydrological controls required for various types and scales of development for a plan change 

with immediate effect.  
• PC1 overlaps with TA responsibilities under the RMA.  

o TAs already collect financial contribution towards stormwater upgrades. GW requiring them is an unnecessary duplication. 
o PC1 Rule WH.R5 would require all brownfield developments to seek consent for stormwater discharges from both District 

and Regional Councils, which is an unnecessary duplication. 
o TA’s are already controlling the use of copper and zinc building materials.  

• Shutting down all work during this period would significantly increase the costs and is impractical for large of projects including large 
infrastructure projects that take years to complete. 

• Bring the PC1 rules in with immediate effect will result in the need to redesign numerous pre-committed projects and may impact upon 
their viability. This was not considered in the s32 analysis.  

• Financial contributions are required to offset all residual adverse effects regardless of scale is inconsistent with the RMA which only 
requires mitigation of residual adverse effects that are more than minor. 

 
Dated at Wellington on 7 March 2024  

Signature: 
Rhys Philips, Senior Planner  
For Simplify Planning Ltd on behalf of the submitted Woodridge Holdings Ltd                                                                                                                                                                     
 
 






























































































