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Let’s Get Wellington Moving (LGWM) is a joint initiative between Wellington City Council, Greater 

Wellington Regional Council, and the New Zealand Transport Agency.  

We’re working with the people of Wellington to develop a transport system that improves how the city 

looks, feels, and functions. Our focus is the area from Ngauranga to the airport, including the Wellington 

Urban Motorway and connections to the central city, port, hospital, and the eastern and southern 

suburbs.  

In 2016 we talked with people around the region to learn what people like and dislike about Wellington 

and how they get around the city. Using feedback from more than 10,000 people, we developed a set 

of urban design and transport priniciples to guide our work. 

We then collected extensive transport data, and used the principles and ideas from the public to develop 

scenarios to improve Wellington’s transport and support the city’s growth. 

In November and December 2017, we released four scenarios for Wellington’s transport future and 

promoted these in a region-wide public engagement programme. The scenarios were presented in the 

document Have Your Say…on Let’s Get Wellington Moving and on the website 

yourvoice.getwellymoving.co.nz.  

As a result, LGWM received 1,994 online and hardcopy-form responses, 147 letter/report style 

responses (including 55 from stakeholder groups), and 35 Facebook posts.  

We commissioned Global Research to analyse, collate, and summarise the responses in this report.  

To learn more about the scenarios and the public engagement programme, or to join our mailing list, 

please visit www.getwellymoving.co.nz.  

LGWM will use the feedback from the public engagement to help direct our work and develop a 

recommended programme of investment. This will lay out LGWM’s preferred approach to Wellington’s 

transport in the future.  

We plan to publish our recommended programme of investment and seek the public’s views later this 

year. 

 

Best wishes 

 

The Let’s Get Wellington Moving team  

http://www.getwellymoving.co.nz/
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This report presents the findings of the Let’s Get Wellington Moving (LGWM) engagement process, which 

is focused on the future of Wellington’s transport network.  

As a result of the public engagement, LGWM received 2,176 contributions from community individuals 

and organisations, in these amounts: 1,914 online and 80 hard copy LGWM form submissions; 55 

letter/report-style submissions from stakeholders; 92 letter/report-style submissions from members of 

the public; and 35 Facebook comments. 

This report commences with Let’s Get Wellington Moving key themes, which combines multiple 

interconnected topics, discussed in detail throughout the report. The presentation of the topics reflects 

the interconnected nature of challenges and opportunities that the LGWM initiative faces. 

The next section, Scenario Assessments, presents a synthesis of all the comments that were received by 

respondents on the four Scenarios, A,B,C,D, in their response to the prompt questions: “What do you 

like about it?”, “What don’t you like about it?”, “What would you change?” (12 prompt questions); the form 

responses to the question “Is there anything else you would like to tell us?”; plus, all the stakeholder and 

the community responses provided in their own response formats. The analysis is divided into six 

themes: Transport mode discussion; Transport infrastructure discussion; Transport pricing discussion; Future 

thinking discussion; LGWM delivery discussion, and; Outcomes for Wellington discussion. 

Note that in answering questions, respondents didn’t solely discuss aspects that they liked in the “What 

did you like about it?” section or things that they didn’t like in the “What don’t you like about it?” section. 

We have analysed comments within the section where each comment was made, interpreting answers 

based on what the respondent stated. 

For each topic, under each of the six themes, the body of the report first presents a summary of the 

comments made by stakeholders and community members in their own formats, and then a summary 

of the responses made to the 12 prompt questions. A synthesis of the comments made in response to 

each of the 12 prompt questions, on each sub-topic, is presented in the Appendix of the report. There 

are links provided within the report which take the reader from the summary sections to the full 

discussions of what respondents liked/didn’t like/would change in each Scenario, and back, if required. 

Hyper-links attached to page numbers enable the skips between the different report sections. 

The report then presents, the Analysis of Scenario preferences section. The number of respondents who 

selected each Scenario in answering the question, “How far would you go?” (options were A,B,C,D or 

Unsure) is presented in charts and tables. A summary of the comments made by respondents in 

explaining why they preferred the particular scenario they selected in answering the question “Why?” is 



 

8   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

then presented. A full synthesis of all the comments made by respondents in answering this question is 

presented in the Appendix. 

The final section of the report presents a summary of comments made on key places around the 

Wellington region. These summaries have been collated from all responses that included comments on 

these places, in earlier sections of the report. As with the other report sections, a summary is presented 

in the body of the report and full analysis is provided in the Appendix. 

The number of points/comments made on each theme and topic are presented throughout. These 

numbers indicate the weight of discussion on particular issues, making comparisons possible regarding 

the general amount of interest. The numbers alone do not indicate that a theme or topic is more or less 

significant than others though. There are many reasons why more comments were received on some 

topics, and less on others. Reasons included: agreement or disagreement with what was presented in 

particular scenarios and also the amount of discussion stimulated within the community; for example, 

light rail received a high level of community interest and subsequent discussion. The numbers though 

allow a comparison between the relative level of interest respondents had on particular topics, in this 

phase of LGWM. 

The reader should be aware that each comment does not contain the same amount of information or 

detail (some are a few words, while others are a few paragraphs), and so again, the quantification of 

amounts should be treated as indications of general interest in topics. In the report we have consistently 

called the amount of discussion on each topic ‘comments’, but depending on the number of words 

contained in each, they could equally be considered to be ‘points’ or ‘ideas’. 

The following descriptors have been used throughout the discussions to consistently describe the 

number of comments made: 

 Very large amount/number of comments = 150+ 

 Large amount = 100–149 

 Sizeable = 75–99 

 Substantial amount = 50–74 

 Considerable amount = 25–49 

 Moderate amount = 15–24 

 Several comments = 8–14 

 Small number = 4–7 

 Few = 3 

 Couple = 2 

The use of specific portions such as: “half”, “three quarters” or “two thirds” of a particular section, have 

also been used when appropriate.  

It is important to note that these proportions are only for the particular section being described, and do 

not represent the proportion of respondents who hold a particular view point across the whole project.  

In most cases the topics within each theme are ordered by greatest to least number of comments. The 

exceptions are when similar topics were considered more informative when grouped together, such as 

light rail and trams. 
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Direct quotes are included from participants to illustrate specific points; they are italicised and indented 

from the margins. 

Each of the 2,177 community and stakeholder contributions has been read and categorised into 

appropriate topics by Global Research analysists when preparing the findings in this report. This analysis 

process was assisted by NVivo qualitative analysis software. Similar ideas contained in different 

comments were organised into common topics. Most comments contained many ideas. In total, over 

49,000 ideas were identified in the 2,177 contributions made by individuals and organisations. 

The analysis enabled a complete and objective presentation of the ideas, points and opinions expressed 

regarding the proposals presented in each scenario, and the collective aspirations that Wellingtonians 

have for their future transport network, city and region. 
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The following key themes emerged from all the comments received and the analysis completed on 

LGWM. They combine the key interconnected topics identified by LGWM respondents and present 

overarching challenges and opportunities for Wellington City and its transport. 

Public transport was LGWM’s most discussed topic, with nearly 6,000 points made. Public transport that 

delivers network improvements through greater reliability; shorter travel time; reduced fares; better 

routes and timetables; dedicated lanes; and integration of different transport modes, including payment 

systems, were sought. Often walking, cycling and public transport were grouped together as a collective 

future solution.  

A large number of respondents suggested changes to improve the existing bus network, including: 

encouraging increased passenger use, possibly through reduced fares; better connectivity between the 

bus service and the wider public transport network (buses and trains); more and better routes, 

particularly to the North and East; improved passenger and pedestrian comfort and safety, and; 

improved reliability and efficiency. 

For many, mass transit is a congestion-reducing solution that will contribute to modernising Wellington. 

Note that the majority of respondents selected a Scenario (B, C or D) which included planning for Mass 

Transit, and a significant number, through advocating for Scenario A+, sought light rail to be added to 

Scenario A. Many respondents want planning started immediately to meet the predicted demand in 10 

years’ time. Light rail was the most commonly discussed solution, generally preferred over bus mass 

transit. Many respondents referred to light rail generally, while multiple stakeholders presented its 

merits in detailed submissions – reduced congestion and environmental impacts were the most 

commonly identified benefits. Light rail is also considered a modern solution; it is used in successful 

cities such as Melbourne and would therefore be a symbol of progress for Wellington. Some dismissed 

mass transit, and/or light rail, as they think that Wellington is too small and lacks population density for 

it to be economically viable; others believed that future technology (such as autonomous electric buses) 

will make current mass transit solutions obsolete.  

FIT Wellington (A+) outlined this aim for public transport: 

A core element of such a service is “rapid transit”—frequent enough and fast enough to compete 

with private car travel and hence increase public transport mode share. 

Mass transit and light rail were highly debated, with a broad range of opinions expressed. Based on the 

range and varied depth of opinions, dissemination of Wellington-specific mass transit options 
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assessment may be a good way to stimulate further public education and conversation, prior to any 

long-term decisions being made. 

One of the key discussion points across the whole project was opposition to the prioritisation (current 

and future) of private vehicles, as they were considered the main contributor to Wellington’s traffic 

congestion and harmful to the environment. Faster, cheaper, and more reliable transport alternatives 

were sought. The congestion (and associated negative outcomes), require a networked solution, with 

coordinated multi-mode interventions. 

The use of private vehicles was a contentious topic. The balance of opinion fell overwhelmingly in favour 

of reducing the number of cars in the city, through reducing the dependency of people on their vehicles. 

Although, the issue was raised, particularly by those travelling from the north of the city, that direct 

access is required to the airport and hospital by vehicle. 

A lot of what was liked about the scenarios (in relation to cars) was the reduction of traffic volumes. 

Whether through more people using other modes, through creating a whole network solution, or the 

interventions the scenarios proposed to restrict access by car, people liked the idea of less cars and 

traffic in the city. Infrastructure New Zealand summarised the impacts of congestion like this. 

Private vehicles provide the “backstop” for movement around cities. They absorb all travel which 

cannot be undertaken by active or public transport and are responsible for the majority of 

movement in and around Wellington. 

Heavily congested roads disproportionately impact users who have no option but to drive, including 

not only freight and commercial vehicles, but the very young, very old and others. 

Heavily congested roads reduce productivity, employment, social opportunities and the 

attractiveness of Wellington as a place to live, work and visit. 

This networked solution would include: a safer cycling and walking network, to encourage more people 

to make city trips by active modes; and a public transport system – particularly buses and trains, which 

are faster, more efficient and cheaper than private vehicles – becoming the preferred transport option 

and reducing the number of cars entering the city. 

There was disagreement over the social and economic impacts of reducing car use; some proposed that 

changes will improve human experiences and attract people to retail areas, however some held an 

opposing view, stating that they would not go into the central city if vehicle access was reduced. For 

some, personal circumstance will mean a private vehicle will remain their only practical or favoured 

option. So, the transition to less car use poses many practical challenges, in particular getting the 

balance right with regards to the improvement of transport alternatives to private vehicles and enabling 

an acceptable level of continued car use for those who find it significantly more convenient or have no 

other choice but to continue to use a car. 
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The prioritisation of walking and cycling is overwhelmingly supported, with many claiming that this will 

develop vibrant, safer and people-friendly spaces; promote healthier lifestyles; reduce carbon 

emissions; and relieve congestion throughout Wellington. It is felt that emphasis should be placed on 

these modes (walking and cycling) because the investment is relatively low and their uptake benefits all. 

Prioritising active transport through safer, easier road crossings; wider foot paths; and implementation 

of fluid transport routes that are not bisected by roads were all highly sought. Separated transport 

modes are considered safer, healthier, and superior to combining multiple modes in the same space, 

particularly buses and cyclists, and pedestrians and cyclists. In particular, the proposed merging of 

cycling and buses in one lane was opposed because of health and safety concerns. 

The facilitation of private vehicles through additional roading infrastructure is considered an ineffective, 

long-term congestion solution by a large number of respondents.  

The majority of people believe that Wellington cannot add to private vehicle infrastructure provision and 

expect reduced congestion – that more roads will result in more cars. Alternative approaches are 

sought. If, however, roading infrastructure is developed to alleviate specific road infrastructure 

challenges, then tunnels are preferred over flyovers. This is because tunnels have fewer visual impacts 

and provide public space opportunities (if land above can be accessed), are considered less detrimental 

to surrounding amenities and heritage (land and buildings), and will not segment the city or create 

derelict spaces underneath (city) bridges.  

Some people approved of more roading infrastructure, but only if it enhances public transport routes 

and efficiency, and improves urban aesthetics and liveability for all Wellington residents, not just road 

users. 

Some felt costs need to be imposed on central city car use, either monetarily, in the form of congestion 

charges, or inconvenience, through reduced on-street parking and road widths. Congestion charge 

revenue would ideally be reinvested in public transport infrastructure. Some felt that even park and ride 

solutions will only move congestion issues to the edge of the city, rather than solving it. 

Transport demand is regional, so the issues and solutions need to be focused more broadly than solely 

on Wellington’s CBD. This calls for ‘whole journey’ solutions, from home to work and wherever else 

people want to travel to, not a segmented individual mode-based approach. Greater consideration is 
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required for those commuting from regional areas, such as Upper and Lower Hutt or central Wellington 

suburbs, and to key locations such as the airport and hospital. To improve regional access to central 

Wellington, mode integration is sought, with a networked perspective required so as to better 

understand the implications of changes to one mode on every other mode. 

Overall, people wanted a time- and cost-effective solution that will solve Wellington’s current and future 

transport challenges. Many were frustrated with what they perceived as procrastination and wanted 

immediate action to improve the city’s transport network. Some suggested starting with Scenario A and 

then seeing what is required once the impacts of those interventions become evident. While conversely, 

some expressed a view that Scenario A and even Scenario D don’t go far enough in improving 

Wellington’s transport network. 

Some believe that the cost is too great for some of the projected benefits, whereas others believe 

investment will be justified and should start now. Regarding cost, Scenario A was liked most because it 

will cost the least, whereas Scenarios C and D were least positively appraised, for cost because they are 

more expensive. 

Many people predicted that population growth, environmental change and technology-based 

advancements will impact Wellington’s transport network and they seek future-focused planning, based 

on tomorrow’s settings, to overcome these challenges.  

Many believed that the four scenarios are too short-sighted, and lack the ability to adapt to future growth 

and predicted change, including: climate change and increased natural hazard risks, population growth 

and demographic changes, lifestyle/workforce changes and behavioural shifts (working from home). A 

large number of respondents also criticised the four scenarios for not seriously considering technology-

based transport advancements, predicted to offer many new options in the coming decade. This is one 

respondents comment 

This doesn’t go far enough.  We need a bold plan for a city that is set to be receiving 50 000 more 

residents in the next 30 years (according to the WCC itself).   We don’t need any cars in the CBD.  

Catering for cars is like catering for steam trains. 

Across all scenarios, respondents were concerned with the lack of planning for the inevitable 

deployment of autonomous electric vehicles, with some describing them as a panacea for congestion. 

A popular example was autonomous buses that will self-deploy when and where they are needed, rather 

than following set routes. Infrastructure, such as charging stations and autonomous vehicle pick-up 

points that will be required for successful implementation were suggested as things that need to be 

planned for. 
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Future environmental impacts were a primary concern for many and there was a strong focus on 

developing options that reduce emissions, such as promoting active transport and public and private 

electric vehicles. 

The Basin is considered a key ‘pinch point’ or ‘bottleneck’ of Wellington’s road network, and participants 

identified that solutions are needed soon. A very large number of comments identified that congestion 

issues at the Basin Reserve need to be solved. The issues raised, and solutions proposed and opposed, 

were a microcosm of the whole project. Over 1,800 individual points informed the discussion covering 

many different issues. The Wellington District AA outlined the importance of the Basin in the broader 

Wellington context. 

The key issue remains the Basin Reserve and requires an agreed consentable solution even though it 

may take a decade to implement. Once agreement is reached and design approved, improvements 

to the North/South route to the Airport and the East/West link to the Hospital will follow.  

A majority of participants supported maintaining the Basin Reserve, or protecting the character of the 

area, and only making road improvements that do not impact the aesthetic or heritage values. A number 

of groups provided submissions outlining detailed support for protecting the Basin. Some that were in 

favour of low-impact solutions favoured tunnels over flyovers – tunnels were considered to have low 

visual impact – although a substantial number opposed either intervention. We note that the majority 

of respondents selected Scenarios B, C or D as their preferred options. All of these scenarios include a 

Basin solution involving tunnels or bridges, so objections from many to these interventions weren’t 

strong enough for them to totally reject scenarios including these types of roading interventions. 

While fewer in total number, there was still a very large number of respondents who were in favour of 

interventions to solve Basin issues. Suggestions included: grade separation; remove or move the Basin; 

flyovers or bridges. There was specific discussion on how various modes could better traverse around 

the Basin from mass transit to walking.  

Many acknowledged the Basin as a congestion issue but didn’t know the best way to fix it. 

Wellington has been dealt a unique set of transport issues, due to its hilly topography, narrow streets, 

unique road layout (such as at the Basin) and the historic placement of infrastructure that many people 

travel to and from daily (airport and hospital). Infrastructure New Zealand outlined the challenge. 

Wellington suffers from a particularly restrictive geography, but this level of performance needs to 

be significantly improved to enable a prosperous future for New Zealand’s second largest city and 

national capital. 

 



 

15   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

This section, presents a synthesis of all the comments received from respondents on the four Scenarios, 

A,B,C,D, in their response to the prompt questions: “what do you like about it?”, “What don’t you like 

about it?”, “What would you change?” (12 prompt questions); the form responses to the question “Is 

there anything else you would like to tell us?”; plus all the stakeholder and the community responses 

provided in their own response formats. The analysis is divided into six themes: Transport mode 

discussion; Transport infrastructure discussion; Transport pricing discussion; Future thinking discussion; 

LGWM delivery discussion, and; Outcomes for Wellington discussion.  

The six themes emerged from analysis of all the comments made and were considered the most 

succinct and informative way to present the findings. The themes are broken into a number of succinct 

topics, for example, the Transport Mode discussion is divided into seven key topics, commencing with 

Public Transport. 

For each topics under each of the six themes, the body of the report presents a summary of the 

comments made by stakeholders and community members in their own formats, and then a summary 

of the responses made to the 12 prompt questions. A synthesis of the comments made in response to 

each of the 12 prompt questions, for each topic, is presented in the Appendix of the report. 

Click, or go to page 121 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

Public transport was the most commonly discussed transport mode, with close to 6,000 ideas 

provided by LGWM participants. A Public transport system that delivers greater reliability; shorter 

travel time; reduced fares; better routes and timetables; dedicated lanes; integration of different 

transport modes, including payment systems, and; ideally is consistently faster and cheaper than 

personal car travel was sought.  

Many people identified improvements that can be made immediately, such as the frequency, reliability 

and reach of buses and better coordination of different modes (buses and trains). For many, mass 

transit is a congestion-reducing solution that will contribute to modernising Wellington, and planning 

is wanted immediately. There was debate over the best type of mass transit to adopt, with light rail 

the most commonly discussed option. 

Often cycling, walking, and public transport were grouped as a collective future solution. The 

prioritisation of walking and cycling was overwhelmingly supported, with many considering 

Investment in these modes to have high returns in improving community well-being outcomes and 

congestion reduction. Prioritising active transport through safer, easier road crossings; wider foot 

paths; and implementation of fluid transport routes that are not bisected by roads were all highly 
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sought. Separated transport modes are considered safer, healthier, and superior to combining 

multiple modes in the same space, particularly buses and cyclists, and pedestrians and cyclists. In 

particular, the proposed merging of cycling and buses in one lane was opposed because of health 

and safety concerns. 

The use of private vehicles was a contentious topic, with opinions divided on car use in the city. The 

balance of opinion fell overwhelmingly in favour of reducing the number of cars in the city by reducing 

peoples’ dependency and requirement to use private vehicles, through providing better public 

transport and active transport alternatives. Some described an overall mode shift in Wellington, with 

less people using private vehicles and more people being able to positively choose public or active 

transport options. Also, though, across all scenarios, there were comments from people stating that 

private vehicles still need to be provided for, especially for whom they are a necessity, such as elderly, 

those who cannot travel far on foot and, for example, those completing an after-school run to multiple 

locations. 

Across all scenarios it was evident that people supported service vehicles accessing the central city, 

and recognised their importance to the economy.  

A large number of respondents supported general mass transit or bus mass transit for LGWM. A sizeable 

number of these comments expressed general approval, without providing supporting arguments. Two 

thirds of the considerable number who provided arguments claimed mass transit should be planned 

for and developed now as a priority, not in ten years. Many noted if the demand is there in 10 years’ 

time, planning and construction should start now to be ready for the demand. Others argued if mass 

transit is developed people would use it and demand would increase. The other third of respondents 

favoured mass transit as it removes traffic from the road and is a cost effective and efficient form of 

transport. 

Having been lucky to have travelled throughout my life, including living in Atlanta, USA, as a 

teenager, I've used rapid transit systems, they are amazing. Build them and they will use them! Do 

not delay, be brave. We do not need to reinvent the wheel, so to speak, find a system we like and go 

for it! Most major cities are getting cars out of the city, we can too 

A moderate amount specifically favoured bus mass transit. Several respondents stated that it was the 

most flexible form of mass transit, able to reach more parts of the city. A small number favoured bus 

mass transit as implementation will involve lower costs and less traffic disruption. 

A considerable amount made comments in opposition to mass transit. A small number of these claimed 

the demand is not there at the moment. A small number suggested it would be better to focus on 

improving bus efficiency and routes instead. A couple argued it is something to be looked at in the future 

once congestion problems are solved and demand is evident. One suggested mass transit is 
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cumbersome and ugly. Another argued it would cause more congestion. One also claimed it is too 

expensive. 

A small number presented arguments against bus mass transit. A couple of respondents claimed it is a 

waste of money, while a small number said they would prefer other forms of mass transit instead. A 

small number opposed mass transit without providing supporting arguments. Note, because light rail 

was a large topic of discussion it is discussed separately in the next section. 

A considerable amount discussed mass transit in relation to specific routes or locations. Many of these 

comments noted key locations that require rapid and efficient service through mass transport. The 

hospital, airport and various outer suburbs were often mentioned. Wellington International Airport 

submitted feedback as a key stakeholder. Their submission noted the airport is well positioned to 

accommodate mass transit, with the ground floor of the presently under construction parking facility 

largely set aside for public transport. Other responses discussed specific routes mass transit should 

take. The New Zealand Institute of Architects submitted a lengthy response outlining several possible 

mass transit routes through the city to the airport. 

It would be great to extend our commuter rail network to the south and airport as this would 

provide excellent mass transit options and a first class passenger experience. 

A considerable number of respondents made other comments, the topics of which were varied.  Several 

commenters were concerned at the lack of information for mass transit options or the lack of concrete 

planning. These comments noted mass transit is portrayed as an afterthought for each scenario. A small 

number discussed the connection between mass transit and roads. Half of these respondents were 

unhappy that roading had to be developed first before mass transit is considered. The other half 

highlighted that sufficient roading space is needed in each of these scenarios if mass transit was to be 

considered. A few noted that whatever mass transit route is selected, it would have to be resilient to sea 

level rise. A couple suggested any mass transit should have its own dedicated tunnel. Remaining 

comments discussed specific suggestions for how mass transit should operate. Skycabs International 

Ltd. submitted a lengthy document detailing why their form of mass transit best suited Wellington. 

Note that because of the high level of interest from respondents, light rail comments are discussed as 

a specific form of mass transit. 

Three quarters of comments made on light rail were supportive. A substantial number of comments 

were general in nature, with light rail frequently viewed as a future option to improve transport 

movement in Wellington and one that should be included in future planning.  

There were a large number of highly detailed stakeholder submissions that provided detailed 

justification and suggestions for the introduction of light rail. These submissions should be read in full 

to gain an understanding of the details contained in arguments, they are listed in the stakeholder ’s box 

below. Key arguments are included in the following discussion. 

A sizeable number of respondents who favour further investigation or introduction of light rail, discussed 

route options. Some comments outlined the principles that should be followed in identifying the route, 
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such as following the spine of the city, through the highest density areas of the city to enhance patronage 

and economic return, or to key destinations (railway, airport, hospital). Other responses pinpointed 

exactly where stops should be made, most common were Wellington Railway Station, the hospital in 

Newtown and the airport, but also: Ferry Terminal, Kaiwharawhara, The Stadium, Cuba St/Courtney Place 

entertainment area, Te Aro, The Basin, The Zoo, Kilbirnie, and Miramar. Expansion was suggested in the 

future to places like Island Bay and Johnsonville. The waterfront was also proposed by some as an ideal 

route. 

Regardless of whether the selected PT system ends up being Light Rail (LR) or Bus Rapid Transit 

(BRT), the crucial thing is to select the most useful route. Clearly, this would need to start off at the 

very beginning – the place where all our current train systems terminate, and where our bus 

systems start. 

A substantial number of respondents expressed their support for light rail with a statement or argument 

that planning should start now, rather than being delayed for 10 years. The point was commonly made 

was that it would take ten years to plan and build, so planning should start now so that it is completed 

when it is required. Others made the point that there is already enough population density for light rail 

to be effective in Wellington immediately. 

We support commencing building a LRT system immediately. The stated need in 10 years' time (the 

same period of time estimated needed to build supporting infrastructure etc.) suggests that not 

doing this would be silly. 

There were a number of benefits predicted from the introduction of light rail. One benefit outlined by a 

considerable number of respondents was the reduction in carbon emissions and improvements to 

public health. This would come from a reduction in car use and use of renewable energy. A moderate 

number of comments focused on the reduction in congestion through the movement of large numbers 

of people at once, particularly along the spine of the city and throughout the central city. 

A good, efficient, low cost LRT system will be cheaper than building the proposed new roads. It will 

reduce congestion more, as well as having positive effects on air quality, climate change and 

liveabilty. 

Several respondents favoured light rail as it was considered superior to other transport modes. There 

were warnings against waiting for unproven new technology such as self-driven electric vehicles, as light 

rail is a proven and test solution. Some criticised bus rapid transit as it would be less popular than light 

rail and less user-friendly. Buses were argued to have less capacity and efficiency than a light rail system, 

because of loading times and lower capacity, and it was feared that people do not get as excited about 

buses as they do with light rail, so buses will be patronised less.  

Several respondents supported the case for light rail citing overseas cities as examples. Melbourne was 

commonly discussed as well as other cities, such as Osaka-Kyoto-Kobe, New York, Bordeaux and Berlin. 

While slightly fewer argued that light rail is good value for money, they supported their position primarily 

with the argument that it substantially reduces cost in other areas. The point was also made that value 

for money should be considered over initial cost. 

Light rail is the most expensive public transport mode - however, it is cheap compared to the cost of 

new roads and their associated ills of loss of prime quality land, safety hazards, air pollution and 
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greenhouse emissions. It also fosters transit-oriented development along the route, which could be 

used to lower the cost of installation. 

A few respondents made the point that light rail is more operationally efficient and user-friendly than 

other options, for example having large opening doors and level floors making entry and exit faster for 

people of all ages and abilities. Others made specific operational comments covering things such as rail 

gauge and overhead power line requirements. 

Slightly less than one quarter of the 400 comments on light rail opposed it. The most common 

arguments were expense, and the possibility of better technology coming. Each of these arguments 

were made by a moderate number of respondents. 

Those who thought it too expensive made points such as: Wellington’s population is too small to fund 

it; the topography of Wellington makes it too expensive to build, particularly the requirement for more 

tunnels; there are cheaper and more effective solutions, such as extending the current bus network; 

and trolley buses were removed for economic reasons and so light rail will also be uneconomic. A small 

number made a related point that Wellington’s population density is too low to run light rail 

economically. 

Those who favoured future technology, instead of light rail, thought it would be made obsolete by 

emerging options. The most commonly cited alternatives were: driverless cars; automated self-drive car-

pooling; self-drive electric buses; and newly developed long buses. 

Light rail would be neat, but if we have a future of self-driving cars, that also means we could have 

smaller self-driving buses that could connect the city really well. That might render a light rail 

system too restrictive and redundant. 

Several respondents discussed the impact on other modes, referring to the disruption to the network 

during construction; crowding out other modes, including cars; the slowing of buses, which are better 

at getting to more destinations; and the poor interaction between light rail and cyclists. 

Several respondents stated that light rail would take a long time to return to service after earthquakes. 

Several also made the point that Wellington does not have appropriate topography for light rail to run 

effectively, having narrow streets and the requirement for tunnels to reach outer areas. 

Other comments included: questions around where people would park at the north end; the idea that 

international travel, and with it the airport, could become obsolete; New Zealand does not have a public 

transport culture; rail is a single point of failure system; light rail would not service suburban areas; and 

“building rails over the underground services of water, sewage, electricity, telecommunications, fibre 

optics and gas is unwise, as a steel exoskeleton makes maintenance of the infrastructure diabolically 

difficult and expensive”. 

A moderate number of respondents had considered the requirement of a mass transit system 

necessary but were undecided on whether light rail was the best solution for Wellington. The following 

comment sums up the general sentiment. 
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I ask for a comparison of the combined cost of tunnels, flyovers, extra roading with the installation 

of a light rail system to be made public so that the general public can have a conversation about its 

viability. 

A considerable number of comments supported the potential for a tram system in Wellington. Half of 

the comments suggested trams were a more appealing mode of public transport than buses, and had 

a much larger capacity. Several participants referred to successful tram systems in Melbourne, pointing 

to the provision of free services. A small number of participants viewed trams as a resilient form of 

transport, referencing the recovery of the tram service in Christchurch after earthquakes there.  

A moderate number of people opposed trams and reported that the previous tram system had been 

removed as it was no longer functional. Most of these commenters believed it is an outdated, inflexible 

system.  

Other comments discussed how Wellington was originally designed around a tram system that became 

impractical with a shift to private vehicles; a need for better ticketing if trams are implemented; and FIT 

(stakeholder) compared light rail and trams.  

A considerable number of participants supported trains and thought they should be given greater 

priority in LGWM scenarios. The main reasons provided were that trains: would reduce private vehicle 

use and improve congestion; are functional in international cities (particularly Melbourne); have current 

infrastructure already in place; and that they have large capacity. People also stated that trains were 

more ‘desirable’ than buses due to them feeling like a ‘luxurious’ form of transport. 

A considerable number of respondents discussed the need to improve the current rail network or 

extend its routes. Currently, some of the population cannot access all areas in the region. Many 

comments stated that it could be better integrated into routes towards the hospital and airport. People 

also said there needs to be more space on trains for bicycles, wheelchairs and prams, to make them 

more practical for all users. A moderate number of participants stated the need to reduce the cost of 

trains and improve the ticketing system. Many suggested there needs to be an integrated system with 

buses and ferries. If cost was reduced, participants expected trains would have much higher patronage. 

Several people discussed the inadequacies of the current timetable and issues with the unreliability of 

trains. People also stated that they often chose to travel by car because the train travel times were 

significantly longer. The comment below is reflective of several participants’ opinions.  

I prefer the train to all modes of transport but I have to get the bus from the train station to Mt Vic 

and then walk up the hill. This whole trip takes 1.5  hours as opposed to a 20 minute car ride. As a 

casual user the cost of the train and bus is more than petrol and parking per day. During peak 

times in the morning the trains are full and the buses are late.  

A few respondents discussed the potential for park and ride, but noted that in Johnsonville all car parks 

are taken by the early commuters. One comment stated that people like to take their children and dogs 

to the city on the weekend and that this was not practical on the trains.  
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A large number of participants discussed the existing bus network. Key themes included: encouraging 

passenger uptake; connectivity between the bus service and the wider public transport network; 

passenger and pedestrian comfort and safety; and the reliability and efficiency issues for Metrolink 

buses, which is perceived by some as poor, as a result of private ownership and lack of competition.  

A considerable number of responses referred to subsidised transport fares to encourage increased 

patronage, and investment in an interchange system across integrated transport modes (park and ride, 

rail, bus, bike). This would use app technology for streamlined payment to link up modes, making transit 

efficient and user-friendly. Examples of other cities were used to illustrate this opportunity. 

Some responses added more future-thinking solutions for the bus system, for example, the air buses of 

Tokyo, free ‘ring’ buses that connect the city to outer suburbs, and autonomous (electrically powered) 

buses, that draw kinetic energy from roads. 

A considerable number of comments offered feedback on the proposed bus routes or provided ideas 

of their own. 

Regardless of whether the selected PT system ends up being Light Rail (LR) or Bus Rapid Transit 

(BRT), the crucial thing is to select the most useful route. Clearly, this would need to start off at the 

very beginning – the place where all our current train systems terminate, and where our bus 

systems start. Wellington Railway Station and the Lambton Transport Interchange are crucial to the 

success of any future PT. 

The routes most commonly discussed by participants are those that service the northern or eastern 

suburbs, and bus movements around the Basin, or connecting out toward the hospital. Many were in 

favour of a separate bus lane, particularly for SH1, to reduce bus wait times in rush hour traffic. Some 

expressed concern over the dropping of certain bus routes over recent years, stating they now prefer 

to drive rather than wait for connections. Other comments were more general in nature, critiquing 

whether proposed routes will improve reliability. 

Several respondents argued the Haitaitai bus tunnel is currently underutilized, and as an important 

connecting piece of infrastructure could be used innovatively in future plans. 

A substantial number of comments compared the merits of light rail with bus transit, with some firmly 

in favour of the latter, believing buses are better suited to Wellington’s topography. A few people stated 

that buses are more resilient and adaptable to natural hazards or re-routing events, as opposed to the 

light rail alternative. However, many people still concluded light rail, or a form of rapid transit, will 

eventually be needed to complement bus services. Some stressed electrically powered, or a greener 

substitute will need to replace current diesel buses. 

The Wellington Taxi Federation made points against dedicated bus lanes in the central city, believing it 

would greatly inhibit taxi parking and create an unsafe environment for users. A few others argued 

against dedicated bus lanes along the Golden Mile, for street severance and amenity reasons. 
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A moderate number of participants requested investigation of the potential for a ferry service to be 

developed within the city. Many respondents thought this was a neglected aspect of the transport 

network. Participants stated that a ferry service had the potential to support a large capacity and greatly 

reduce the number of people travelling to congested areas (eastern suburbs and the airport). Some 

specific locations for the potential ferry services were; Miramar, Petone, ‘near the airport’, CBD and 

Eastbourne. The stakeholder, East By West, suggested a potential ferry service could run from Queen’s 

Wharf in the CBD to the Miramar Wharf, with a shuttle at Cobham Drive to take ferry passengers directly 

to the airport. CentrePort Ltd. discussed the potential for a Multi User Ferry Terminal (MUFT), currently 

being investigated at Kaiwharawhara.  

Comments in support were similar to the sentiment below.  

I haven’t studied all the facts in detail but looking at publicity around the idea I am keen to see the 

local ferry transport people from the city to the Miramar Wharf and then a shuttle to the airport. 

That sounds, in theory, to be a very good idea. 

Kiwi Rail expressed concern that the Cook Straight Ferries had not been adequately considered in 

helping solve future transport issues. Kiwi Rail believed the ferries were a vital connection for freight and 

passengers to access Wellington. They claimed it would be important to integrate public transport and 

future ferry redevelopment, especially as the ferry is so vital to the economy.  

Several participants discussed the need to address the current ferry terminals, with safer and more 

reliable pedestrian crossings to enable passengers to enter the city without requiring a private vehicle 

or taxi. CentrePort Ltd. also reiterated this idea.  

A couple of people were concerned the harbour conditions could have the potential to disrupt a ferry 

service.  

Several participants were disappointed at the removal of the trolley buses and the accompanying 

overhead wire system. Participants argued they had lower emissions than the diesel buses that have 

replaced them. A few comments simply stated, “bring back the trolley buses”. There were also a small 

number of people who expressed general support for trolley buses, while a few referred to electric 

public transport. Some comments compared trolley buses to light rail, and most discussed the cost and 

effectiveness of the transport system. One participant made the point that trolley buses should be 

retained for the next ten years to enable a transition to light rail using the same overhead infrastructure. 

There was only one person opposed to trolley buses.  

A moderate number of people made general comments about the reliability and frequency of public 

transport, seeking improvement, without specifying how. Half of these comments suggested 

improvements would reduce inner city private vehicle use.  

A moderate number of participants recognised issues with the current bus system, and several stated 

that they were not reliable enough and for that reason encourage the use of private vehicles. Buses 
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being late and getting caught in congestion makes them an unappealing travel mode. Several people 

also stated that the frequency of bus services needs to improve, especially in outer areas where buses 

only come hourly. A small number of people discussed ticketing system improvements to improve bus 

loading efficiency.  

Several respondents stated that the train services in Wellington are not reliable and require more trains. 

A small number did not think the frequency of the trains meets demand. Respondents also suggested 

combining bus and train tickets, as people often use both. The overall sentiment was people wanted to 

be less car dependent, but the current train system does not facilitate this.  

A small number of people stated that more public transport is required in outer areas and that light rail 

could solve reliability issues.  

A substantial number of contributors made the point that public transport needs to be cheaper or that 

cost was a barrier to use. A third of the comments noted travelling by private vehicle was more cost 

effective than any current public transport mode (mostly buses and trains). Respondents believed that 

if buses or trains become cheaper, more people will choose to use them, which will result in the 

reduction of congestion. Some respondents wanted a more cohesive ticketing system for public 

transport generally, with the potential for smartphone apps and that can accept cards rather than cash.  

A small number of people discussed park and ride options, with cheap shuttle or bus services into the 

city. A few expressed disappointment at contracted public transport providers that have a ‘monopoly’, 

but who are unreliable.  

A large number of participants expressed support for prioritising public transport over private vehicles. 

Respondents thought buses need to be separated from traffic or given alternate more efficient routes 

to get passengers around the city. As reflected in previous sections, public transport needs to be made 

faster and more appealing than other modes to improve uptake. A moderate number of people argued 

the number of cars on the roads needs to be reduced, as this will have a lot of positive flow on effects, 

including the movement of road-based public transport.  

A considerable number of comments discussed the need to prioritise active and public transport in the 

city, and to make adequate plans to achieve this. Financial solutions to control prioritisation, such as 

rewarding those who adopt public transport and taxing private vehicles was also suggested. Others 

suggested utilising funding to improve public transport.  

A moderate number of people stated that the prioritisation of public transport should have already 

occurred or needs to happen immediately.  

A very large number of comments discussed public transport infrastructure, most seeking upgrades.  

There was considerable focus on adopting electric vehicles, particularly electric buses. All the comments 

preferred electric buses over diesel, for sustainability reasons. The Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc. 
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stated that there is a need to invest in electrifying components of the public transport network, and to 

install charging stations and electric bus models. 

A moderate number of participants identified improvements that need to be made to ticketing and 

management systems. The WCC Environmental Reference Group stated that “integrated ticketing is 

essential. The system also needs to facilitate rapid boarding…”. This was an argument shared by most of 

the respondents, who said ticketing for buses and trains needs to be more cohesive. One comment 

stated that subsidised or free bus fares within the CBD should be provided with train fees. A few 

comments also noted the need to accept cards for ticket payment and recognised the current system 

slows down loading.  

There was a moderate response to the potential for light rail infrastructure. NZIA stated that planning 

for light rail is a sensible option that woul improve traffic conditions. This belief was shared by the 

majority of participants, but a few were concerned that it was too expensive and not flexible enough for 

Wellington’s hills and strong winds. 

Some comments suggested bus route changes are needed. Several referred to specific roading 

networks within the region, including: Haitaitai to Kelburn; waterfront to Owhiro Bay; Evans Bay to 

Oriental Bay; and others. All commenters wanted changes to make the buses more efficient. Several 

comments made general suggestions for public transport routes, not just buses. Suggestions were 

made for trams and the rail network, a lot of these were to improve accessibility to the airport. 

Stakeholder Argosy Property Ltd. made several suggestions for route changes.  

Several comments supported the need for more bus lanes, to separate buses from general traffic and 

make them more efficient. A similar number of comments also stated that trains need to carry cycles so 

people can use both modes when travelling. Similarly, it was suggested buses need more bike racks. A 

few comments were made on the proximity of bus and train hubs to make a more synthesised system. 

A couple of comments discussed the potential for park and ride facilities.  
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‒ Argosy Property Ltd. 

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ Living Streets Aotearoa 

‒ Transport Futures Ltd. 

‒ Johnsonville Community Association  

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Capital and Coast District Health Board (CCDHB) 

‒ Mt Cook Mobilised  

‒ Road Transport Forum (RTF) 

‒ SkyCabs International Ltd. 

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Fair Intelligent Transport (FIT) 

‒ The Wellington Company 

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ TramsAction 

‒ Light Rail Transit Association  

‒ Wellington Civic Trust 

‒ Transport Futures Ltd. 

‒ Johnsonville Community Association  

‒ East By West 

‒ CentrePort Ltd. 

‒ Kiwi Rail  

‒ Wellington City Council Environmental Response Group 

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ TramsAction 

‒ Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust 

‒ Light Rail Transit Association  

‒ Fair Intelligent Transport (FIT) 

‒ Transport Futures Ltd. 
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A consistent set of public transport topics were discussed across all scenarios. Overall there was support 

for the interventions proposed in scenarios, and a desire for even more to be done sooner.  

Mass transit (most commonly in the form of light rail) received a large amount of comment. Many people 

who sought the development of mass transit in Wellington believed it would reduce environmental 

impacts and congestion and speed up central city journeys through Wellington’s spine, in particular 

between the train station, airport and hospital. Light rail was commonly discussed, often considered by 

supporters to be a modern step forward. Respondents wanted more certainty about the introduction 

of a mass transit option and in particular wanted it as an additional component of Scenario A. This 

respondent described the reduced environmental impacts of public transport prioritisation. 

Prioritising public transport, walking and cycling is an imperative in a world with rising sea levels 

and climate change impacts too costly to even think about looming. 

Buses were frequently discussed, with many in favour of the provisions outlined to increase their priority, 

particularly in the form of dedicated bus lanes. Key concerns included the proposal to share a lane with 

cyclists, due to health risks from diesel fumes or safety, and also that they are still powered by diesel, 

with electricity preferred. A small amount sought increased bus and train services to increase commuter 

speed and patronage. 

While fewer in number than those in support of mass transit/light rail, there was also opposition to this 

mode. Reasons given were: too expensive; not cost effective, or Wellington does not have the population 

to support it; Wellington’s land is not suitable for light rail; light rail is inflexible; and disruptive during 

construction or after an earthquake. 

There were direct comparisons between light rail and bus mass transit. Those in favour of light rail often 

referred to successes overseas and the benefits for the environment. Those in favour of bus mass transit 

supported it because of its cheaper cost, easier construction and flexibility during use or in a natural 

event, such as an earthquake. 

Click, or go to page 121 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A large number of participants discussed cycleways and their construction.  

Half of the comments showed general support for more or better cycleways in Wellington. Respondents 

generally discussed safety, separation from other modes, and connected routes. 

The mixing of buses and cycles in the same lane, as proposed in Scenario A was argued as unsafe. Some 

participants expressed concern towards painted cycleways and sharrows (painted arrows). People feel 

these are minimal effort measures that do not encourage more cyclists, or make cyclists feel safe among 

motorists. Cycleways that are safe enough for children to use was mentioned by a couple of 
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respondents, who argued that if a child cannot cycle, the route is not safe enough. The increase in 

popularity of e-bikes was mentioned by a small number of participants, who expressed the need for 

separated cycleways as these bikes travel at higher speeds and are unsafe for shared pedestrian-cycle 

zones. Participants would rather see investment in active transport, specifically cycleways and walkways, 

than roading for more private vehicles.  

A few stakeholders, such as the New Zealand Institute of Architects, provided feedback supporting the 

provision of safe, separated cycleways. 

Urgently invest in a comprehensive network of safe, attractive pedestrian and cycling routes for all 

ages and abilities across our city by 2020. 

A substantial number of respondents suggested specific streets, areas, or routes where they would like 

to see improved cycleways. Common locations included: the Mt Vic Tunnel through to Cobham Drive, 

Kent/Cambridge, Victoria St, Willis St, Featherston St, Vivian St, Adelaide Road, Taranaki St, the Quays, 

Evans Bay to Oriental Bay, and outer suburbs such as Karori, Kilbirnie, Newtown, Ngauranga and Hutt 

Valley. A few participants also stated that the waterfront is not an ideal cycling route as it is a shared 

pedestrian zone and can be dangerous for commuter cyclists wanting to travel fast.  

The Basin Reserve Trust expressed the importance of the Basin as a key cycling connection between 

Adelaide Rd and Kent/Cambridge Tce, requesting that planners recognise this connection and enhance 

it.  

We need to prioritise some streets for great cycling, including Kent and Cambridge / Adelaide Road; 

The Quays; Taranaki Street; Featherston &amp; Victoria Streets; (protected 2-way Featherston Street 

cycle-lanes freeing up Lambton Quay); Willis Street; a safe connection from the Mt Vic Tunnel to 

Cobham Drive. 

A sizeable number of participants expressed concern towards safety for cyclists. Most participants 

simply stated that cycling safety should be a priority and needs to be improved. The main concerns for 

cyclists are lack of cycling infrastructure on roads, conflict with motorists and safety of crossings and 

intersections. Participants expressed that painted lanes on the road are not enough to keep them safe. 

They also noted the aggressive and intolerant nature of some motorists, claiming sharing the road with 

them is intimidating and may act as a barrier for many potential cyclists. Some comments also stated 

that crossing roads or turning at intersections can be particularly unsafe.  

I am a confident cyclist, but I often find cycling in Wellington to be unsettling and frequently 

dangerous. E bikes have made it easier for more people to cope with Wellington's hills, but until we 

make cycling staff for young and less confident people, it will be mainly only the 

confident/experienced who choose this option.  

A substantial number of comments suggested the need to improve cycling in Wellington. Some 

participants argued more generally, while others presented specific aspects that require attention. The 

most common argument was that improvements for cyclists would be favoured. Many of these 

comments also expressed support for walking and public transport. 
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Whilst electric vehicles may seem exciting and could help with emissions they still require large 

amounts of space.  The focus should still be on walking, cycling including e-bikes and public 

transport improvements. 

Respondents also argued for more support and access to cycling in Wellington. Comments commonly 

stated that cycling needs to be more accessible for people to want to cycle.  

Other improvements to cycling infrastructure such as secure parking and public changing/shower 

rooms for cyclists were suggested as valued improvements. A small number also mentioned the need 

for an easy way to take cycles onto public transport, including trains. Some stated that the lack of 

infrastructure for cycles on trains was a barrier to choose cycling as their primary mode of transport. 

Commuting time was stated as a key cycling factor that needs improvement. Participants discussed the 

commute time for cyclists as a determining factor for people deciding whether to cycle or not. Most 

comments suggested more dedicated cycleways would improve travel efficiency for cyclists.  

Electric cycles were mentioned by a small number of participants. These people stated the importance 

of considering e-bikes in future transport planning. This is needed for a number of reasons including: 

safety issues with shared pedestrian-cycle zones; e-bikes are capable of travelling further distances, 

therefore consideration of cycleways in outer suburbs is necessary; and e-bikes enable less mobile 

people such as the elderly to ride a bike again, increasing potential mode share.  

None of the scenarios look seriously at boosting cycling as a significant travelling option - including 

in particular the use of electric bikes, including electric cargo bikes. The current growth in e-bikes is 

truly revolutionary, but the planning documents take no account of that that I can discern.  

A few comments suggested cycle share or hire facilities, to make cycling more accessible and encourage 

more people shift their transport mode choice. 

A substantial number or respondents stated that cycling should be prioritised in transport plans. 

Comments were generally in favour of a focus on cycling. Reasons included: reducing car dependence; 

needing sustainable and active transport modes; and making Wellington a more liveable city. 

Participants commonly mentioned walking and public transport alongside cycling in these comments. 

A substantial number of participants stated that they oppose further developments for cycling. A large 

proportion of these commenters felt there is an over-emphasis on cycling and providing cycle lanes and 

other cycling infrastructure. People believe investment would be better and more beneficial in roading 

and vehicle infrastructure. Some participants stated that they do not want cycleways because they are 

adequate as they are. 

A moderate number of participants stated that people in Wellington would not change their travel 

behaviour and switch to cycling even if improvements were made. Common arguments were: the 

weather and topography makes it too difficult to consistently cycle as a mode of transport; families 

cannot cycle as a mode of transport; and, goods and service vehicles cannot be replaced by cycles as 

they need to carry heavy items.  
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Sick of hearing about adding bike lanes to already narrow roads! I’m sorry but by putting bike lanes 

everywhere will NOT encourage me to get on my bike in WINDY Wellington!! Fix the roads for all 

transport Buses mainly as so they do not have to squeeze into narrow main roads 

Many participants expressed anger and strong dislike towards cyclists on the road, and the cyclist lobby 

groups who advocate for more cycleways. Common arguments were: cyclists do not pay road user 

charges, therefore have no right to benefit from investment in or use of the roads; cyclists are arrogant, 

ride dangerously, and do not obey the road rules; lobby groups for cyclists are loud and over-exaggerate 

the demand for cycleways in Wellington.  

Bicycles make up TWO PER CENT of Wellington's commuters, and do not even use the lanes they 

already have! They ride on the footpath or two and three abreast on the wrong side of the road, 

they're an absolute menace! Putting in more cycle lanes just encourages them.  

The Island Bay cycleway was discussed by a small number of participants. These people felt this project 

was a failure, and therefore that no further cycleway projects should be undertaken.  

Wellington Combined Taxis provided comprehensive feedback. A key argument of theirs was the conflict 

between cycleways and taxis, stating proposed cycleways are in locations that are significant taxi pick-

up and drop-off locations. Wellington Combined Taxis expressed opposition to cyclists due to the fact 

they do not pay road user charges, they are over-prioritised, and cannot be held accountable for not 

obeying road rules due to having no registration plate. 

A moderate amount of comments discussed encouraging more cycling as a mode of transport. 

Participants highlighted the need to shift people’s travel behaviour from private vehicle usage to public 

and active modes of transport. Comments stated that investment and priority of cycling infrastructure 

is the best way to encourage more cycling.  

A moderate number of participants requested that the scenarios consider the health benefits and costs 

of different modes of transport with more detail. Comments argued health benefits of active and public 

modes of transportation are understated, and costs of sedentary modes of transport such as private 

vehicles are understated.  

This argument was supported by a number of key stakeholders including the Green Party, New Zealand 

Nurses Organisation, New Zealand Centre for Sustainable Cities. 

Need to get more children walking and biking to school.  NOTHING in this to achieve that.  NZ is 

now in top 5 countries for obesity, .  In Scandinavea there are vritually no obese people - they walk 

and cycle a lot more.  Being active is just part of life NOT something you do as a sport or go to the 

gym for. 
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‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Living Streets Aotearoa 

‒ Wellington City Council Environmental Response Group 

‒ Generation Zero 

‒ Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust 

‒ NZ Centre for Sustainable Cities (NZ CSC) 

‒ Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

Respondents across all scenarios generally favoured the priority, support and encouragement given to 

cycling. In doing so, respondents expected increased uptake in active transport. Many flow-on effects 

were discussed including reduced carbon emissions, improved public health, making a more liveable 

city and reducing congestion. Respondents favoured improved safety provisions for cyclists in each of 

the scenarios including dedicated cycle lanes on busy city streets such as the new Mt Vic Tunnel in 

Scenario B and Jervois Quay in Scenario D. Respondents also favoured efforts to create a more 

connected cycle network throughout the city. Creating more cycle-friendly areas and making cycling 

easier was summed up in this comment.  

I think it makes sense to prioritise streets for certain types of transport to ease congestion. Anything 

to make walking and cycling easier & a more enjoyable experience without worrying about being hit 

by motorists is a plus. 

Negative feedback often related to a perception that the scenarios do not go far enough in providing 

for cyclists. Respondents often made the point that priority and improvements are needed for cycling, 

walking and public transport to encourage people out of private vehicles and into more sustainable, 

cleaner and healthier transport modes.  

Respondents also suggested the scenarios do not go far enough for cycle safety. The point was often 

made that clearly separated cycle lanes are needed and painted lines on the road are not sufficient. It 

was suggested the goal should be to make it safe for children to cycle through the city. The new Mt Vic 

cycle and pedestrian passage was discussed, as well as shared bike and bus lanes in Scenario A. It was 

generally believed it would be unsafe for these modes to share the same space. People also suggested 

that more cycle lanes are needed to ensure safe cycling in all parts of the city. This comment sought 

more than paint to make cycling safer.  

Not clear if cycle lanes will be grade separated from roads. Green paint alone doesn’t make cycle 

ways safer! 

Although fewer than those who supported cycling, some respondents made comments against 

providing for cyclists. These respondents generally disliked cyclists, claiming they are a danger to 

themselves and others, or did not support the priority given to cyclists over other modes. In addition, 

they believed cycling provisions are already sufficient in the city, or that weather and topography in 
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Wellington is not conducive to cycling. This comment illustrates opposition to cycling and walking 

provisions. 

Remove walking and cycling from plan and concentrate more on the congestion and getting cars 

and buses moving. 

Click, or go to page 128 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A substantial number of participants made comments stating the proposed scenarios are generally too 

car centric. Comments included: “too much emphasis on cars & vehicles,” “too car-centric” and “car and 

highways dominated future”. These comments were reflective of most responses in this section.  

There was also substantial support for improving public transport in order to make it more appealing 

than private vehicles. Participants felt this would be a more effective approach than continuing to build 

roading infrastructure to facilitate private vehicles. A considerable number of respondents discussed 

both the need to prioritise active transport modes and change private vehicle driver behaviour. Cars are 

the preferred mode of transport for a lot of Wellington’s population. Respondents acknowledge that 

while the private vehicle is the most practical, reliable and cost-effective option, behaviours will not 

change. Respondents called for improvements to public transport, and an increased sense of safety for 

pedestrians and cyclists so that car-dependence will decrease.  

A moderate number of contributors reported all four of the scenarios will increase traffic and therefore 

congestion, contrary to the aims of LGWM. People felt too much emphasis was still being placed on 

unnecessary roading infrastructure, which will quickly become outdated. 

Over the last 50 years the car has been allowed to dominate the city environment, damaging or 

destroying much of its heritage in the process…Its time to protect what is left with a vision for the 

21st Century, not the 20th… 

A small number of comments stated that roading disconnects Wellington and it is at risk of experiencing 

the same issues as Auckland. A few comments discussed congestion charging and travel demand 

management as a means to reduce cars in the CBD, or road tolls. A couple of comments stated the need 

to explore policy to reduce cars, for example removing minimum parking requirements.  

A sizeable number of responses expressed a general desire to reduce private vehicle use within the 

Wellington region. Most of these comments discussed the need to encourage behaviour change. A 

substantial number of responses wanted to see improvements or prioritisation of public transport, with 

a lot of these comments suggesting the implementation of light rail or mass transit. Some of the 

respondents reiterated that the current transport system is not appealing or reliable enough to ensure 

a mode shift in its current condition. Generation Zero wanted to see greater emphasis on encouraging 

public transport, but also discouraging car use.   
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A considerable number of people wanted to improve conditions for pedestrians and cyclists or made 

comments about the liveability of Wellington. Several of the active transport mode comments discussed 

the health benefits of getting people out of their cars. The New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) 

supported these comments. A small number of responses discussed e-bikes as a viable alternative to 

cars as they are faster than bicycles and are better suited to the topography of Wellington.  

A moderate number of respondents reported that constructing further infrastructure for cars would 

increase traffic and congestion issues. A few comments stated that this would be detrimental to the 

heritage areas and character of the city. A similar number of respondents wanted less motorised vehicle 

use to reduce emissions and address climate change issues. The Architectural Centre and Trams-Action 

discussed this in their submissions.  

Several participants were supportive of implementing travel demand management and congestion 

charging to discourage private vehicle use. A small number of participants stated that business success 

improves with car reduction. A few discussed the potential for driverless cars to reduce car use in the 

future.  

A moderate number of participants were supportive of the potential for car share or ride sharing 

opportunities in the future. Almost all of these wished to see local government get behind such schemes. 

There was support for car share schemes from the Green Party, Wellington Region Economic 

Development Agency (WREDA) and Ora Taiao; these stakeholders said there is a need to invest in 

hundreds of electric cars for ride sharing, which would reduce the number of private vehicles required 

and provide people with the flexibility they currently enjoy. Respondents thought this would be 

especially favourable to lower income families. For some it was important that no company develops a 

monopoly, if car sharing commences. 

Several comments were supportive of traditional car-pooling and said there could be priority given to 

vehicles that adopted this practice. The benefits suggested included discounts or subsidies, particularly 

if congestion charging is introduced and carpool lanes or T2 lanes. A few people opposed car-pooling, 

stating if it was practical it would have already been adopted.  

Several comments identified a general need to prioritise private vehicles within Wellington. Most of these 

participants felt private vehicles were under prioritised in the proposed scenarios. Several people also 

reported they bring their car into the city out of necessity, the main reasons being: work, shopping or 

children. Retail New Zealand also supported the need to ensure accessibility to commercial areas is not 

compromised. A small number of people believed changes in the roading system were making roads 

and areas inaccessible to cars, which was impacting city residents. A couple of comments discussed 

safety as a reason for travelling by private vehicle, particularly when travelling at night. A couple of 

comments criticised traffic light sequencing, with the view that current phasing compromises traffic flow 

and prioritises pedestrians too much. There was also apprehension about focusing on cyclists over car-

users.  
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‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Retail NZ 

‒ Infrastructure New Zealand 

‒ Capital and Coast District Health Board (CCDHB) 

‒ East By West 

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ Generation Zero 

‒ NZ Centre for Sustainable Cities (NZ CSC) 

‒ Green Party Rongotai Branch 

The use of private vehicles was a contentious topic, with opinions divided on car use in the city. The 

balance of opinion fell overwhelmingly in favour of reducing the number of cars in the city by reducing 

peoples’ dependency on private vehicles. This was one comment that supported this point of view. 

It doesn’t go nearly far enough towards tackling the … current dependence on private motorcars for 

getting into, around and across the city. 

A lot of what was liked about the scenarios (in relation to cars) was the impact they would have on 

reducing traffic volumes. Whether this was perceived to come through more people using other 

transport modes, or interventions to restrict access by car, people liked the idea of less cars and traffic 

in the city. A lot of what people disliked was the dominance of roading infrastructure, which people 

equated with increased traffic. Respondents agreed in general that private vehicle use would increase 

with the roading interventions proposed in Scenarios B, C, and D. This comment implied that if other 

transport modes were improved there would be less reliance on private vehicles. 

I like the idea of more people leaving their cars at home (or not owning one) because the public 

transport is so good 

Across all scenarios, those calling for more priority for private vehicles were a substantial minority. 

Although, across all scenarios there were also comments from people stating that private vehicles still 

need to be provided for, especially for whom they are a necessity, such as elderly, those who cannot 

travel far on foot and those who are required to make multiple stops, for exampling in completing an 

after-school run to multiple activities. This was one comment in favour of providing more for motorists. 

Get rid of Scenario A and actually do something for motorist and not just those who walk and cycle.  

Click, or go to page 134 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A large number of respondents supported prioritising pedestrians. The general sentiment was that 

Scenarios B, C and D all invest too much money for the benefit of private vehicle owners, while Scenario 
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A does not go far enough in prioritising pedestrians and other forms of sustainable transport. Many 

made the point that alleviating congestion with more roading infrastructure merely postpones the 

problem, as traffic volumes will simply increase (this was sometimes referred to as induced demand). 

These respondents often noted we are at a time where a shift is needed away from the historical car 

dominance in transport planning to prioritise more modern and sustainable modes of transport, 

especially with the threat of climate change and growing pressure to reduce emissions.  

Others cited benefits to health and well-being of prioritising pedestrians. Many comments argued 

pedestrian prioritisation is important in creating a vibrant and pleasant city, a few highlighted cities are 

for people, not cars. The health benefits of pedestrian prioritisation were also discussed, including the 

benefits of increased physical activity and reduced emissions. Key stakeholders that elaborated on these 

benefits include the Wellington Green Party and the New Zealand Nurses Organisation. The Green Party 

talked about the cost of healthcare, noting in 2013, inactivity cost New Zealand almost 1% of its GDP 

and a modest increase in walking and cycling could return health benefits of $225 million per year. The 

New Zealand Nurses Organisation discussed preventable illnesses they regularly treat and argued active 

transport provides physical activity that improves health and protects against cardiovascular disease, 

diabetes, colon cancer, breast cancer, depression and many other conditions. The Green Party also 

suggested a number of ways to encourage Wellingtonians to walk more often. 

A considerable number of people commented on pedestrian access and pedestrianisation in the central 

city. Many of these comments called for more efficient pedestrian crossings of busy roads, with SH1 and 

Cobham Drive often identified. A significant amount of these comments suggested pedestrian 

overpasses, while some argued for underpasses. Other comments argued for pedestrianisation of inner 

city streets such as Lambton Quay, Cuba St, Courtenay Place, the Golden Mile, or the entire CBD. 

Safety was a concern for a considerable number of respondents. These respondents called for safe 

walking networks throughout the city and noted if pedestrians felt safer moving through the city, more 

would be inclined to walk. Suggestions for safety improvements included: safer crossings of busy roads 

such as SH1; wider footpaths and more pedestrian priority around the city; adding covered walkways to 

protect against adverse weather; and reducing traffic and speed in the central city. 

As rough rules of thumb – can someone with a walking frame, or with a couple of toddlers, or who 

is visually impaired, happily use this walkway and safely navigate their way across traffic? and do 

we feel comfortable watching a young family cycle along this cycleway? 

A moderate amount of comments suggested more balance is needed, or opposed pedestrian 

prioritisation. These comments generally expressed that private vehicles are still a significant part of 

peoples’ lives and would remain that way for many more years. As such, equal attention should be given 

to motor vehicles and pedestrian prioritisation should not come at the expense of the motorist. 

A considerable number of other comments were made. These comments were highly variable. A few 

discussed the new Mt Vic Tunnel and how cyclists should be separated from pedestrians, with one 

arguing a new tunnel should be entirely dedicated to pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. A few 

referred to the goals of the new minister for transport including the prioritisation of active modes. A few 

discussed the Basin, specifically how there should be no tunnels or flyovers in the area as this would 

create severance issues for pedestrians. A couple talked about the health and economic benefits of an 

uptake in walking. One specifically mentioned the health benefits to Maori and Pacific populations of 
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improved walking provision. Another noted people are more likely to stop at shops if they are walking. 

Remaining comments discussed specific problems or solutions that should be addressed; what they 

liked and disliked about each scenario; and locations to focus on. 

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Argosy Property Ltd. 

‒ Living Streets Aotearoa 

‒ Wellington City Council Environmental Response Group 

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) 

‒ NZ Centre for Sustainable Cities (NZ CSC) 

Three common walking themes emerged from comments across all scenarios. These are: pedestrian 

prioritisation, leisure, and safety for pedestrians.  

Pedestrian prioritisation was a significant topic for respondents across all scenarios. The majority of 

respondents favoured the prioritisation of pedestrians. Many noted pedestrian prioritisation is now 

considered international best practice and there is a growing demand to shift away from car-dominant 

attitudes, to more sustainable, people-focussed approaches. This comment outlines a number of 

benefits that will come from prioritising healthy travel options. 

It prioritises mass transit, and healthy travel options - for people and environment. It takes only a 

few years so gives some quick wins and immediately reduces demands for more roads. And its the 

cheapest option! It probably costs less than you've estimated if you take into account the reduced 

health bills, reduced traffic accidents, reduced emissions, reduced cost to the environment generally. 

The majority of comments about what people liked for each scenario included aspects that prioritised 

pedestrians. Scenario A had the most walking responses due to its strong focus on active and public 

transport, however it was noted Scenarios B, C and D all contained additional roading infrastructure, 

which although designed to alleviate congestion, would also create an improved pedestrian experience. 

General negative responses argued the scenarios do not go far enough in prioritising pedestrians. 

Respondents wanted to see far more evidence of pedestrian prioritisation with a plan that promotes 

active and public transport for all parts of Wellington, not just the inner city. Many noted the provision 

of new roads to alleviate congestion in scenarios B, C and D, was an old way of thinking and would likely 

exacerbate the issue by encouraging more private vehicles. This commenter was in favour of investing 

in active transport. 

If you're going to spend hundreds of millions of $$, spend it on making PT, walking and cycling 

awesome. 

Pedestrian leisure was a key concern for respondents. Many people favoured aspects of each scenario 

that would enhance the pedestrian leisure experience. Respondents particularly favoured a reduction 

of vehicles, and wide and separated pedestrian promenades connecting key destinations. A large 

number noted new roading infrastructure would likely occur to the detriment of the pedestrian 
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experience. Instead, the majority of respondents would like to see investment in public and active 

transport, which was viewed as enhancing pedestrian experience, and as more sustainable. Many 

wanted to see complete pedestrianisation of key inner-city streets with some access for public transport. 

Lambton Quay and the Golden Mile were repeatedly brought up as unpleasant for pedestrians and 

which could be vastly improved with pedestrianisation. Others wanted to see complete 

pedestrianisation of the CBD to give the city a much more connected feel. This was one comment in 

favour of even more pedestrianisation of Lambton Quay. 

I like the idea of separating public and private transport on Lambton Quay, and generally making 

Lambton Quay more pedestrian friendly, as even though the foot paths are quite wide already, 

there is often still a great deal of congestion when walking on foot. 

Safety for pedestrians is the last theme. Respondents favoured measures across scenarios that 

enhanced pedestrian safety. There was general approval for the safety as a consequence of lowering 

speed limits and reducing cars in the CBD. Many commented on the separated pedestrian and cycle 

lane in the new Mt Vic Tunnel as an improvement on the current situation. Others commented on the 

safety benefits of removing SH1 traffic from the inner city in Scenarios C and D. Many had safety 

concerns or suggestions. One primary concern was road crossings. Respondents discussed difficulties 

in crossing busy roads such as SH1 or Vivian St. There was particular concern about the effect widening 

streets might have on the ability to cross safely. Possible resolutions included overpasses/underpasses, 

or extending crossing times. Separation was also an issue. A large number of respondents would like to 

see clear separation between transport modes including pedestrians and cyclists and pedestrians and 

public transport. There was a particular focus on the proposed Mt Vic Tunnel. Reduced traffic speeds 

and wider pedestrian lanes were also favoured by respondents. 

Click, or go to page 138 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A moderate number of respondents commented on trucks, deliveries and service vehicles in Wellington. 

Respondents stressed that easy CBD access must remain, with a few expressing concern that removal 

of vehicle lanes and parking from the inner city will have a detrimental impact on the economy. A couple 

suggested implementing strictly enforced service vehicle parking bays, to improve access and reduce 

dangerous double parking. At the same time, others recognised congestion greatly impacts the 

movement of these vehicles and advocated for methods of reducing private vehicle numbers. A couple 

suggested a new Mt Vic Tunnel is needed for cars and service vehicles or an expansion in capacity of 

the existing tunnel to two lanes each way. Another made the point that airport extensions will likely 

increase the need to move freight into the city. One other argued that analysis and provision is needed 

for more oversized vehicles throughout the city. The New Zealand Heavy Haulage Association made a 

number of points about the need to maintain access into and through the city for large vehicles. They 

did not like the…  

Potential to affect/restrict transport of oversize and overweight loads on some routes - especially 

Kent/Cambridge Terrace and around The Basin as well as the intersections with Taranaki Street. 
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Crucial that any changes to roadway width assess the impact on the transport of large loads - 

recommend discussion with NZ Heavy Haulage Association about design at early stage of 

development. 

Potential to affect/restrict transport of oversize and overweight loads on some routes - especially 

Kent/Cambridge Terrace and around The Basin as well as the intersections with Taranaki Street. Crucial 

that any changes to roadway width assess the impact on the transport of large loads - recommend 

discussion with NZ Heavy Haulage Association about design at early stage of development. 

Several comments discussed taxis, a large number of these were stakeholder comments from 

Wellington Combined Taxis. Wellington Combined Taxis were unhappy that there is no mention of the 

established taxi industry in the scenarios, particularly as they consider themselves a key part of the 

public transport system, providing a door to door service. They argued additional cycle lanes and bus 

stops will make it difficult to pick up and drop off customers and suggest more provision should be 

made for taxis, such as allowing them to use bus lanes. Wellington International Airport Ltd. also 

discussed taxis, claiming taxis get caught up in traffic causing passengers to experience delays. 

Several comments discussed the connection between service vehicles and public transport, the majority 

noting a mode shift to public transport would greatly alleviate congestion, increasing essential vehicle 

CBD access. A small number discussed limiting traffic in the CBD. A few argued it would be detrimental 

to the economy if all vehicles were restricted while the rest suggested restrictions should be put in place, 

with service vehicles an exception. 

CentrePort Ltd. Wellington highlighted the importance of the port for the Wellington economy. They 

argued improved road and rail access to the port for freight and passengers is critical to meet demand. 

Other respondents agreed with this argument. 

‒ Retail NZ 

‒ CentrePort Ltd. 

‒ NZ Heavy Haulage Association 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ Wellington Cable Car 

‒ Road Transport Forum (RTF) 

Across all scenarios it was evident that people supported service vehicles accessing the central city, and 

recognised their importance to the economy. Several comments stated that some people require a 

vehicle whether for work or personal needs and this needs to be catered for. This was an allowance one 

respondent was prepared to make for service vehicles. 

The sooner cars are taken off the golden mile the better.  This should be just for public transport, 

walking, and cycles. There should be access for couriers and delivery vehicles outside of rush hour 

traffic. The flows will be so much easier. 
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Click, or go to page 143 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A third of respondents thought people should move from travelling by private vehicles to public 

transport. A range of transport options were identified, including: buses, trains, mass transit, light rail 

and ferries. Architectural Centre and FIT both supported light rail, while East By West discussed the 

benefits of utilising the harbour for public transport. Several comments stated that public transport 

needs to be updated, cheaper, efficient and more appealing than private cars.  

A moderate number of respondents discussed the need to adopt active transport modes. Participants 

also noted walking and cycling could improve city urban appeal. A small number of comments identified 

the potential of e-bikes. A moderate number also expressed the need to shift away from private vehicles 

due to the negative impact they have on the environment. People felt very passionately about reducing 

emissions and stated that electric vehicles and public transport needs to be a priority.  

I think that emissions should be considered more highly in these plans as the travelling attitudes of 

a city could have a massive effect on carbon output. 

A considerable amount of people discussed the need for behaviour changes. Many of these 

respondents discussed the need to educate drivers on the inefficiency of cars. A small number made 

direct reference to the engagement brochure’s ‘Changing Travel Behaviour’ section, stating it may not 

go far enough in shifting peoples’ attitudes.  

A moderate number of people were supportive of adopting road user charges, congestion charging or 

petrol tax to disincentivise the use of private vehicles.  

A small number of participants discussed use of motorcycles and scooters as they occupy less space in 

the city. Most of these motorcycle/scooter supporters felt neglected from the process as there was no 

mention of the potential to encourage motorcycles in the scenario discussions. 

A small number discussed the potential for car share and one person stated that they are already using 

a local scheme called ‘Mevo’ in Wellington. A few people recommended considering future technological 

innovations that could be more sustainable. 
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‒ Fair Intelligent Transport (FIT) 

‒ Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) 

‒ Wellington City Council Environmental Response Group 

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ TramsAction 

‒ Generation Zero 

‒ New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) 

‒ Green Party Wellington Central Branch 

‒ OraTaiao 

‒ NZ Centre for Sustainable Cities (NZ CSC) 

‒ Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

Across all four scenarios there was a clear consensus that people need to get out of their private cars 

and onto public transport or walking and cycling. Participants discussed the need to stop building roads 

and instead subsidise public transport and make provisions for active modes. 

Scenario A was favoured because it focuses on active transport modes, while Scenario C and D were 

considered too roading heavy. This was one comment that discussed multiple changes. 

Less spending. I see Wellington becoming a walking/cycling/public transport only city in the future 

with good transport links and main roads circling the city centre. The best thing about wellington is 

limited traffic + excellent public transport. I would invest more in safe bike lanes (a la Netherlands) 

and covered walkways linking the city to make walking more pleasant in the long rainy months. 

Increasing traffic flows in the city is going the wrong direction. We need a 'city of the future' vision - 

not just tackling congestion in a traditional old-school fashion by throwing money at the problem. 

Think of rather adding a tram link around the bays with driverless technology 

Across all the scenarios there were a few comments that thought light rail would be a more beneficial. 

Click, or go to page 145 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A moderate number of participants noted bicycles need more priority or conversely are over prioritised. 

Many comments stated that cars create unsafe environments for other road users, particularly 

pedestrians and walkers. A small number of people discussed the proposal to place bikes and buses in 

a shared priority lane, most people felt this was not suitable. A couple of comments stated that cyclists 

in the city require education, which would improve safety. 
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Several comments discussed the need to create a safe, integrated network suitable for all modes. All of 

these comments understood means of transport are selected to suit peoples ’ needs, which cannot be 

ignored.  

I am supportive of all transport modes – walking, cycling, cars, buses and light rail and heavy rail. 

Each has its place and we should be practical not ideological about every mode.  

A small number of comments generally thought public transport compromised the roading system for 

pedestrians, there was direct reference made to the condition of the Golden Mile and Lambton Quay. 

A few comments thought those riding bikes, skateboards and scooters on the footpath, presented an 

issue for pedestrians. A couple of commenters felt light rail would cause further conflict.  

 Argosy Property Ltd. 

 New Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA) 

 Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

It was evident respondents wanted to prioritise pedestrians and cyclists over all other modes, and 

deprioritise private cars. Scenario A had the most dislike comments, with people concerned about 

combining cycle and bus lanes. This comment explains how cyclists can conflict with vehicle traffic and 

pedestrians. 

As a cyclist I am always looking for safer, more pleasant routes with better protection from fast 

moving traffic. Cycle lanes need to be connected to each other, not suddenly dump you in a busy 

zone. Sharing with buses isn't ideal. Nor is sharing with pedestrians, because our speeds are quite 

different. 

In all scenarios, people mentioned cyclists were a safety concern for pedestrians, largely due to the 

speed difference, but were not suitable to be mixed with vehicle traffic either.  

Separation at different grades was also mentioned. People were concerned about the safety 

implications of conflicting modes and also mentioned congestion issues. 

Click, or go to page 147 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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The key outcomes that people want from the development of transport infrastructure is reduced 

congestion and a more liveable city.  

Overall, minimal development of roading infrastructure, that would facilitate increased personal 

vehicle use, was sought. While some stated that more roads need to be built to more efficiently move 

more cars, the majority of respondents felt that Wellington cannot add to private vehicle 

infrastructure provision and expect reduced congestion – more roads will result in more cars was a 

common opinion. 

If, however, roading infrastructure is deemed necessary to alleviate specific roading challenges, then 

tunnels were preferred over flyovers, mainly because tunnels have fewer visual impacts and provide 

public space opportunities (if land above can be accessed). Flyovers are considered to be more 

detrimental to surrounding amenities and heritage (land and buildings), and segment the places they 

are built in, or create derelict spaces underneath them. Some people approved of more roads that 

improve urban aesthetics and liveability for all Wellington residents, primarily through providing for 

public transport, rather than personal vehicles. 

Parking was another frequently discussed topic. Overall, the majority of respondents supported 

reduced on-street city parking, to deter personal vehicle use and subsequently reduce congestion, 

while at the same time freeing up road space for freer-flowing vehicle traffic and cycle and walking 

lanes. Some stated that parking needs to be retained for those who need to use a car, and service 

and emergency vehicles. If parking is removed, there was a call for it to be replaced nearby in a 

building or alternative on-street location. 

Three key themes emerged within mode separation feedback: pedestrians, cyclists, public transport 

and general traffic should be separated to encourage safe and stress-free travel. Cycling was the most 

commonly discussed theme among all scenarios. It was stressed in almost all comments on this topic 

that cyclists should be given an individual lane, clearly separated from pedestrians and traffic, to 

create a safer and more connected network.  

There was overwhelming support for high priority separated bus lanes throughout the city. The 

general sentiment was public transport should not be held up by private traffic wherever possible. 

Grade separation was a common theme in scenarios involving Basin Reserve interventions. Opinions 

were divided, with a number of respondents completely opposed to grade separation at the Basin, 

while others believed congestion at the Basin was so bad that grade separation was the only solution.  
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A large number of participants supported tunnels in general, with a considerable amount expressing 

support for an addition(s). Most of the additional tunnel comments discussed Mount Victoria (Mt Vic) or 

the Terrace Tunnel, and thought another tunnel was needed in these locations due to congestion or 

bottleneck issues. Some of these comments suggested building underpasses at SH1 to remove traffic 

from ground level, creating more visually appealing streetscapes. The New Zealand Institute of 

Architecture (NZIA) supported the implementation of tunnels or underpasses, particularly at the Basin 

Reserve.  

The following comments reflect supportive responses. 

A tunnel underneath the Basin would be even better. Two lanes all the way – no merge points. 

Merge points create congestion. 

Please do not recommend bridges at the Basin – tunnels will keep the traffic moving while keeping 

the city beautiful and pedestrian-friendly.   

A moderate number of commenters supported public transport or cyclist priority tunnels to separate 

them from unpleasant traffic. One comment suggested that a shuttle would also be good at the existing 

Mt Vic to ferry pedestrians. There were a few respondents who thought the existing bus tunnel was 

underutilised and needs to be upgraded to enable a more functional bus transport system.  

Several comments discussed changes needed at the Terrace Tunnel. Most of these comments reported 

that the three lanes at the tunnel were unsuitable, but there was the potential to adopt tidal lane 

practices to accommodate peak traffic.  

A considerable number of participants opposed any new tunnel work and thought that it was not 

acceptable to spend large amounts on additional roading networks – respondents felt accommodating 

cars would encourage more private vehicle use. The Green Party Wellington Province and Rongotai 

Branch both stated that Scenarios B, C and D are too focused on tunnels and flyovers, which will not 

ease congestion or provide “decent pedestrian and cycle crossing points…”. Respondents were also 

concerned that tunnels or flyovers would have a detrimental effect on the Basin’s value. A small number 

of commenters made the point that light rail would be a better use of public funding. A few stated that 

a tunnel would be preferred to a flyover.  

A small number of contributors suggested new locations for tunnels or underpasses, these included: 

Karo Drive, Buckle St, and SH1 and SH2, a few discussed cut and cover as a roading solution. 

A small number of people discussed the potential to create parks and greenspaces above tunnels, as 

was successfully done at the Arras Tunnel. A few respondents noted the need to consult directly with 

manawhenua due to taonga values at the Basin. 

Impact of an alternative tunnel or widening the existing tunnels; there will need to be some 

consultation with the manawhenua as the Whataitai mythology is a very old one and the impact on 

underground water system would need to be tested.  
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‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency (WREDA) 

‒ The Wellington Company 

‒ Mt Vic Historical Society 

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ TramsAction 

‒ Green Party Wellington Central Branch 

Those who favoured Scenario A appreciated that it did not include proposals to develop tunnels. 

Commenters in all of the scenarios recognised that although tunnels could potentially lessen 

congestion, they were a car-dominated solution. This comment is an example of those that did not want 

tunnels used as a solution near the Basin, and hence were favourable toward Scenario A. 

Excellent that it focuses on people not vehicles. Good on public transport, walking, cycling - but only 

in the CBD. Good about the Basin - there are many ways to make it better without bridges and 

tunnels, remembering that major users are schoolkids, walkers, cyclists and on buses.  

This desire to see a change in transport modes used by Wellingtonians was reflected in most of the 

feedback for Scenarios B, C and D, indicating that perhaps support for additional tunnels might come at 

a compromise for some respondents. In Scenarios B and C there was a very similar number of 

participants who supported or opposed the implementation of tunnels as a central proposition to 

resolve transport issues. This was a typical comment which was favourable towards tunnels in Scenario 

C. 

I like moving traffic to the tunnel and avoiding Vivien Street- this has worked well with the Arras 

tunnel. I like the new Mt Vic tunnel and traffic separation. 

One idea that was favoured across all of the scenarios was the preference for a tunnel at the Basin 

Reserve – as opposed to flyovers or bridges. The greenspace made available above tunnels such as at 

the Arras Tunnel, was identified as a favourable outcome of this. 

Click, or go to page 150 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

The most frequently made infrastructure layout comments were those that included specific and/or 

detailed suggestions about either layouts or routes that participants felt would improve the transport 

network. A substantial number of these included specific layout suggestions, some of which providing 
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supplementary material such as maps or diagrams, with their feedback (in particular, NZIA- the NZ 

Institute of Architects, who provided several route and layout diagrams)  

Commenters included a variety of suggestions about intersection layouts, “fixing” points at which dual 

carriageways merge to single, one-/two-way street changes, motorway on/off ramps and other designs 

or measures thought to improve traffic flow. Comments ranged from simplistic suggestions with no 

supporting evidence, such as; “intersections at both ends Lambton Quay need to be altered to be bus-

only”, to more detailed descriptions such as the following excerpt from the submission of Mt Cook 

Mobilised community group: 

…the potential to get Webb Street back to two way traffic between Victoria and Willis Streets should 

be explored, alongside getting Vivian St back to two way traffic.  In tandem with even a single lane 

for eastbound SH1 traffic along Karo Driveive to the Basin, these changes on these two major city 

streets would remove significant bottlenecks for local traffic, ease the pressure on Vivian St even 

further, and reduce the dangerous use of Bidwill St in Mt Cook as a two way “rat run” between 

western and eastern suburbs… 

A considerable number of respondents expressed their opposition to more, extended, or widened 

roads. Respondents who opposed road building most often reasoned that more roading infrastructure 

would not ease congestion.  

It is not possible to build our way out of traffic congestion, because for every increase in road-

network capacity, more traffic results 

A few simply stated their opposition in general terms, for example; “stop building roads please”. A few 

respondents expressed resentment that more roading projects, proposed under the guise of mass 

transit, would instead get most use from private vehicles. The Mt Vic Residents’ Association provided a 

series of arguments against various roading projects, including the second Mt Vic Tunnel, and the 

widening of Ruahine St. 

There was a similar number of respondents who directly supported more roads as there were those 

who directly opposed more or wider roading infrastructure. Within these comments, tunnels were most 

often mentioned, each with a small number of support for a second Mt Vic Tunnel, a new Terrace Tunnel 

and a completely new tunnel not featured in any scenario (e.g., under Massey University). Several 

commenters spoke of needing more lanes (e.g., on Ruahine and Wellington Streets, to the airport, and 

to Petone and to Upper Hutt).  

Several respondents called for increasing road capacity in general, or extending roads such as Garret 

and Barker Streets. A small number spoke generally about increasing capacity on roads, or the 

importance of roading infrastructure. A couple of respondents liked the idea of more lanes in tunnels, 

with the proviso that they are dedicated to public transport.  

Roads matter, even for people who actively use public transport.  

I would like to see widened motorway and more trains. 



 

45   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

The considerable number of Basin Reserve comments were divided between those who acknowledged 

generally that the existing layout has problems (e.g., “we need to remove choke points”), and those who 

offered suggestions for new or different layouts. Note that the comments discussed here are in relation 

to the layout of roading infrastructure around the Basin Reserve; other Basin comments are discussed 

elsewhere in this report, particularly under ‘The Basin’ in the Places section.  

Solutions raised include (in order of prevalence): grade separation; undergrounding SH1/ Karo Drive; 

the removal of all one-way systems around the Basin (as a way to enhance peoples’ use of the area); 

emphasising other routes so that Basin traffic volumes decrease; the Basin Reserve Roundabout 

Enhancement Option (BRREO), and; other ideas for increasing capacity, such as the following: 

…three lanes westbound on Paterson Street at the Dufferin Street intersection and three lanes in 

Dufferin Street outside St Mark’s School and then some minor changes to the lane configuration 

around the Basin between Kent Terrace and Adelaide Road. 

Comments about pedestrian or cycling infrastructure layout were considerable in number. These 

ranged from general appeals for more attention to active modes, to the more prevalent specific 

comments on individual sections of the cycling network.  

Most of the feedback was in relation to cycle networks, with several respondents addressing the need 

for safer routes for cycleways that are separated from other traffic. People mentioned the following 

ideas:  

 Tunnels: under Cuba St; between Lambton Harbour and Pt Jerningham and again between 

Greta Point and Cobham Drive (to provide a linked corridor); general appeal for more cycle 

tunnels. 

 Bridges: over SH1, or to link areas that currently have steps. 

 Infrastructure to link: Thorndon Quay and Kilbirnie; the east-west network; and the general 

appeal to link existing sections of cycleways. 

Remaining cycle network comments included a few who called for a halt to the building of cycle lanes 

(because it is too soon in the process, and that they reduce capacity for cars). A couple of respondents 

suggested that footpaths should be widened to accommodate cyclists, and a single respondent wanted 

cycleways away from big intersections. 

The small number of walking comments were about safety or generally prioritising pedestrians; the main 

method suggested for this was in the provision of safer crossing points.  

Consider underpasses/over bridges along Jervois Quay for pedestrians  

There were a moderate number of comments about making better use of existing networks to improve 

traffic flow and capacity. In some cases, respondents advocated this approach as a first step; to precede 

infrastructure changes proposed in any scenario.  



 

46   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

In several comments, respondents discussed replacing parking with extra traffic lanes as a way to 

increase capacity for vehicles (both public transport and private vehicles were mentioned).  

Easy short term improvements such as removing the parking spaces on the south side of the Basin 

Reserve to allow two dedicated lanes to Newtown are not being achieved. 

Traffic-light phasing to prioritise routes and improve flow was mentioned in a small number of 

comments. Other improvements included: tidal flow for tunnel traffic; all CBD parking spaces replaced 

with bus lanes or widened pedestrian spaces; and a few people thought that improving key points within 

the network would be a good first step.  

Focus on the existing major infrastructure assets which need to be connected and improved i.e. the 

Railway Station, the Port and the Airport.  

Several respondents cited infrastructure improvements to ease access to/from the airport and hospital 

as a specific concern. They wanted people to gain easy access to these places by way of both public and 

private transport. Several noted explicitly that they felt Wellington’s topography was not suitable for the 

types of infrastructure proposed in the scenarios (i.e., that narrow or hilly streets will not accommodate 

infrastructure for cycleways/light rail).  

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ CentrePort Ltd. 

‒ Mt Cook Mobilised  

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ Road Transport Forum (RTF) 

‒ Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

The topic of infrastructure layout split respondent feedback into two distinct groups:  

 those who felt that increased infrastructure-spending on roads for private vehicles was neither 

the solution to traffic issues, nor appropriate in light of various factors, and; 

 those who felt that increased infrastructure-spending on roads (for private and other vehicles) 

was an effective proposal.  

Supporters of Scenario A liked the minimal interventions, and supporters of Scenarios B, C, and D 

generally favoured more roading infrastructure. This was a typical comment in favour or less roading 

infrastructure for vehicles. 

We want alternatives to more roads to help meet our commitment to reduce emissions and make 

Wellington a safer and cleaner city in which to live. Better, cheaper  public transport needed. 

This was an example of a comment in favour of more roads to strategically reduce traffic congestion. 
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Best long term solution. Maximises the diversion of through traffic way from the waterfront and 

other through city routes. There are two lanes inward for the more urgent time dictated traffic to the 

hospital and airport. North bound traffic is less likely to be so time limited. 

Often there was no reason given to support opinions, but when given, the weight or argument fell 

towards the perceived need to move away from infrastructure-spending as a solution, with the inference 

that traffic issues could be better solved in other ways. 

Click, or go to page 154 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

Around one quarter of contributors in this section stated that a shift to public transport, active transport 

modes or motorcycles would help reduce congestion issues in Wellington. Some of these people 

mentioned the possibility of implementing light rail or mass transit options. Most of the comments 

stated that shifting to less space-occupying modes would reduce congestion, as private vehicles occupy 

too much space, particularly in the CBD. NZIA stated that key improvements should be made to public 

infrastructure so as to attempt to mitigate the current congestion seen in central routes.  

Mass transport solutions should be developed prior to any major build of tunnels/roads. This will 

alleviate much of the congestion that occurs.  

A considerable number of people discussed congested areas with detailed comment. Many people 

recognised similar areas: around the Basin Reserve; at the Mount Victoria Tunnel; at the Terrace Tunnel; 

the eastern and southern suburbs; Vivian St; and access to the airport and hospital.  

A similar number of people identified that congestion was an issue in the city, and that is worsening. 

Respondents felt that there needed to be urgent action to change the roading system, and that even 

emergency vehicles were susceptible to gridlock. There were also safety concerns for pedestrians and 

cyclists who converge on the congested streets.  

A considerable number of participants felt that building roads would help to reduce the congestion 

issues. There were a lot of comments stating that reducing lanes was not the answer, particularly when 

catering for cyclists. There was also comment made that the tunnels need increased capacity. A small 

number of comments also stated that particular roads should not be closed to cars, including the Quays 

or the waterfront.  

Contrary to those comments, a moderate number of people felt that building more infrastructure would 

not help ease congestion. Participants stated that building roads would increase traffic and congestion. 

Again, it was reiterated that people need to be encouraged out of private vehicles.  

Several comments stated that buses, cyclists, taxis or Ubers add to congestion; vehicles that travel slowly 

or stop often cause disruption in traffic. There were also a small number of people who thought light 

rail would be detrimental to traffic flow, explained in this quote. 

Streets are so narrow that buses and cars would be backed up behind light rail trains -adding to 

Wellington’s congestion worries.  
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There were also several commenters who suggested CBD vehicle access restrictions as a means of 

preventing congestion. The reasons provided were as follows: less cars circulating looking for car parks; 

stopping blockages; creating a better experience for active transport modes; giving public transport 

priority, and; free flow into the city. There were also a few commenters who supported implementing 

congestion charging and petrol taxes. 

There were a couple of respondents who stated that population growth would increase congestion, and 

another couple who did not believe congestion was an issue.  

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Infrastructure New Zealand 

‒ Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) 

‒ Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency (WREDA) 

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ Wellington Cable Car 

Congestion was identified as a significant issue, receiving a substantial amount of comment. It was 

considered an issue throughout the central city, but also in many specific places: Basin Reserve; access 

to the airport generally; Ngauraunga , Johnsonville and Petone to the airport; access to the hospital and 

railway station; Mt Vic Tunnel; Terrace Tunnel; Te Aro; Vivian St; SH1 and SH2; waterfront; the Quays; 

Ruahine St; Newtown; Cambridge/Kent and Adelaide Rd; northern suburbs; Evans Bay; eastern suburbs; 

coming from the north; and parts of the motorway around Kilbirnie were all mentioned. 

Specific comments discussing solutions were split into two groups. One was improving and prioritising 

active and public transport, making it a more efficient and cheaper way to travel and also mitigating 

congestion through reducing the number of cars using roads. The second was increasing road capacity 

and focussing on decreasing car travel times. Some were critical of the second approach referring to 

‘induced demand’; respondents did not like the provision of roading infrastructure and tunnels, due to 

the belief that roads do not reduce congestion but instead lead to more cars. 

Participants stated preference for scenarios based specifically on actions to reduce congestion. 

Commenters who liked aspects of Scenario A more commonly suggested mode shift to public transport 

options, and encouragement of active transport to mitigate congestion. Those who liked aspects of 

Scenarios B, C and D more commonly provided support for direct roading interventions. Across the 

latter scenarios though, there was still a balance of argument between those who were in favour of and 

those who were opposed to more roading infrastructure as a mechanism to reduce congestion. 

Click, or go to page 158 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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A substantial number of commenters opposed the implementation of flyovers or bridges at the Basin 

Reserve. A lot of these participants stated that they could not support Scenario B, C or D because all of 

them suggest the construction of a flyover or bridge. NZIA did not support a flyover and considered it 

unnecessary infrastructure. A moderate number of commenters discussed flyovers as being outdated 

and ugly pieces of roading that would compromise the heritage and character value of the Basin. Several 

responses noted that a flyover has already been rejected by the public and a Board of Inquiry. Almost a 

quarter of the comments stated that a tunnel would be preferred to a flyover, as it would have less visual 

impact. A few commenters mentioned that flyovers or bridges create dark, unpleasant spaces under 

them, especially for pedestrians, and that such construction could have a detrimental effect on the 

amenity of this area.  

We do not want flyovers/bridges as solutions, look at the ‘no go’ areas they have created in 

places/countries. The tunnel options might be more expensive (monetarily) but are going to be 

better for the communities/areas affected. 

There was, however, a considerable number of respondents who supported a flyover at the Basin. A lot 

of these respondents felt that it was the only way to improve traffic issues in the area. Some even stated 

that it would not have too much of an impact on the Basin Reserve, while a few said that the Basin was 

a glorified unused space. A small number of commenters asserted that flyovers were a cheaper 

alternative to tunnels.  

A couple of commenters stated that light rail would prevent the need for a flyover or tunnel, and a few 

suggested that it would complement additional infrastructure.  

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Mt Vic Historical Society 

‒ Road Transport Forum (RTF) 

Most contributors simply stated their disapproval for flyovers or bridges without reason. Those who did 

state reasons were most commonly against flyovers because: the concept had been previously rejected 

by the Board of Inquiry; the impact a flyover would have on visual amenity, heritage and recreation 

values; and, the “car-centric” nature of a flyover as a solution to transport issues in Wellington. This was 

one comment that clearly stated an objection to a flyover near the Basin. 

I completely reject scenarios B, C, and D. They still seem to think the Basin Reserve can be ruined by 

flyovers for private cars. No! 

A common argument from those who opposed flyovers was that tunnels would be preferred.  
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Across all scenarios, support for flyovers and bridges was minimal. However, support peaked in Scenario 

D comments. Those who supported the flyover stated that it would improve traffic flow for private 

vehicles, buses and taxis. This is what this respondent liked about Scenario D. 

New tunnels and flyover option for the basin reserve 

Some participants explicitly stated the reason for their preference for Scenario A was the exclusion of a 

Basin Reserve flyover/bridge. 

Click, or go to page 162 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A substantial number of participants supported the removal of parking in the CBD. Some of these 

specifically mentioned Vivian St, where scenarios have proposed to remove parking. Malcolm Lewis 

provided comprehensive feedback on the Vivian St parking proposal, arguing for removal, and stating 

that this proposal should be implemented immediately due to the low cost and high benefits.  

Some participants also suggested that more parking should be removed or restricted generally across 

the CBD. Some stated that the reason they wanted to remove parking was to free up space for active 

and public transport modes. 

To truly improve the movement of people in Wellington city we seriously need to consider making it 

more difficult to use private vehicles in the city. Roads are meant to move people, not to store cars 

or for use by large metal boxes moving faster than the human operator can react. I would like to 

see parking spaces replaced with either full time bus lanes or wider footpaths. And intersections to 

have very short signals to speed up pedestrian usage. 

A couple of participants supported the removal of parking on Vivian St because it would free up space 

for traffic to move more freely and thus ease congestion.  

Wellington has invested a lot of time, money, and space investing on-street carparking.  This is an 

incredibly inefficient use of public space - simply by removing carparks we would free up a lot of 

road space that could be used to get Wellington moving (free up space, reduce side friction, etc) 

Note the success for places like Symonds Street AKL, which put took out carparks, put in a bus lane, 

and by removing this side friction, significantly improved throughput for both cars and buses.   

A considerable number of participants suggested new, or more dedicated and enhanced park and ride 

facilities in Wellington. Commenters argued that this would be an easy and significant way to ease 

congestion – by encouraging people to leave their cars at the periphery of the CBD, and take public 

transport or walk in to work, shops or wherever they need to be.  

Park and Ride on the outskirts of town is a cost effective no brain'er but it seems to missing form all 

the scenarios. 
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A few participants stated places to locate park and ride hubs, including: Hutt, Porirua, Tawa, Petone, 

Newlands, Glenside, Hataitai, Kilbirnie, Brooklyn and the coast (Kapiti area).  

A considerable number of commenters argued the need for car parking in the CBD. Participants stated 

that car parking is necessary and shouldn’t be removed. Some made the point that reduced car parking 

would discourage people from visiting the CBD and would therefore negatively impact CBD businesses 

and the economy. 

I have become increasingly frustrated with the prevailing Council view that is imposing more and 

more blockages to use of motor vehicles in the city. There is an almost fanatical pursuit of cycle 

ways and getting rid of carparks. The city is now clogged up except in a few hours each day and all 

the cycleway plans will just make it worse. Many people just want to get through the city to/from 

work. It has become bedlam to achieve. 

A couple of participants stated that they would like more motorcycle parks in the CBD. 

A moderate number of commenters discussed parking buildings and other forms of off-street parking. 

Some participants stated that they want all parking reduced, including off-street.  

Remove on street parking off key arterial roads, especially Vivian St. Remove all day Council 

carparks in the CBD, and do not allow new private ones More frequent buses and trains.  Better bus 

routes. Not larger mass transit Better bus routes that go all the way through the city and in west-

east movements Integrated ticketing Free golden mile bus if you have a train ticket. 

Participants also argued that there needs to be more parking buildings around the stadium, Basin 

Reserve, and southern end of Te Aro. Most of these comments desire parking buildings to connect with 

efficient public transport connected to the CBD. 

Some commenters stated that parking facilities need to be improved, or have increased capacity at train 

stations to encourage people to drive to stations and take the train into the CBD – therefore reducing 

congestion in the central city.  

A few participants mentioned that apartment and commercial building developers need to supply 

carparks within their buildings. Other participants stated that the cost of supplying car parks is one that 

developers “would prefer to avoid”. They were in favour of a more effective public transport system to 

take the pressure of supplying carparks off private developers.  

Where the provision of better public transport means that carparks are not required, there is 

significant savings for office building owners, apartment developers and residents. 

No significant comments. 
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Overall, the majority of respondents supported the proposal to reduce the amount of on-street parking 

in the city, particularly in Vivian St. Across all scenarios many were in favour of going further than what 

is proposed, with some suggesting the removal of on-street parking from the whole CBD.  

The key benefit of reducing parking was considered to be the deterrence of people from entering the 

city in personal vehicles, and as a consequence reducing congestion. The other significant positive 

outcome was the opportunity this provided to transform previously used on-street parking spaces into 

cycleways, extra vehicle lanes, space for public transport or walking. This was one comment that briefly 

explained the argument supporting less on-street parking. 

On-street parking should be removed for moving people around safely and for making spaces more 

attractive.  Encourage people to park off-street. 

There was a significant amount of discussion on park and ride facilities and off-street parking. In 

Scenarios B through to D many respondents presented arguments for developing to the north of the 

city park and ride facilities that are serviced by regular inexpensive public transport. The argument being 

that this would significantly reduce the number of personal vehicles entering the city. This comment 

outlined greater consideration of park and ride options. 

What's your plan for parking? Not just about removing a few spaces. What about park and ride 

options? 

Those in favour of more off-street parking were positive towards car use and saw these facilities as a 

necessary replacement of reduced on-street parking. 

A minority of comments were in favour of retaining on-street parking. The arguments presented in 

support were: people will still use personal vehicles and they will need somewhere to park; in the future 

electric and autonomous vehicles will be a key transport option and will require places to park; that if 

on-street parking is removed it will need to be replaced in an alternative nearby location; and that 

commercial, disabled, emergency and short-stop parks still need to be provided. Comment was also 

made that there needs to be greater provision for disabled and motorcycle parking. This comment 

outlines that some people still require car parking. 

Reduced parking. I realise that the aim is to reduce cars in the CBD.  But public transport is not 

always feasible for some (eg late at night; with a lot to carry/ move; where there are necessarily 

limited public transport services to some suburbs; for those with limited mobility).  In my case, I use 

public transport whenever I can, but sometimes I can't.  So please don't unintentionally make travel 

into the CBD newly and unfeasibly hard (difficult, expensive, exhausting) for a bunch of people who 

could otherwise/ currently do it without undue hassle or expense. 

Click, or go to page 165 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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A considerable number of people discussed the need to separate pedestrians, cyclists or other active 

transport modes from general traffic. A lot of these comments were concerned about pedestrian safety, 

and improving the efficiency of their trips. The Wellington District Council of the New Zealand 

Automobile Association (AA) agree with this sentiment. 

The District Council represents 190,000 members. Although we are an organization representing 

motorists all of our members are pedestrians and an increasing number are cyclists. Consequently 

we support initiatives which make pedestrian and cyclist access to the Central Business District 

easier, quicker and safer by grade separating through vehicular traffic from pedestrians and cyclists 

crossing currently busy streets. 

The comments regarding cycling were a mix of negative and positive. Over half thought that it was 

important for cyclists to be separated from other traffic, especially buses or cars, making roads better 

for everyone. Several people were concerned about having cyclists on the footpaths and that they can 

intimidate pedestrians, particularly slower ones like the elderly and children. A couple of people said 

that active transport modes should have a separate tunnel to travel through at Mt Vic. NZIA support this 

suggestion, stating that the current tunnel was “narrow, fume-ridden, noisy” and mixed with cars, and is 

currently a shameful pathway to send pedestrians and cyclists.  

Several respondents thought that public transport needed to be separated and allowed to travel via 

lanes that would be prioritised in traffic. There were also a small number of people who stated that a 

separate bus tunnel would make it more efficient and appealing.  

…we need to improve the quality and reliability of buses on the preferred route. This means 

separating buses from other traffic and giving them priority, and the need of new generation electric 

buses or another form of transport. 

There were separate comments that discussed having grade separation at specific junctions. A couple 

of commenters wanted priority space on roads for motorcyclists, and felt that this mode had been 

neglected across the scenarios.  

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Wellington District Council of the New Zealand Automobile Association (AA) 

Three key themes emerged from the feedback surrounding mode separation. Themes included cyclist 

and pedestrian movement, public transport and grade separation. The general sentiment was that 

pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and general traffic should be treated separately to encourage safe 

and stress-free travel.  

Cycling was the most commonly discussed theme among all scenarios. It was mentioned more in 

Scenarios A and B given their reduced infrastructural changes. Almost all commenters stressed that 
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cyclists should be given an individual lane, clearly separated from pedestrians and traffic. Two primary 

reasons emerged: those who cycle wished for a safer and more connected network throughout the city. 

Those who did not cycle wanted cyclists to be kept away from pedestrians and traffic, where they could 

potentially be a nuisance or a hazard. Concerns were evident surrounding the shared bike and bus lane 

in Scenario A. Many believed that this would be unhealthy or dangerous for cyclists, particularly as they 

would have to navigate around stopping buses. Other concerns surrounded the shared pedestrian and 

bike lane in the new Mt Vic Tunnel. Many believed that this would be an unfair hazard to pedestrians 

and that the two modes should be separated. This comment was typical of those who criticised mixing 

buses and bikes. 

Well its only one tiny part of Wellington and not a massive improvement when you consider a bike 

commute from anywhere north such as from Johnsonville or Porirua. The only scenario which 

shows cycles results in cycles having to wait behind smelly buses. There should be dedicated cycle 

lanes and more electrified buses should be provided. 

Public transport was another commonly discussed theme. There was overwhelming support for high-

priority separate bus lanes throughout the city. The general sentiment was that public transport should 

not be held up by private traffic and that, wherever possible, parking should be removed, streets should 

be widened or lanes should be changed to form priority transport lanes. This would create a faster, 

more efficient and enjoyable public transport system – and a couple pointed out that if public transport 

was clearly a faster way of getting into town, more people would use it. Many of those in favour of light 

rail also believed it should have separate lanes and accessways, otherwise it would defeat the purpose. 

This comment described prioritising public transport through segregating it from other traffic.  

This shows a vision for actually getting people onto public transport that is segregated and 

therefore demonstrably quicker and more convenient than using a private car. 

Grade separation was a common theme in scenarios involving extensive Basin redevelopment. Opinions 

were divided with a number of respondents completely against grade separation at the Basin. Others 

believed congestion at the Basin was so bad that grade separation was the only option. Many were in 

favour of separating state highway traffic from local traffic and a few presented unique ways of doing 

so. This comment was in favour of grade separation. 

SH1 traffic grade separation from North south traffic at the basin reserve.  Improved bus times as a 

result, plus the bus lanes as well. Better for Pedestrians, Cyclists, public transport and other traffic. 

Click, or go to page 169 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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Transport pricing was discussed least out of all the key themes in LGWM, possibly reflecting its minor 

inclusion in the discussion document – one paragraph referred to road pricing. 

Overall, congestion charging was viewed as a desirable initiative to disincentivise car use – one that 

would likely result in a reduction in traffic volumes. It was frequently discussed alongside other 

measures (e.g., parking prices or a petrol tax), which were thought to likely have the same outcome. 

Some respondents proposed road pricing as a measure that could be implemented now to reduce 

the need for large infrastructure projects in the future. 

There was a considerable amount of support for increasing parking prices so as to reduce central city 

car use, improve the environment for pedestrians and cyclists, and to encourage public transport use. 

Although, conversely, several respondents thought that parking in the central city should be more 

affordable so as to encourage patronage of stores and other inner-city businesses.  

A substantial number of participants supported the introduction of congestion charging as a form of 

travel-demand management. Most wanted to reduce cars in the CBD and see a shift in mode choice by 

the majority of the Wellington population. A moderate number of respondents wanted to use 

congestion charging as a means to reduce emissions and make private vehicles less appealing. There 

were a small number who referenced the success of congestion taxes in other places, such as London, 

while a couple thought it would be less functional in a city like Wellington. 

To further encourage use of Public Transport and cycles etc a congestion charge should be 

introduced when entering or traversing the central city.  

Something like a congestion tax will help change peoples attitudes to using cars all the time.  

A small number of commenters suggested that congestion charging should be utilised to fund projects 

(such as light rail) or assist in subsidising public transport. People stated that at present, cars are the 

more affordable and flexible option, and that this needs to change.  

Several participants supported the implementation of road tolls. The main reasons for supporting road 

tolls were: encouraging a mode shift from private vehicles to cycling and buses or trains; to help 

subsidise public transport, and; to gather funding for public projects. There were a few participants who 

suggested petrol tax. One participant thought that road tolls could be incorporated into annual rates. 

Another thought that inner-city residents should have an allowance made for toll booths. Overall, there 

was a mix in opinion but most participants were supportive of road tolls.  
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The Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce provided discussions on road tolling and congestion 

charges, considering both in their detailed submission. This is one point that was made regarding the 

impact on businesses: 

We accept that demand management tools (such as congestion pricing and tolls) will be necessary 

and desirable in some cases but that necessity notwithstanding, it will be important for the rationale 

for using such tools to be well understood. Businesses should not, for example, end up subsidising 

road users through the use of ratepayer funding. 

A small number of participants opposed congestion charging and felt that it would not function well in 

Wellington. Some of these considered it a revenue-gathering exercise that would not sit well with 

Wellingtonians. There were also a small number of people who referred directly to Scenario A+ in 

support of light rail and congestion charging so as to reduce the number of private vehicles within the 

inner city. A couple of commenters stated that congestion charging should be implemented at peak 

commercial hours to alter the behaviour of those who work in the CBD.  

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ Mt Cook Mobilised  

‒ Green Party Wellington Central Branch 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

Congestion charging was viewed by people as a desirable initiative to disincentivise car use; one that 

would likely result in a reduction in traffic volumes. Congestion charging was frequently discussed 

alongside other measures (e.g., parking prices or a petrol tax) that were thought to have the same 

outcome. Some proposed road pricing as a regulatory measure that could be implemented (now) to 

reduce the need for the large infrastructure projects proposed in the scenarios. This comment 

advocated for toll charging be considered to reduce congestion. 

I also don't support the lack of options to address traffic demand. While I agree with your problem 

statement, the options you have developed all look to meet future demand, with no options to 

reduce demand. For example, have you considered ways to increase the resident population in 

Wellington rather than paying for distant commutes? Have you considered toll charging to 

discourage road use? 

Many of the comments on congestion charging appeared in a standardised format, suggesting a shared 

point of origin (e.g., FIT Wellington’s initiative to promote an A+ scenario, which includes congestion 

charging). 

Click, or go to page 173 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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A considerable number of participants stated that public transport needs to be less expensive or heavily 

subsidised. Many commenters identified the need to financially incentivise people out of their cars. 

Several comments even suggested free public transport (both buses and trains) during peak hours; 

currently it is more affordable to travel by private vehicle.  

A small number of commenters stated that particular groups should receive subsidised tickets. These 

groups included: the elderly, children, students, people with disabilities and beneficiaries. Other 

commenters described how the cost and reliability of trains made them an unviable means of transport.  

More late Wairarapa train services please! Im paying 432 a month and the options are so few!? I 

commute to Wgtn CBD every weekday …… 

Overall, most respondents felt that the current high price of public transport made it less appealing than 

traveling by private vehicle. Congestion would remain an issue until the quality of services improved and 

the prices became more affordable across the wider region.  

No significant comments. 

Public transport subsidies were often discussed within the context of incentivising a move away from 

private cars. Respondents agreed that cheaper, or in some cases, free public transport was required to 

get more people using this mode. Specific groups were identified for targeting; these included: under 

19s, tertiary students, apprentices, the elderly, and those with disabilities. Sometimes green transport 

initiatives, such as the Green Card, were cited. This comment was in favour of cheaper bus fares. 

I would invest the money on cheaper and more frequent buses, to reduce the actual number of cars 

on the road. 

It was frequently mentioned that as long as it is cheaper to drive, people will not change commuting 

behaviours. 

Click, or go to page 175 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

There was a considerable amount of support for increasing parking prices or introducing parking levies. 

Reasons for participants being supportive of increasing the price of parking included: reducing cars in 

the central city, improving Wellington for pedestrians and cyclists, and to encourage public transport 

use. A moderate number of respondents stated that the proposed scenarios focus too much on 

bringing cars into the city.  
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Several commenters stated that higher parking prices and road tolls could assist in subsidising public 

transport. There were several respondents who thought that parking in the centre city should be more 

affordable so as to encourage patronage of stores and other inner-city businesses.  

There were also a couple commenters who expressed the point that scenarios should cater more for 

less able members of society. One suggested subsidising parking buildings for ‘car poolers’, as it is a 

safer alternative to travel at night than buses.  

No significant comments. 

Parking levies were viewed as a measure to deter overall traffic coming into the city, particularly for city 

workers or others whose vehicles remain parked for extended periods. In comments, a parking levy was 

frequently mentioned alongside other measures, such as congestion charging, as a demand 

management tool. This is an example of the sentiment of these comments. 

Less and more expensive parking in the city, instead park and ride on the outskirts, encourage car 

pooling and even easier hiring to remove the need for people to even own a car. 

There was a substantial number of comments submitted on parking (on-street/off-street/park and ride), 

which are discussed elsewhere in this report. This section deals specifically with the cost of parking. The 

general sentiment was in favour of increasing charges to deter traffic. 

Click, or go to page 177 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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Future thinking was the second-least discussed theme in LGWM. 

Overall, respondents who commented on future thinking sought ambitious investment in 

infrastructure to support innovative and modern transport modes in order to move away from car 

dependency. Many respondents favoured the development of light rail, claiming it is an efficient and 

clean form of transport that will reduce private vehicle use.  

Some sought a move to 21st century thinking, away from primarily providing for private vehicles, which 

was considered a 20th century approach.  

When people discussed emerging technology that will change Wellington’s transport future, they 

predominantly referred to the emergence of electric and autonomous vehicles. Many were critical of 

the lack of inclusion of these changes in LGWM, particularly planning for enabling infrastructure such 

as charging stations or autonomous vehicle pick-up points. Some thought technology changes may 

overtake infrastructure developments and render them obsolete. 

(NOTE: Respondents’ use of the term “future-proof” depended on what their specific definition of that 

entailed. Hence, to some, future-proofing meant allowing for future changes that are as yet unknown, 

and for others the term was used with assumptions about what the future will be like.) 

A variety of different perspectives were given as to whether the four scenarios were future-proofed 

enough or not. Those who believed that they were showed a preference for either scenarios A and D, 

making the point that they are what is needed to accommodate future growth in Wellington – and most 

feedback included light rail or rail links within their preference. Several stakeholders preferred Scenario 

D for this reason and argued that the level of future-proofing considered in the plan would justify 

spending. Several commented that Scenario D would be the most equipped to cater for industry growth 

in areas – particularly for the airport, port and local businesses.  

While cost is an issue -we are confident the benefit s that will accrue to the region including future 

proofing will demonstrate viability of this spend [Porirua DC, regarding scenario D] 

However, a very large number of people believed that the scenarios developed were too short-sighted, 

showed “tunnel vision” or “blinkered thinking” and were not future-proofed, or future-thinking enough. 

Reasons given refer to a lack of adaptability toward growth and change, and examples included: climate 

change, risks and resilience toward natural hazards; population growth and demographic changes, and; 

lifestyle and workforce changes, and behavioural shifts. Technology innovation was also a key argument 

and will be discussed in the following section. These commenters argued that the four scenarios lack 



 

60   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

vision and lateral thinking, which they believe are important for Wellington’s future, and that the 

scenarios are not ambitious or flexible enough to change processes. 

There may be future changes to transport modes and patterns of movement that are barely 

foreseen at present, so ensuring adaptability in the system is important – and this may mitigate 

against reliance on capital-intensive fixed infrastructure development. 

 I find nothing in any of the four scenarios put forward by the Let's Get Wellington Moving team that 

would warrant the expense involved in implementing any of them. The team continues to focus on 

the Basin Reserve rather than take a much wider look across the whole city to find ways that might 

avoid the traffic congestion that occurs at the Basin and other points. 

‒ Te Rūnanga O Toa Rangātira Incorporated (Ngāti Toa Rangātira) 

‒ CentrePort Ltd. 

‒ Mt Cook Mobilised  

‒ Wellington Water 

‒ Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust 

‒ SkyCabs International Ltd. 

‒ Porirua District Council 

In general, respondents considered future-proofing to involve ambitious plans that will accommodate a 

growing population. This includes investment in infrastructure that would support innovative and 

modern transport modes and a move away from car dependency. The most common concern was that 

each scenario does not go far enough in accommodating alternate transport modes. Many respondents 

favoured the development of light rail, claiming it is an efficient and clean form of transport that will 

reduce private vehicle use. Others noted that autonomous electric vehicles will dramatically alter 

infrastructure requirements and that Wellington should be planning for the change. This comment 

outlined the need to look to the future when planning. 

Firm commitment to prioritize future transport investment public transportation/active transport 

and deprioritize expansion of the road network. Resolve basin conflicts in favour of  public 

transportation/active transport. Follow international best practice and research to build a 

productive, healthy, vibrant city 

One significant argument was that the scenarios represented a 20th century way of thinking, where 

congestion issues were solved by building more roads. It was pointed out that this is short-sighted as 

research suggests that by building more roads, more private vehicles will fill them up and ultimately 

cause the same issues in the future. These respondents advocated for creative transport solutions that 

do not favour the private vehicle.  

Click, or go to page 179 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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A large number of respondents criticised the four scenarios for not seriously considering technological 

improvements in the transport industry over the coming decade. A substantial number of these 

commenters believed that the transport modes considered in this plan are from the 20th century and 

will soon be outdated (ie., light rail and combustion vehicles – including cars, buses and freight), and that 

the types of roading planned for should reflect this.  

Lifestyle changes afforded by technological change – particularly the predicted rise in autonomous 

vehicle use, and how this might affect the type of road infrastructure required in the city – were 

discussed. Mass transit options might also undergo innovation, and a degree of flexibility in planning 

was argued for in that respect.  

A few made the point that technological innovations in modelling and systems ’ planning might help to 

better scrutinise the outcomes of the scenarios, which could then be communicated back to the public. 

The advent of electric or driverless cards will not herald an era of less traffic congestion, quite the 

opposite, and mass transit will become even more vital than it is now, so any future plans for the 

city must include this option as a priority. We need to be looking at best practice scenarios that 

have been adopted by successful global cities, and learn from their mistakes, and successes. 

 Infrastructure NZ 

The emergence of electric and autonomous vehicles was the primary point of discussion in this section. 

Across all scenarios, respondents were concerned that each option failed to plan for the inevitable 

uptake of these vehicles. Many commented on the lack of infrastructure for these vehicles such as 

charging stations or autonomous pick-up points. Respondents also raised the concern, particularly 

when discussing the cost of Scenario D, that by the time infrastructure was completed new technology 

would have completely redefined what the transport network needs. This comment included some of 

the changes that are predicted to be coming in technology and lifestyles. 

More focus on the future and possibilities of transport i.e. electric bikes, sharing bikes/cars/rides, driver-

less cars . Combine this with the rise in remote and flexible working and there is a future which uses 

less parking, needs shareable spots and may not need the capacity that this is building for. 

Despite this, a few commenters noted that there would still be a need to reduce the number of people 

in private vehicles once electric cars take over. Many respondents advocated for a clean and efficient 

public transport system. The majority favoured light rail, however those who opposed light rail argued 

that the same benefits could be achieved through an electric bus network. Many in opposition argued 

that light rail is too inflexible and would possibly be superseded by autonomous vehicles in the near 

future. 

Click, or go to page 182 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario.  
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Participants supported LGWM taking a visionary approach, often linked to prioritisation of people over 

cars. 

On balance, the estimated costs of LGWM proposals were considered appropriate, as changes are 

necessary to enable the city to develop and accommodate future population growth. Most people 

who commented stated that a large sum of money would need be spent, but that change would 

become even more expensive if not started now. Little comment was provided on the detail of how 

changes should be funded.  

Regarding affordability, Scenario A was liked the most because it would cost the least, whereas 

Scenarios C and D were least positively appraised, because they would cost more. A proportion of 

respondents also stated that significant change needs to be implemented, and that in fact Scenario 

D still doesn’t go far enough. 

Opinions were split on timing, between the majority who wanted changes implemented within a tight 

time frame, and those who felt that a longer time frame was justified if the proposed solutions were 

effective in reducing traffic issues. Opinions on timing were underpinned by frustration that initiatives 

to address traffic issues ought to have been commenced already. Some suggested that a start should 

be made on the work, and then evaluation should be done to consider the impacts of the initial 

changes – with decisions made at that point based on what is then required.  

Some commenters wanted the consultation process to be an opportunity to educate and encourage 

people to change travel behaviour. Some specific suggestions were made on the LGWM initiative, 

such as not running the consultation near the end of the year and how the website could have 

provided greater detail. 

A considerable number of respondents stated that investing in public transport, walking or cycling is the 

best spend of public money. Participants wanted to see the large budget that had been set aside for the 

scenarios, (in particular Scenario D), put towards improving bus routes, cycleways, footpaths and public 

spaces. Several commenters discussed how this would improve the liveability of Wellington. The Green 

Party Wellington Province and Rongotai Branch both stated that investing in active transport modes 

would reduce Government spending requirements on health care. 

Several commenters stated that too much is being invested in cycleways and buses; for some people 

they were not always an appealing, safe or practical way of travelling.  

A similar number of people stated that the estimated cost would be a valid expenditure in the city, as it 

would enable it to develop and accommodate the future population. Most people commented on the 
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large sum of money that would be spent, but if not spent now, it would be far more expensive in the 

future.  

Once again, a considerable number of people discussed the potential for light rail. Over half of the 

commenters supported its development, stating that it would help to solve a lot of traffic issues and 

would be a good investment. Several commenters were wary of light rail’s high cost and did not think it 

was the most suitable solution.  

A considerable number of people were opposed to the high cost of the proposed scenarios, and over 

half of the commenters queried if this would cause an ongoing increase in rates. Comment was made 

that alternative means of travel needs encouragement, and a moderate number of respondents raised 

the need to halt spending on roading infrastructure. As with other sections, participants did not think 

that developing roads for private vehicles would ease congestion issues or be conducive to changing 

travel behaviour.  

A moderate number of participants thought that tunnels or underpasses would be a good investment 

to improve traffic flow in the CBD. There were a small number of commenters who thought that this was 

an overpriced and outdated solution.  

The Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce provided detailed comments on funding options, which 

included a public-private partnership and local government funding. This is part of their comment: 

The public-private partnership (PPP) model is well suited to meeting infrastructure needs – private 

partners can cover a project’s upfront costs while recovering them over time from those who use it.  

Consideration should be given to greater private sector participation in the role of infrastructure 

development, operation and service provision. 

Local councils could also make much more use of debt since existing ratepayers should not be 

required to fund future users (beneficiaries) who will also derive benefits from current “lumpy” 

investments such as roads as these often span more than the present generation of ratepayers.  

Clear funding principles based on intergenerational equity are required to ensure funding reflects 

the real costs and benefits derived from assets which have a long-life and high sunk costs. 

Several commenters suggested that road user charges could be used to fund projects; the most 

common suggestion was congestion charging or travel-demand management. This was supported by 

Trams-Action.  

A small number of commenters wanted further information on costings and an adequate cost-benefit-

analysis presented to the public before conclusive decisions are made. One person wanted the options 

broken down further into costings so that respondents could select different aspects of the scenarios.  

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

‒ TramsAction 
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Across the scenarios similar opinions became apparent. Participants wanted a shift away from roading 

and greater investment into public and active transport facilities. Many people mentioned using funding 

elsewhere; some wanted to see the high cost invested in housing rather than roads. It was apparent 

that people were concerned about the environmental, health and social costs of the scenarios.  

Respondents appreciated the low cost of Scenario A and were concerned with the high cost of Scenario 

D, but comments reflected an understanding of the difference of costs. This comment was from the 

liked section of Scenario D, typical of many others. 

This is a bolder and more visionary plan. I think the bolder the plan the better - infrastructure 

investment cannot always be done in tiny steps, sometimes a magnitude change is needed. 

Click, or go to page 185 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A moderate number of participants stated that their preferred scenario option was Scenario A or D. 

Those who supported Scenario A said that it was the most practical, fastest and had the smallest 

environmental impact. There were a small number of comments that made reference to Scenario A+, 

or simply stated that the addition of light rail should be considered. 

Those who supported Scenario D stated that it was the most visionary of the projects and would have 

the most beneficial transport outcomes. Most of the support was because it would future-proof 

Wellington’s transport network. Ngati Toa Rangatira supported Scenario D because it would improve the 

current system and “offers a number of positive effects by encouraging different types of transport in 

different areas”. Infrastructure New Zealand and Retail New Zealand both supported the scenario for 

improving accessibility to the central city. Carterton District Council stated a preference for Scenario C 

because it had the best balance of outcomes and cost.  

‒ Fair Intelligent Transport (FIT) 

‒ Mt Vic Historical Society 

‒ Save the Basin 

‒ Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

‒ Carterton District Council 

There are full report sections dedicated to analysing why participants preferred particular scenarios. 

The discussions below present those who generally liked or disliked particular scenarios, without 

providing detailed explanations. 

Click, or go to page 188 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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A sizeable portion of respondents were appreciative of being involved and informed in the LGWM 

process. A moderate number of responses regarding the consultation and engagement were more 

contentious, with people arguing that certain stakeholders might have too much say in the feedback 

process. Such stakeholders included roading and infrastructure consultants, businesses in favour of 

through traffic, and cyclist and public transport proponents.  

The remaining commenters were critical of the consultation process itself; believing it not to be genuine 

enough, to be flawed or else dismissive of previous stakeholder feedback sessions that were held earlier 

in the year. Within this group, a considerable number of respondents expressed their concern regarding 

the level of detail made available to the public, both about the scenarios and their strategic direction, 

resulting in possibly inadequate public assessment. Some also mentioned that the maps were confusing 

to read, and that the graphics and colours were distracting. A few conversely thought that the maps 

lacked sufficient detail to allow quality feedback.  

In contrast to the LGWM ‘long list’ scenarios that were put forward for public consultation in 2016, 

the four ‘scenarios’ now put forward do not satisfy any of the above requirements. They are 

essentially phased increments of a single plan, offering no real choices in terms of strategic direction 

for the area’s transport system. They therefore do not provide a useful basis for public consultation 

on strategic transport choices.  

We appreciate that there is a large amount of background information available on the GWM 

website, giving general context and research data.  However it is difficult to link this to the four main 

scenarios or discussion of other options such as mass transit, as contained in the material 

presented for public feedback.  This makes it hard to comment effectively on the scenarios.  We 

submit that the material provided for the next round of consultation should contain more 

information and analysis which explicitly connects the wider context and transport forecasts to 

scenarios, to enable people to come to better informed choices and preferences.  

Scenario outcomes and the additive nature of each option were thought to be misleading by this group 

of respondents. Outcomes communicated were described as being disappointing, contradictory, 

narrowly defined and lacking impact – with many respondents calling for the planning team to “go back 

to the drawing board”. 

The MVRA is very concerned that some of the analysis and assessment of the scenarios against the 

principles and the scenario benefits and impacts is misleading or flawed as this appears to have led 

to misguided judgements about what needs to be done. 

It was perceived that some crucial problem definitions are missing in the consultation document and 

proposals, with issues of climate change, natural hazards, community cohesion, health, resilience, and 

regional planning agendas identified as absent from the presentation of scenarios. A considerable 
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number of the comments also implied that the planning outcomes directly undermine national policy 

and lack sensitivity towards the existing built environment. A few made the point that options presented 

around the Basin are not consistent with previous High Court and Board of Inquiry decisions. 

A considerable number of people provided feedback on the quality of the design and planning of the 

transport proposal. Some asserted that a greater number and diversity of experts should have been 

consulted in the process. Comments revealed a strong lack of trust in the planning and strategy behind 

the process, and their concern that this will affect the quality of consultation and submissions from the 

public. 

It appears that much of the data is presented without analysis specifically related to the outcomes 

described by the project aims/guiding principles. Questions of why observed characteristics and 

phenomena occur need to be engaged with, as does a quantification of the qualities and 

characteristics that the project is aiming for and how these might be achieved. Again we consider 

this is likely to involve a wider disciplinary range of research skills than appear to be currently used.  

The majority of comments in this section were from respondents who were dissatisfied with the 

submission process. This included the perceived lack of promotional activity to engage the public, the 

short time frame allocated for submissions, and the inconvenient time of the year that the submission 

was released. They made the argument that either (or the combination of) these factors would affect 

the amount of public engagement that LGWM will receive in their campaign. 

A small number of people asked that they would like to receive a copy of their submissions from the 

LGWM website. 

These commenters asserted that a thorough cost-benefit analysis be made available to the public, so 

that the consultation process includes the kind of scrutiny that they think is required. The following 

quote summarises the different elements that respondents who pushed for more “transparency” 

believed were missing from the LGWM scenario strategies. 

There are several issues or areas that appear to us to be highly relevant considerations which 

appear to be missing in the data collection and/or analysis, including: 

1. an evaluation of climate change (including: sea level rise (Figure 12) or impact on carbon 

emissions) 

2. modal analysis of motorbikes, e-bikes, taxis, ferries 

3. analysis of PT wait times 

4. ramifications and opportunities for an ageing population (e.g. bus stop design, design for 

dementia, universal design principles), and for tourism 

5. data on access/mode use related to the hospital 

6. analysis of school drop-offs; weekend school sport; multi-destination trips 
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7. congestion tolerance, potential to spread peaks (e.g. role of employers and glide time) 

8. strategies for reducing car ownership, impact of car sharing 

9. potential impact of technology (e.g. driverless car smart intersections,25 vehicle-to-

infrastructure communications and vehicle-to-vehicle communications, the impact of 3D-

printing on freight needs, email, Skype, remote work) 

10. the decline in the weekly shop, with people increasingly "often stopping to shop for it on the 

way home from work”  meaning smaller quanitites of goods to carry, lessening the need of 

a car for shopping. 

Nearly two thirds of the commenters discussed the political context of LGWM, and referred to the recent 

change in central government. They identified that the new administration has a different emphasis than 

the previous one; being more focused on increasing the priority of public and active travel modes and 

decreasing environmental impacts. The point was made multiple times that LGWM should be moving 

further toward this approach and working more closely with central government. Some commented that 

regional and central governments are now more closely aligned (in their opinion), with similar 

aspirations, and again the opportunity should be taken to develop a more sustainable transport 

network. 

Other political points made included: only Scenario A really complies with the sustainable transport 

hierarchy in the Wellington Urban Growth Plan; the cycling lobby group is too influential, and; The Basin 

Reserve Trust cited the 1977 Basin Reserve Act in support of their retention of the Basin for cricket. 

A moderate number of respondents left some feedback on the survey itself. Most were encouraging, 

and people generally had a positive experience of the website survey. However, a few commented that 

they had considerable trouble using the survey. The remaining respondents made the point that the 

graphics on the website were too small to read properly.  

Several participants were supportive of implementing legislation changes that would encourage people 

out of their private vehicles. The most common suggestion was congestion charging. One respondent 

felt that there was a need for cultural change because, “Kiwis are addicted to their cars”. The 

Architectural Centre felt that congestion charging or TDM was the only way to push people towards 

alternative modes. A small number of people thought that there was a need to increase parking prices 

in the city and on the periphery, while a couple discussed the potential for park and ride with a free 

shuttle service.  

There were a few comments about the potential for car-pooling or T2 lanes, with a few mentioning that 

electric vehicles could also have priority (to help reduce emissions). Other commenters stated the need 

to slow traffic in the city and enforce speeds on the Smart motorway, as currently people continue to 

travel at 100 kilometres. 

A couple of commenters also discussed car-share schemes to be backed by the government. 
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‒ Te Rūnanga O Toa Rangātira Incorporated (Ngāti Toa Rangātira) 

‒ Infrastructure New Zealand 

‒ CentrePort Ltd. 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

‒ Basin Reserve Trust 

‒ Wellington Civic Trust 

‒ Save the Basin 

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ TramsAction 

‒ Generation Zero 

‒ New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) 

‒ Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust 

‒ Green Party Wellington Central Branch 

‒ OraTaiao 

‒ Green Party Rongotai Branch 

‒ Carterton District Council 

Many of the commenters wanted the consultation process to be an opportunity to educate and 

encourage people to choose alternative modes rather than private vehicles. Some respondents felt 

disheartened by previous projects. The presentation of the information was also queried, with people 

wanting the images to be more authentic. Scenarios C and D received a lot of comments on being bold. 

This respondent was positive, but wanted more detail on costs. 

I like all of it, but it is hard to evaluate with more detailed information on the relative costs of the 

initiatives (surely the scenarios given above rely on costing estimates, so I don't know why they have 

been omitted) 

There were some suggestions on making the consultation process more thorough. Several comments 

were made about the timing of the survey being so close to Christmas.  

Some respondents wanted Wellington to develop its own transport culture, which would aim to be 

sustainable. 

Click, or go to page 191 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A moderate number of commenters stated that the proposed scenarios either lacked vision or needed 

to be more ambitious. Participants felt that there was still too much focus on roading and private 

vehicles, which would compromise the travel experience of other modes. A small number of 

commenters stated that Scenario D was the bare minimum that could be implemented, because it was 
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the only one that would allow for future development and population growth. Several participants 

wanted to see the push for alternative modes through policy and work done by LGWM.  

There were several comments that simply stated that the proposals were “not enough”. Other ideas that 

came through were: the scenarios do not address key issues of the transport system; too car-focused; 

do not consider health benefits; too much attention is paid to ‘NIMBYs’, and; a few felt that there was 

not enough detail in planning the projects. A few commenters thought that the earlier scenarios (A and 

B) were not bold enough, this was supported by the Property Council who made the following statement. 

Both Scenarios A and B are likely to be ‘outgrown’ before or soon after they are completed. We 

believe that scenarios A and B are essentially ‘band-aid’ solutions and are not future focused on 

long-term solutions.  

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Infrastructure New Zealand 

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ TramsAction 

‒ Property Council NZ 

For each of the questions, a large proportion of the responses were simple comments stating that each 

respective scenario did not do enough to address the issues facing Wellington ’s transport network.  

A considerable number of people however gave reasons for why they believed a certain scenario was 

too limited, and common themes surfaced. Improvements to public transport around the city, 

encouraging active transport uptake, and reducing car dependency within the city garnered general 

support across each of the four scenarios. This theme received significant attention in Scenario A, with 

a high proportion of commenters in favour of more priority given to alternative transport modes over 

private vehicles.  

However, Scenario A also had the highest number of “not enough” comments (260) when asked the 

question ‘What do not you like?’ – more than three times the amount received by Scenario B, which had 

the next highest number of comments (80). This was a common comment on Scenario B. 

It is not enough - just means other problems are created 

Other themes revealed general support across respective scenarios; there was a desire for more 

thought towards urban liveability, amenity and well-being; a reduction in carbon emissions; congestion 

issues remaining unsolved, and; improved connections to outer suburbs. 

Click, or go to page 194 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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The most common argument within this topic was that Scenarios B, C and D should be rejected, and 

only Scenario A was an acceptable solution. Participants commonly referred to a number of reasons 

why they did not like B, C and D, including: they do not address climate change; they incorporate the 

possibility of a Basin flyover, they over-prioritised private vehicles; they did not improve adaptability and 

resilience; their time frames are too large with little benefit, and; they do not improve Wellington’s 

liveability or health outcomes. 

A number of key stakeholders expressed explicit rejection of Scenarios B, C and D, in support of Scenario 

A. Some of these stakeholders were: Green Party, Mt Cook Mobilised, Generation Zero, and Pauline and 

Athol Swann. 

A considerable number of participants stated particular support for Scenario D. Participants commonly 

argued that out of all the scenarios, only Scenario D goes far enough to solve Wellington’s transport 

issues. 

BUILD SCENARIO D nothing LESS 

A small number of participants stated that Scenario A does not do anything to ease congestion. These 

participants expressed preference for Scenarios B, C and D collectively as proposals, and felt that they 

would help motorists.  

Several commenters expressed disappointment with all of the scenarios. The main argument was that 

respective scenarios did not offer adequate transport choices that fit public needs. Some commenters 

also questioned the nature of the scenarios as being stages, rather than unique options.  

One final comment: I am very disappointed that this process has not resulted in anything new and 

it gives me no pleasure to say that I do not see any of the scenarios creating a better Wellington for 

me to live in. The aspirations and objectives at the outset were highly laudible. I do not see that any 

of the scenarios will go any way towards achieving the objectives. 

Several commenters stated preference for alternative scenarios over those suggested by the LGWM 

engagement process.  

All but one of the commenters stated preference for FIT Wellington’s Scenario A+. The remaining 

comments suggested Scenario “X.” 
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A considerable number of other commenters were recorded under this topic. Most of the comments 

were participants comparing and contrasting various individual scenarios to express their personal 

preference. A few participants stated that they would prefer one scenario with aspects of others 

included.  

‒ Mt Cook Mobilised  

‒ Road Transport Forum (RTF) 

‒ Wellington Civic Trust 

There were a lot of commenters who expressed a dislike for Scenarios B, C and D due to the focus on 

private motor vehicles. People were supportive of improving public transport and pedestrian and cycling 

facilities. Scenario A+ surfaced as a preferred scenario – with the inclusion of light rail and more future-

thinking processes. There was support for implementing Scenario D because it would make the biggest 

difference. Overall, there were a lot of comparisons made in the comments, making it difficult to 

determine their most preferred option. (Clearer indications of preference are presented in the, ‘How far 

would you go?’ section discussion). 

Click, or go to page 198 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A sizeable number of participants commented on the time frame of the scenarios. Around half of these 

commenters thought that the implementation time was too long. A few participants specifically referred 

to Scenario D, stating that the Pukeahu cut and cover only took 2–3 years to build; therefore the time 

frame for this scenario is overstated.  

Common suggestions were to “just get on with it”. Some of these comments directly referred to light rail 

or mass transit, stating that if the demand will be there in ten years, construction needs to begin now to 

ensure the infrastructure is available when sufficient demand is reached.  

If the demand for mass transit will be there in 10 years, and it takes up to 10 years to build a 

system like that then - we need to build it now! It should be the focus of LGWM. 

Other participants argued that too much time was spent on engagement and consultation, when they 

would rather see transport plans put into action.  

I will be really disappointed if after all of this process nothing happens.  It is time for action.  

Auckland, Christchurch (and cities in Australia) just get on with developing their roads and transport 

systems, whereas Wellington just talks about them endlessly and moves at a snail's pace to 

implement anything 
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Several participants provided detailed comment on the staging of projects. For example, a light rail plan 

using the current Johnsonville railway line to the CBD as stage one. Stage two would bring trams from 

the Railway Station interchange via the CBD to Miramar via Hataitai and Kilbirnie, with a small branch to 

the airport. Stage three would develop the system to head towards the Basin Reserve between 

Kent/Cambridge. The focal point of stage three is access to the hospital.  

Participants also discussed their concerns regarding large-scale and long-time-frame projects that could 

be outdated by the time they are fully functional. Commenters suggested a staged approach where 

future projects are evaluated given results of early stages. 

start small, show value iteratively, experiment and build on success - BIG BANG TRANFORMATIONS 

DO NOT WORK! 

A small number of participants suggested long-term projects that they favour. Some simply stated that 

a longer-term approach and avoiding rushing into projects would be desirable. Others stated specifics 

such as technological improvements and unknown future lifestyle behaviours as being influential to the 

time frame planners choose to work on. 

A few participants suggested short-term projects that would be more beneficial. These projects 

included: re-visiting BRREO options for improving Basin Reserve layout; road pricing, parking pricing and 

mass transit, and; duplication of the Mt Vic Tunnel. 

A few participants stated that the long time-frame for the scenarios is worth the benefits that they will 

provide. One respondent disliked the time frames, arguing that they are non-comparable for the public 

and that the shorter time frames do not consider any further developments.  

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Infrastructure New Zealand 

‒ Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) 

Time frames were of considerable interest to respondents. Opinion was split between the majority who 

wanted Scenario A, or any other scenario implemented within a tight time frame, and those who felt that 

a longer time frame was justified if the proposed solution was effective in reducing traffic problems. The 

latter group was in the minority, demonstrating that a short time frame is a priority for any infrastructure 

changes. This comment on Scenario C was in favour of going as far as possible. 

I like this but if we’re going this far, we should take the challenge of Option D instead. I’m fed up with 

only doing incremental steps. Wellington roading is appalling and will continue to be so under the 

self-drive car, mass PT scenarios. 

There is a general level of frustration in the comments about time frame, many of which are underpinned 

by the feeling that something ought to have been done already to address traffic issues. The impatience 

for a relatively quick solution (in general) is visible across all scenarios. 

Click, or go to page 201 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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The majority of responses recognised that planning for Wellington’s transport future requires a visionary 

approach. Emotive language was often used, with many respondents claiming that a “visionary”, 

“ambitious”, “bold”, “brave” or “fresh approach” is needed. A moderate amount generally recognised a 

need to be ambitious, while a substantial number of people provided suggestions for what such an 

ambitious approach would entail.  

A moderate number of commenters advocated for prioritisation of people over cars, with investment in 

active and public transport. Several suggested that light rail or efficient mass transit would be a visionary 

solution to Wellington’s transport problems. Several also suggested a greater environmental focus with 

bold targets set to reduce emissions. A small number wanted to see investment in a liveable and vibrant 

city. Several commenters favoured infrastructural changes and suggested that a bold approach would 

be to get on and do anything that would fix congestion issues. 

We are seemingly being frogmarched into the era of the autonomous private vehicle or taxi, when 

the answer is and must be more walkable, cyclable cities with awesome public transportation. As 

shown in so many cities around the world, public transit operates so much more efficiently when it 

is free that the roll on effects in efficiency and ridership more than outweigh the lost revenues. 

Several commenters claimed that scenarios lacked vision, with many noting the provision of additional 

roading infrastructure as a “last century” approach that would simply encourage private vehicle use. A 

few commenters noted that effective active and public transport could work if a bold approach is taken. 

One respondent argued that the aim for a 2–3% reduction in CBD car numbers lacks ambition, and that 

the target should be set at 20%+ reduction. 

A moderate number of commenters supported balancing all modes. These respondents argued that 

good design would acknowledge that people have different needs at different times and should not 

favour one particular transport mode. A couple argued that the emphasis on cars in each scenario does 

not provide an effective balance.  

A variety of suggestions were offered to make the proposals more visionary/ambitious. A couple desired 

transport systems to become more integrated with easy ways to get bikes on trains or to store bikes at 

public transport hubs. Others wanted to manage demand through a holistic approach – with public 

transport subsidies, the removal of minimum parking requirements and encouraging businesses to 

establish in the suburbs.  

A couple of key stakeholders favoured Scenario D. The Wellington International Airport and the 

Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency both believe that this scenario has the greatest 

potential to transform Wellington as a whole. Another key stakeholder, the Green Party Wellington 

Province wanted at least $10 million invested in a car-share fleet as a bold transport option.  

Other commenters focussed on specific visionary solutions including: building a bridge from Miramar to 

Eastbourne and building the Basin on a hill and building a tunnel through it.  
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One suggested that the scenarios were too bold and that they would like to see smaller scale solutions. 

Another discussed future technology such as driverless buses and the potential for this to shape the 

transport network. 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Green Party Rongotai Branch 

‒ Wellington International Airport 

‒ Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency 

Comments under this topic referred to the vision of the scenarios. Participants often expressed their 

perceptions of how ambitious or bold the plans may or may not be.  

Participants mostly felt that Scenario A could be more ambitious. Across other scenarios, a smaller 

number of participants stated support for more ambitious, bold or bigger transport planning. Support 

for Scenario D was stronger as people liked its balanced approach, addressing all transport modes 

equally. This comment wanted consideration of future options in the desire for a visionary approach. 

Get serious about future transport. Embrace light rail.  EVs are coming fast. Shared rides in EVs are 

a practical solution that will reduce congestion and emissions. You have to take C emissions and air 

quality into account. Use road pricing and a congestion zone to nudge uptake. Make sure all buses 

are electric.  Vision! 

A common theme was reducing emissions with a more ambitious plan, which many participants 

suggested across multiple scenarios. 

Click, or go to page 203 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A considerable number of participants discussed an alternative proposal: Scenario A+. Almost all the 

comments were in support of Scenario A+, with a couple just wanting further information or suggesting 

that a full study needs to be undertaken. FIT developed an alternative scenario that includes light rail 

and congestion charging. People supported this due to a perception that it would have the least impact 

on the city. NZIA, MVHS, Generation Zero and Save the Basin were all supportive of Scenario A+ and felt 

that it would solve a lot of congestion issues without having a detrimental effect on the character of 

Wellington. Participants also stated that it would future-proof Wellington.  
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‒ Fair Intelligent Transport (FIT) 

‒ Mt Vic Historical Society 

‒ Save the Basin 

‒ Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

Scenario A+ is a concept developed by FIT (Fair Intelligent Transport) Wellington as an additional 

Scenario, which, simply put, encompasses the aspects of Scenario A, as well as a definite commitment 

to light rail and congestion charging in the CBD. FIT Wellington provided a website with detailed 

information about their proposed scenario during the time that feedback was open for Let’s Get 

Wellington Moving. The concept was developed as an alternative to this specific engagement process. 

This was a typical comment advocating for Scenario A+. 

I want you to  stop the LGWM actions at Scenario A but add light rail and congestion charging ( aka 

road pricing)--the latter to further discourage private car travel and encourage public transport--

this is ScenarioA+. 

A significant number of participants provided feedback to the Let’s Get Wellington Moving process 

supporting Scenario A+. Most participants simply stated support or preference for Scenario A+. A small 

proportion of respondents discussed their reasons for supporting A+, which commonly included: 

priority for public transport, reduced car dominance and roading infrastructure, reduced emissions, 

preference for light rail as a mode of transport, and a healthier transport system. 

Click, or go to page 206 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A moderate number of participants requested more information to make a reasonable assessment of 

the scenarios (or commented saying that they felt that there was not enough information). Participants 

stated that it was difficult to weigh all the merits without a cost-benefit analysis and a better explanation 

of how aspects will be developed.  

Mt Cook Mobilised stated that it would be beneficial to have more detail; they provided detailed 

suggestions regarding the areas in which more information needs to be gathered and what analytical 

gaps would be helpful in further consultation with the public. 

Overall, people felt that there was not enough detail, or it was difficult to interpret the information 

provided in the engagement process.  
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‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ Mount Cook Mobilised 

In this section, participants required more detail to make informed decisions. In regard to Scenario A, 

people were most curious to see a cost-benefit analysis. For Scenarios B, C and D people were interested 

to hear more detail on the implementation of flyovers and tunnels and suggested the potential for light 

rail. Across all the scenarios people felt the visual aids and legends were difficult to interpret or read. 

There was also a small number of respondents who were concerned that these scenarios would be 

difficult to materialise. This comment on Scenario C was typical of those who sought greater detail. 

Terrace tunnel is still a bottleneck on traffic towards the airport. From the images it doesn' look like 

there are any entries/exits from the east bound SH1 at new Basin Reserve layout (maybe a lack of 

detail at the moment). 

Click, or go to page 209 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A small number of commenters stated that the proposed scenarios would cause an element of delay 

during construction. Participants were wary that the process could cause further congestion for a long 

period of time and make travelling even more frustrating. Tunnels, bridges, light rail and the Basin were 

specifically mentioned. FIT noted that businesses and retailers on main shopping streets may be 

significantly disrupted by the construction and installation of a mass transit system. However, 

commenters were aware that disruption caused by construction was necessary to implement roading 

and transport infrastructure; WCC Environmental Reference Group stated: 

While recognising that introducing light rail will create significant disruption, we consider that a 

move to LRT is inevitable, and believe that it would be better to make the change earlier… 

 WCC Environmental Reference Group. 

Comments for Scenario A expressed an appreciation for the comparative minimal disturbance. For 

Scenario B to D there was concern raised for long-term disruption. There was also a lot of support for 

introducing mass transit and light rail now, rather than in the future. 

This comment questioned mass transit, with construction disruption identified as an issue. 
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I don't think Wellington is anywhere big enough to warrant having light rail, it would cause huge 

disruption building it, plus there will be no flexibility as there are with buses and/or bus rapid transit 

systems. 

Click, or go to page 211 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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The outcomes that LGWM will deliver for Wellington were discussed by a large number of participants.  

A regional approach, proving that a ‘whole journey’ solution, from home to work and wherever else 

people want to travel to, was sought by many, particularly those travelling from outside Wellington 

City. Regional commuters, particularly from the north (Hutt, Porirua, Tawa), wish for improved 

transport services. City congestion is believed to be significantly contributed to by commuter vehicles, 

and better regional public transport would reduce impacts.  

Human well-being relating to the environment, health and liveability were also commonly discussed. 

Climate change was identified as an important aspect for LGWM to consider. The majority of 

environmentally focused comments favoured Scenario A, because it would contribute the most to 

carbon emission reductions. The overall sentiment, however, was that no scenario goes far enough 

to alleviate climate change and protect the environment. Respondents supported advancements in 

active and public transport modes as a means to reduce emissions. 

The health benefits of reducing emissions and prioritising active transport were identified, with more 

improvements wanted. Health stakeholders described the direct link between promoting active 

transport and physical activity and a reduction in preventable lifestyle-influenced diseases.  

Respondents favoured aspects of each scenario that would improve quality of life by promoting 

increased vibrancy and liveability through connected social spaces and improved accessibility for all. 

It was often noted that increased roading infrastructure would likely be detrimental to these 

aspirations and LGWM provides Wellington with the opportunity to reinvent itself and become a more 

vibrant and appealing place. Across all scenarios, participants wanted proposals to contribute to 

Wellington’s urban amenity. In particular, people desire quality green spaces to facilitate positive social 

experiences. Respondents also stressed the need to protect and prevent damage to heritage 

buildings and spaces.  

Better access to the city for everyone, involving improvements to all transport modes, and for those 

with special circumstances, was the underlying desire in many of the comments discussing 

accessibility. Commuter access to suburbs (particularly to/from the north), the airport and the hospital 

were destinations identified particularly as requiring better access. Some of these comments cited 

the need to improve public transport routes, as some do not adequately service some Wellington 

areas. People who can’t use active transport wanted to ensure that private vehicles, public transport 

and taxi services would not be restricted from entering the CBD. 

Better accessibility was also sought for active modes (walking, cycling) and public transport, however 

some also called for the retention of vehicle access to the city. Supporting reasons were: some car 

users will always need access to the CBD, e.g., the elderly/frail, people with disabilities, or those with 

young children.  



 

79   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

Public safety comments focused on cyclist and pedestrian safety within the road network. Regarding 

cycling, the overall sentiment was that the current cycling safety provisions are poor, with many 

claiming that they feel too unsafe to bike at peak times and in certain parts of the city. These 

respondents would like to see improved cycling infrastructure, with clearly separated cycle lanes. A 

few expressed concerns about cyclists sharing lanes with buses. Those who discussed pedestrians 

often wanted safer busy-street crossings, such as SH1. Health and safety improvements through air 

quality and pollution, safety and surveillance while using public transport, and community severance 

(roads dividing communities) were also sought. 

Earthquakes were the primary concern regarding network resilience, with suitable disaster plans 

generally considered to be missing from the scenarios.  

The majority of feedback on this topic came from daily outer suburbs commuters, particularly from the 

north (Hutt, Porirua, Tawa, etc), who believe that their needs are not met by the four scenarios. According 

to their arguments, LGWM is focussed primarily on relieving choke points in the CBD. Most make the 

point that congestion in the city is created by individuals having to commute by car from the outer 

suburbs, and planning needs to reflect this, particularly if the desire is to encourage public-transport 

uptake. A substantial amount of these respondents called for a wider regional integration of light rail, 

with the assertion that the residential greenfield areas are experiencing significant growth. A few believe 

that transport improvements in the scenarios might even discourage people to commute into the city 

centre, this is especially the case made by Retail NZ. 

LGWM only considers the area between Ngauranga and the airport. It should be extended to 

include areas to the north. The LGWM data report shows that more than 50% of people entering the 

cordon come from the north. Of these more than 50% are in motor vehicles, This means that 25% 

of motor vehicle entering the city are coming from the north. Reducing the number of cars entering 

from the north could bring about significant improvements in the city. Improving public transport 

and active transport options north of the city are essential. Park and ride in the Hutt, Tawa or 

Porirua would help, as would publicly operated car share schemes. 

A similar argument was made for SH1, with a moderate number of commenters disappointed that 

improvements made to the highway do not continue through to the outer suburbs. Carterton District 

Council stated that residents have a strong interest in improved connectivity with outer areas, in 

particular access to the hospital and the airport.  

A considerable number of comments, however, noted the growth that Scenarios A or D could have on 

the outer suburbs, encouraging small hubs around key mass-transit connections. One even suggested 

an alternative e-bike connection route for commuting to the outer suburbs. Several respondents 

maintained that implementing any one of the four scenarios would adversely affect accessibility into the 

city. 
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A substantial number of commenters simply stressed that a light rail link to the airport should be 

prioritised. Suggested routes included connecting the train station through the CBD, to the hospital, 

through the Mt Albert Tunnel, Kilbirnie, and out to the airport. Many responses made the point that 

airport transit is expected to grow with proposed runway extensions, and that the city needs the 

infrastructure in place to accommodate this increase in movement between the airport and the city. 

Several arguments were made for a park and ride system that would connect with the light rail link. 

It is senseless that there is no rail link from Wellington airport to town.  The construction of light rail 

should  come first, then you might find that additional  highway construction  is not needed. 

It was also noted by some that light rail to the airport is too inflexible to deal with because of the 

unknown effects of climate change on air travel numbers. 

A few expressed their scepticism toward increasing private vehicles’ access to the airport and hospital, 

emphasising that parking issues are already a problem in these areas. They argued that this would be 

one of the adverse effects of the proposed transport links. 

That route passes through high population density areas and connects some of the main vehicle 

generators such as the hospital and airport. Newtown and Miramar residents are already 

complaining about excess car parking in those suburbs - as cars are not taken into hospital nor 

onto planes. 

A ferry connection to the airport was supported by a small group of people, arguing that it is an attractive 

and adaptable form of public transport. A few submitters asked for the inclusion of a cycling link to the 

airport, and slightly fewer wished for more consideration of motorcycles, particularly in creating 

connections to key locations such as the airport. 

Many of the comments regarding the connection of the wider city and region with the hospital reflected 

the same opinions outlined above (connection to the airport), with most comments including both 

locations; they are considered the two key assets outside the central city. 

However, there were some that pointed out different arguments in their support of light rail connection, 

rather than vehicle traffic. The level of community severance that can be created by the cumulative 

effects of through-roading, was also identified. 

Parking. This has apparently been accommodated for at the airport and hospital at great COST to 

the public who are taken there more swiftly by your roads. They are expensive and a monopoly (I do 

not need to provide the background of community discontent about background of community 

discontent about parking in the immediate vicinity of the to its exorbitant private fees. 

However, several people again questioned whether the mass-transit connections to the hospital are 

worth the investment cost: 

I do not believe a full study has been undertaken to determine where patients at Wellington Hospital 

come from, or how they get there. All this talk about mass transit to the hospital is simply rubbish. 

Mass transit only works if there is a large population base wanting to travel from point A to point B. 
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At Wellington hospital we have a large destination, but the origins are scattered throughout the city, 

from each direction. Mass transit here is a waste of money as it will be empty if it only comes from 

Ngauranga. 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Porirua City Council 

‒ Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) 

‒ Upper Hutt City Council 

‒ Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency (WREDA) 

‒ Capital and Coast District Health Board (CCDHB) 

‒ East By West 

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ Road Transport Forum (RTF) 

‒ Carterton District Council 

‒ Retail NZ 

People simply want better access to regions, including the airport and hospital. Comments under all 

scenarios present a variety of proposed solutions; in many cases there are conflicting opinions about 

how outer areas can be better connected.  This is a comment from Scenario C, which sought greater 

provision for northern commuters. 

Once again, no benefits for commuters from northern suburbs and further north. Having good 

public transport within the city centre does not help commuters who travel in to the city. 

Something that appeals in each scenario is their perceived ability to facilitate the movement of more 

people to and from outer areas. Whether this is achieved by measures that improve traffic flow (e.g., 

light phasing), increasing road capacity (e.g., “4 lanes to the planes”), or by whichever method people feel 

will work – the overarching sentiment is about making travel easier, faster, or better – in an often-

unspecified way.  

Click, or go to page 213 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A substantial number of comments discussed aspects of the built environment that interact with the 

transport network.  

A considerable number of comments argued that the built environment and urban form of cities need 

to be considered when planning for transport. Participants stated that vehicle- and road-focussed cities 
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often have less enjoyable and liveable built environments surrounding them, therefore more focus on 

people-focussed transport modes are preferred.  

Trams-Action included significant feedback regarding the relationship between the built environment 

and transport, stating, “there is a wide range of benefits to be realised from integrating urban form and 

transport thinking, and that increased value should not be measured by cost alone”. Trams-Action 

argued that the scenarios do not recognise this fact.  

I would urge LGWM to view this exercise not simply as a transport problem but one of creating a 

vibrant and high quality urban environment in which people can move about their city easily and 

safely in a manner that allows them to engage with the people and places around them rather than 

be isolated from it. There is plenty of existing road space available, it just needs to be allocated 

more fairly in accordance with LGWM's objectives. The question is not, ‘How do we move more cars’ 

It is, ‘How do we move more people’ When that is your question, high quality active and public 

transport provision is your answer. That is Scenario A with the additional of a light rail system and 

demand management to reduce car dependence and create a truly liveable Wellington. 

Improving the built environment through transport choices and development was mentioned by a 

considerable number of participants. The main argument was for better public spaces and open streets 

as a result of removing cars from streets either through a total ban or putting cars underground in 

tunnels. A few participants specifically mentioned Pukeahu National War Memorial Park as a great 

example of improved built environment. Comments suggested that people like the new space that is 

above the tunnel and would like to see more of these spaces.   

A considerable number of comments discussed separation and connectivity of the transport system. 

Most comments discussed connections and the importance of being connected to places such as the 

airport, hospital, outer suburbs and CBD (this topic is discussed in detail above).  

Participants recognised the need for good connections to the CBD for those who work there. Some 

comments mentioned safe cycling connections to different areas of the CBD, others specifically 

mentioned public transport connections. 

Providing high quality connections between key areas of production, processing and export is 

essential if we are to improve our export growth potential. 

A small number of people discussed separation, referring to the way transport systems can sometimes 

separate people from the urban environment and their communities. Participants commonly referred 

to large roading infrastructure. Some referred to Te Aro, stating that the heavy traffic separates the 

community.  

The traffic problems in Te Aro have been long in the making. A writer in the Evening Post in 1913, 

optimistically imagining a vision for Te Aro by 1920, wrote “…The problem of traffic, already 

threatening trouble, will have been surmounted.” By the 1930s and 1940s, plans were being 

developed to create better east-west connections, but little happened until Karo Drive was put 

through in the 2000s. With a century of dithering behind us, it is time to make a bolder move, 
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particularly if the projections made about population growth eventuate. A more liveable Te Aro 

would encourage the trend towards increasing population density. 

Heritage was mentioned by a considerable number of participants. Around half of these comments 

generally wanted heritage buildings and Wellington’s historic character to be preserved through the 

construction and development of new transport infrastructure. 

Over the last 50 years the car has been allowed to dominate the city environment, damaging or 

destroying much of its heritage in the process. This has been a huge shame and short sighted.  Its 

time to protect what is left with a vision for the 21st Century, not the 20th. Lets make future 

generations proud of the decisions made now, not looking back with regrets. 

Several comments specifically mentioned the Basin Reserve and the heritage value of the site. Most of 

these comments were from key stakeholders who have an interest in preserving the Basin. The Basin 

Reserve Trust, Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency (WREDA), Mt Vic Historical Society 

Inc., and Save the Basin Inc. were among the many stakeholders that expressed concerns over the future 

preservation of the Basin Reserve and its heritage. The following is a quote from Mt Vic Historical Society 

Inc.’s feedback 

A key reason for MVHS’s rejection of Scenarios B, C and D is the heritage values of the Basin Reserve 

and the suburb of Mt Vic. These were confirmed by the 2014 Board of Inquiry into the Basin Bridget 

Proposal Decision in 2014 after intensive investigation and analysis, and then widely publicised. 

This is a unique environmental and heritage precinct, which helps define Wellington and plays an 

important role in collective memory and current and future recreational activities. A by-no-means 

comprehensive selection of the Board’s key conclusion are included here as a reminder to LGWM of 

the importance of not causing an adverse impact on the Basin 

A couple of key stakeholders expressed opinions regarding cultural heritage. Feedback from private 

individuals and the Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust stated issues or considerations they felt 

necessary regarding cultural heritage.  

Our city has rich and diverse history that spans thousands of years and there is no doubt that Te 

Atiawa - Taranaki Whanui has a strong connection within that history. So, it is with that we say 

quite strongly that any transport scenario selected must incorporate and give life to our history as 

mana whenua within Te Whanganui a Tara. This is a history which we offer up gladly, and we will 

actively support, promote and lead projects and activities that facilitate the reconnection of our 

whanau to their home, their place and their tūrangawaewae. 

A considerable number of participants discussed green space. Several comments stated generally that 

more green space is needed. A moderate number of comments stated specific sites they would like to 

see enhanced with more green space. Most respondents referred to the Basin Reserve, with participants 

suggesting that the area could be better utilised as a large public park. Other sites included: The Quays, 

Cambridge/Kent Tce, the above-proposed city tunnel, and the waterfront.  



 

84   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

Participants discussed the desire to keep Wellington’s streetscape looking aesthetically pleasing. 

Comments stated that motorways, flyovers, roads and other large intrusive infrastructure would not be 

favourable as it would impact the landscape.  

Commenters also mentioned the visual character of Wellington as being unique and not wanting to 

degrade this aspect of the city.  

Visual impact and heritage preservation should be of the highest priority.  

Please make our city unique and beautiful. We have an opportunity to be great and special! 

‒ Trams-Action 

‒ Argosy Property Ltd. 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Wellington Tenths Trust 

‒ OraTaiao 

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ East By West 

‒ Wellington Civic Trust 

‒ Basin Reserve Trust 

‒ Mt Vic Historical Society 

‒ Save the Basin 

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust 

Across all scenarios it was evident that participants did not want any of the proposals to detract from 

the existing urban amenity of Wellington, and instead they wanted it enhanced by transport changes. 

There were two main themes. One was the city’s layout not being severed by transport infrastructure 

and the second was enhancement of the city’s aesthetics. The latter comment was critical of roads that 

sever communities. 

Most walking or biking trips into or out of the CBD involve a long wait to cross SH1 or the quays or 

arterial roads (remember how the urban motorway was supposed to free up traffic there?). For a 



 

85   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

short trip, a couple of peak time waits can double your journey time. Long waits sever communities, 

and encourage risky crossing by people who are in a hurry. 

It was clear that respondents thought Scenario A, in particular, would improve the attractiveness and 

liveability of the city the most. Many didn’t want the city’s urban form compromised by transport 

interventions (roads, paths), that in particular, would bisect the city. This was the case across all 

scenarios. Some also identified the positive opportunities in improving connectivity between different 

city functions, such as business and entertainment areas. 

Some wanted more attention placed on improving the appearance of greenspaces, especially close to 

paths. This included greening areas and adding trees. Respondents also desired public spaces that 

facilitate positive social experiences. This included integrating positive walking and cycling opportunities 

into a people-friendly urban environment, while retaining the city’s existing character and visual 

appearance. This respondent would change Scenario C by adding more trees and green spaces. 

I would add a programme of extensive street tree planting in the central city (esp current concrete 

jungles as in some areas of Te Aro where there is very little greenery).  Planting trees is the easiest 

and cheapest way of improving an urban environment.  I would also create a network of small 

parks in the Te Aro area (between Willis St and Cambridge Tce to support and encourage greater 

urban living in this area. 

The Basin was the most frequently discussed place with regards to urban amenity impacts. Respondents 

were critical of the potential severance issues that would be created by an intervention such as a flyover, 

the resulting visual impacts, plus heritage values being compromised. Conversely, the waterfront was 

considered a place that has potential to be enhanced as a positive public place, with good urban 

amenity. 

Respondents also stressed the need to protect and prevent damage to heritage buildings and places. 

Te Aro was positively cited, as a place where changes had produced positive form, function and amenity 

outcomes. 

Click, or go to page 217 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A very large number of respondents discussed emissions. People used the following terms in their 

comments: emissions, co2 emissions, vehicle emissions, carbon footprints/emissions, diesel fumes, 

greenhouse gases (GHGs) and air pollution/quality.  

Participants commonly stated that they did not like that emissions would not significantly reduce if the 

scenarios are implemented, or that there wasn’t enough consideration of transport emissions. The 

desire for a mode shift away from private vehicles was commonly mentioned, with these environmentally 

focused participants not wanting to support any further roading infrastructure. Many participants 

specifically referred to zero emissions as a target, suggesting transport plans need to encompass this 
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objective, by prioritising transport modes that do not contribute to greenhouse gas emissions. 

Participants also frequently mentioned the Paris Climate Agreement and targets that the government 

should be making commitments towards.  

We have a challenge to reduce carbon emissions to comply with the Paris accords. We won't do this 

without immediately reducing transport emissions, which contribute 60% of our fossil fuel 

emissions.  

The Green Party gave comprehensive feedback regarding emissions and zero carbon transport. They 

argued for more consideration of reducing emissions and more priority for public and active transport, 

which are known to be zero emission/reduced emission forms of transport. 

This is Wellington’s opportunity to work with Government to develop an inspiring transport plan, a 

plan to make our city more liveable, and to help rapidly reduce NZ’s emissions to net-zero. 

A moderate number of comments specifically stated disapproval of Scenarios B, C and D because they 

do not address/do enough to reduce emissions.  

Clean and green - The table makes it clear options B, C, and D make no significant change to 

greenhouse gas emission 

Awareness of climate change was identified in a considerable amount of comments. Common 

arguments indicated the need to recognise climate change impacts and account for them within 

Wellington transport planning.  

Please give the future generation a chance and give solutions that take combating climate change 

seriously. 

A small number of respondents stated a need for transport systems to be resilient to the effects of 

climate change and predicted sea-level rise. It was noted that mitigation measures, mass-transit route 

planning, and effective networks to allow movement of increased numbers of people affected by events 

is required. These were mentioned alongside broader political and economic measures. 

A considerable number of participants stated the need to reduce the environmental impacts of 

transport. Comments often referred to New Zealand’s clean, green, environmental image, which should 

be upheld. Participants also mentioned some modes of transport being better for the environment than 

others, usually cycling and walking over private vehicles.  

Get serious about creating a city for people. Get serious about the health and environmental 

benefits of active and public transport. Develop a vision for the future and be brave and visionary. 

Several comments suggested the transport network should be more sustainable. A couple of comments 

specifically referred to Wellington City Council’s sustainable transport hierarchy, stating that they prefer 

Active transport prioritisation over private vehicles. Other participants also showed general support for 

priority of active and public transport as more sustainable modes of transport. 
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We strongly support prioritising sustainable and active transport, over car traffic, in accordance 

with the WCC sustainable transport hierarchy. 

A small number of comments mentioned water and its connection to the transport system. Comments 

argued that transport corridors negatively impact water catchments with pollution, therefore degrading 

freshwater and nearby coastal environments. Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD) was mentioned by 

a few comments stating that it should be considered and incorporated into transport planning.   

Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust identified water as a taonga, and requested that water be 

preserved for future generations, citing strong cultural connections. They also stated that any future 

development around water sources for transport purposes (i.e. tunnels) should recognise cultural 

significance. This is part of their comment. 

Our environment is incredibly important. Our waters and our whenua are taonga left to us by our 

tūpuna to provide and sustain life. The present generation of Te Atiawa - Taranaki whānui have an 

obligation to ensure this taonga is available to future generations in as good, if not better, quality 

than that which we inherited. Our whakapapa to Ranginui and Papatūānuku underpins this 

relationship and connects our genealogy to the mountains, the waters, the ocean and the land. 

The Wellington City Council Environmental Reference Group outlined the effects of transport corridors 

on freshwater and marine environments. Transport corridors are a large part of water catchments, 

causing negative effects to the quality of freshwater and immediate coastal fringe environments.  

Therefore one of the highest priorities for stream restoration and protection of the immediate 

coastal fringe is to reduce the amount of water entering stormwater systems, and ensure that what 

does enter has been filtered through soil first.   

Wellington Water also expressed concerns regarding the degradation of waterways and coastal 

environments due to transport systems. Wellington Water also requested collaboration in future 

transport projects to ensure water quality is not compromised.  

A few comments mentioned biodiversity and the importance of ensuring that it is recognised and 

protected. Wellington City Council Environmental Reference group outlined potential negative impacts 

which could include: displacements/loss/fragmentation of habitat, roadkill (including by trains), corridors 

acting as weed and pest reservoirs, and disruption of soil hydrology. They also outlined some potential 

positive impacts including: provision of new habitat, protection of habitat from disturbance (e.g. where 

people are unable to enter part of a corridor), creating wildlife corridors, and creating zones that can be 

kept pest-free. 
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‒ Living Streets Aotearoa 

‒ Wellington City Council Environmental Response Group 

‒ Wellington Civic Trust 

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ Generation Zero 

‒ Wellington Water 

‒ New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) 

‒ Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust 

‒ OraTaiao 

‒ Green Party Rongotai Branch 

‒ NZ Nurses Organisation 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency (WREDA) 

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ TramsAction 

‒ NZ Centre for Sustainable Cities (NZ CSC) 

‒ Green Party Rongotai Branch 

There were two closely related environmental themes discussed. One was climate change, and the other 

was emissions reduction. 

Respondents discussing the environmental and climate change focused primarily on the aspects of each 

scenario that address climate change, with many noting that climate change is an important factor to 

consider in transport planning. The general sentiment was that each scenario does not go far enough 

to alleviate climate change and benefit the environment, arguing that there should be more focus on 

implementing a green transport system – one that focuses on sustainable public transport, innovative 

street design and reduced dependence on private vehicles. Many comments offered the opinion that 

to future-proof the city would be to contribute towards a carbon neutral environment and meet 

requirements of international climate change agreements. This was one of them, which was 

commenting on Scenario A. 

Of all the scenarios this option appears to be the most environmentally sustainable. If we are going 

to hold Labour to their promise to make New Zealand carbon neutral by 2050, then we need to 

implement systems  that move toward this action. Additionally, since Wellington is quite small and 

accessible as a major capital city it makes the most sense to provide quality, easily usable, and safe 

pathways for cyclists and walking people to travel. This could have a domino effect - the more 

attractive the pathways, the more likely people are to utilise them - thus propelling the movement 

towards zero carbon emissions by 2050. 
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Regarding emissions, much of the feedback provided for each scenario followed a similar line of 

argument. The participants showed general support for Scenario A, and the encouragement of active 

and public transport modes around the city as a means of reducing emissions. Most of these comments 

also expressed their support for the addition of a light rail scheme – as opposed to continuing with the 

use of diesel buses. Scenarios B, C and D received a lot of negative commentary regarding emissions 

reduction, with people arguing that these options do not do enough to lower the carbon footprint of 

the city. The theme of emissions was also included the argument of improving air quality in the city, to 

enhance public well-being, health and liveability. This is one comment that outlined the relationship 

between transport planning and the environment. 

More road tunnels means more cars--more cars mean more polluting and unhealthy fumes and 

particles, more greenhouse gas emissions, more car accidents and less exercise for passengers. 

Click, or go to page 222 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A sizeable number of comments discussed well-being related to the environment, liveability or health. 

Climate change was a key concern, with many of these comments noting that none of the scenarios 

would make meaningful reductions in emissions and may even increase them. It was noted that not only 

has the new government committed to net zero emissions by 2050, but New Zealand has international 

obligations to reduce emissions and as a more developed country, should be leading the way.  

Health was another key discussion point with many talking about the health benefits of reducing 

emissions and prioritising active transport. Two key stakeholders, the New Zealand Nurses Organisation 

and OraTaiao, provided lengthy discussion on transport and health. These stakeholders discussed the 

preventable health complications caused by lack of activity and also how a marginal uptake in active 

transport could save millions in health costs. General liveability and vibrancy was the focus of the 

remaining comments. Respondents favoured aspects of each scenario that improved quality of life, 

connectedness, social spaces and accessibility. It was often noted that increased roading infrastructure 

would likely be detrimental to these aspirations and that this project provides Wellington with the 

opportunity to reinvent itself and become a much more vibrant and appealing place.  

A considerable number of respondents advocated for reducing cars in the central city, or noted the car-

centric nature of the scenarios. They identified a problem with the multitude of cars clogging the inner 

city and noted that a reduction would be beneficial for the safety, health and happiness of the general 

public. 

My definition of a liveable city is one in which you can live comfortably car free. This plan does not 

achieve that goal but it certainly improves it. 

A considerable number of respondents suggested prioritising walking and cycling, noting that this would 

be a win-win for individuals and the environment. Health, safety and enjoyment is improved for the wider 

public, emissions are reduced, and roads are freed up for those who require private vehicles for travel. 
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I've been commuting daily by bike for the last 2.5 years from Island Bay to Courtenay Place, and it's 

been life changing for me. I feel better when I get to work, I feel more connected to the city 

environment, and the bit of wind just means free exercise! 

A considerable number of respondents wanted the focus to be on public transport, either through an 

efficient mass-transit system, or an upgraded and connected bus network. 

A small number discussed economic well-being. One comment noted that the reduction of cars and car 

parks should be seen as an opportunity for businesses. Another stated that infrastructure and 

connectedness was key to a strong economy. 

A considerable number of other comments were made. Some of these provided specific changes that 

could be made to enhance well-being. A few discussed cultural aspects of the transport system, how 

traditional stories of the land should be acknowledged and how it is important for Maori living in the 

eastern suburbs to access health facilities, emergency services, schools and employment opportunities. 

A few discussed the need for safe walking and biking routes to schools, as this would greatly alleviate 

congestion and have excellent health outcomes for children. A few discussed the Basin and were 

particularly concerned about protecting the recreational and heritage values it provides. A few were in 

favour of the more infrastructure-dominant scenarios, claiming that it is what Wellington needs, and that 

traffic movement to the airport is critical for growth and economic development. 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Te Rūnanga O Toa Rangātira Incorporated (Ngāti Toa Rangātira) 

‒ Living Streets Aotearoa 

‒ Wellington Civic Trust 

‒ Save the Basin 

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ TramsAction 

‒ Wellington Tenths Trust 

‒ Generation Zero 

‒ New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) 

‒ Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust 

‒ OraTaiao 

‒ Green Party Rongotai Branch 

Health and liveability were the key well-being themes for respondents, with direct links made between 

transport planning and positive outcomes in these two areas. This was one respondent’s description of 

a more liveable Wellington. 

Call for a plan to create a liveable city with more green spaces, affordable housing and vibrant 

businesses and  to make Wellington the most sustainable capital in the world. 

Connections were made between transport and health. One was the physical health benefits people 

receive from reducing unhealthy transport impacts, such as breathing emission fumes, and also the 



 

91   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

contribution to sedentary lifestyles that driving rather than using active transport has. Another link was 

the positive mental and physical health benefits that come from people using active transport options, 

such as walking and cycling. Physical and mental health benefits were also referred to in the 

development of healthier public spaces; for example, the benefits from passive and active recreation 

that are identified with the development at the Te Aro War Memorial. It was argued that taking vehicles 

off the streets and putting them underground makes the area significantly more pleasant for other road 

users. This comment on Scenario A made the connection between transport and health. 

It prioritises mass transit, and healthy travel options - for people and environment. It takes only a 

few years so gives some quick wins and immediately reduces demands for more roads. And its the 

cheapest option! It probably costs less than you’ve estimated if you take into account the reduced 

health bills, reduced traffic accidents, reduced emissions, reduced cost to the environment generally. 

Scenario A was the most positively appraised with regard to health impacts, with quality of life benefits 

anticipated for the city’s population through a shift to active transport modes. Some identified a need 

to educate people in the health benefits that would come from transport changes. 

Liveability was the second main well-being outcome sought by respondents. Liveability was commonly 

mentioned without being explained in detail, but when it was, descriptions covered topics such as 

pleasant public spaces; easy connections between public spaces; and the city as an enjoyable place, 

designed for people rather than vehicles. Again, people favoured Scenario A for its liveability aspects, as 

it was perceived to enable Wellington to become an innovative, attractive place that promotes walking 

and cycling. The following quote was reflective of many positive liveability comments.  

Supports a people-friendly city. Puts people at the heart of the city. Protects the feel/spirit of the city. 

On balance, respondents were also concerned with the liveability outcomes of Scenarios C and D, noting 

that the focus on developing roading infrastructure will not enhance Wellington’s liveability. 

Click, or go to page 227 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A substantial number of people discussed accessibility. A moderate number of these made general 

comments seeking assurance that accessibility would not be compromised, with the Basin intersection 

being the most commonly discussed example. Several people discussed the need to access the outer 

suburbs, and for residents coming into the city to have practical, unchallenging routes. Some of these 

comments stated the need to improve public transport routes, as some areas aren’t adequately 

serviced. 

Several comments were made about mobility of some city residents. Walking and cycling was discussed 

with respondents wanting separated routes for them to access the inner city. A small number of 

comments stated that due to being immobile, cycling was not an option and nor was walking. These 

people wanted to ensure that public transport and taxi services are not restricted from entering the 

CBD. Wellington Combined Taxis expressed concern about these restrictions, and potential loss of 
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customers. There were a few comments that stressed the need to plan for people with disabilities and 

those who are less mobile.  

As a person with a chronic illness I use buses a lot for short journeys across town that able people 

can walk but would leave me exhausted. Metlink want to take away the monthly pass that enables 

me to afford this. Accessible travel is essential to avoid people like me becoming house bound 

Several comments discussed the need to improve accessibility to the airport and that the current 

roading network is inadequate for the high volume of traffic heading to the eastern suburbs, making it 

challenging for people to travel to the airport. 

‒ Retail NZ 

‒ Infrastructure New Zealand 

‒ Upper Hutt City Council 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

‒ Living Streets Aotearoa 

‒ Mt Cook Mobilised  

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

Respondents who discussed accessibility, or access, predominantly did so in general terms, simply 

seeking better access to the city for a variety of modes, mainly determined by the transport option(s) 

that the respondent considered most important. This comment on Scenario D explained how access 

for a number of different modes would be improved. 

Better access through the CBD with extra tunnels and lanes is essential and an increase in public 

transport efficiency beyond the CBD will be welcomed. Walking priority spaces also make the CBD a 

more attractive place to be. 

Those who provided detailed comments focused on their preferred modes, predominantly: active 

transport (walking and cycling), public transport and private vehicles. Note that each of these transport 

options is discussed in detail in the Modes section of this report.  

Those who discussed active transport generally wanted the city to be easier to get around for these 

options, through increased prioritisation and better supporting infrastructure. This was included in 

comments on all of the scenarios. Those who discussed public transport wanted improved options, 

through better ease of access, cheaper prices and improved reliability.  

Respondents who wanted better private vehicle access wanted it in and out of the city, rather than 

around it. Better access for those commuting from north of the city was a common request. A moderate 

number of comments criticised Scenario A, stating that access to specific places would be made more 

difficult, most commonly for commuters from outside the city. It was argued that the wider city and 

region has not been appropriately considered regarding access needs. Specific places that participants 

felt would be adversely impacted by Scenario A changes included: the airport, Porirua, Hutt Valley, 

Kilbirnie, Rongotai, east-west route, traffic coming from the north, Basin Reserve, Vivian St, Willis St and 
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central city businesses. These places were also common destinations that people requested better 

access to and from, across all scenarios. 

Accessibility for particular groups was frequently sought, most often this was for active and public 

transport mode users; however, there were also calls for private vehicle access to the city to be retained. 

Reasons supporting this option included: that some vehicles will always need access to the CBD, e.g., 

the elderly/frail, people with disabilities, or those with young children. 

Click, or go to page 230 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

The majority of comments discussed safety for pedestrians and cyclists, but most of these comments 

were focused on cyclists. The general sentiment was that the current standards for cycling in Wellington 

are poor, with many claiming that they feel too unsafe to bike at peak times and in certain parts of the 

city. These respondents would like to see improved cycling infrastructure with clearly separated cycle 

lanes. A few expressed concerns about cyclists sharing lanes with buses. Some discussed cyclists in a 

negative light, claiming that their disregard for road rules puts themselves and others in danger. A few 

argued that inner city streets are too narrow to accommodate cycle lanes without putting the public at 

risk.  

Those who discussed pedestrians often talked about wanting safer crossings for busy streets such as 

SH1, and greater prioritisation for pedestrians and cyclists in general. Key locations were mentioned 

such as Vivian St, Ruahine St, Wellington Rd and Cobham Drive.  

Several commenters would like to see a reduction in traffic on the roads, noting that this would lead to 

safer outcomes for everyone. This included a couple who wanted to see reduced speed limits in the 

central city.  

You want to divide pedestrians with even more canyons of cars -those scars will never heal. You are 

destroying something that people love. Stop building roads please. 

A small number of comments discussed safety for children, the elderly and the disabled. One identified 

the need to design a transport system that caters to all ages and abilities. A few respondents noted 

issues around the Basin that need to be resolved; Dufferin St was specifically mentioned, where there 

are safety concerns for school children. Another comment made the point that travelling with children 

is difficult and not necessarily suited to active or public transport. 

The Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce outlined that a rational approach needs to be taken to 

safety provision. 

While we strongly support continuing improvement in the transport sector, it is important to 

understand up-front that there is an optimal amount of resource that should be utilised in reducing 

the risk of premature death or injury, just as there is an optimal amount of resource that should be 

spent on crime prevention, health interventions etc.  
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A moderate number of respondents made other comments. These included: light rail is a safer and 

more efficient form of transport; bus lanes and cycle lanes create safety concerns for taxis and their 

customers; buses should not be in the inner city as streets are too narrow and slowing them just makes 

pedestrians more complacent; motorcycles help reduce congestion and improve safety on the roads; 

autonomous cars will dramatically improve safety; and red-light cameras should be placed on all traffic 

lights. 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Wellington Combined Taxis 

‒ New Zealand Nurses Organisation (NZNO) 

‒ Wellington Cable Car 

‒ Green Party Rongotai Branch 

‒ Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

Safety provisions in all scenarios were discussed by respondents. 

There was a sizeable amount of feedback on the public safety aspects outlined in Scenario A. The 

majority of Scenario A safety aspects were considered positive, in particular for pedestrians, cyclists and 

those catching public transport. However, some thought more could be done. There was opposition to 

cyclists and buses sharing lanes and people supported separating pedestrians, buses and cycleways.  

Across all scenarios, cycling was the mode that received the greatest attention regarding increasing 

safety; comments showed that it was perceived currently to be the least-safe mode, with the greatest 

potential for improvements. This comment in Scenario D outlined the safety improvements they liked. 

Safer cycling via dedicated (proper) cycle lanes; safer and faster walking; faster bus journeys; more 

people using public transport YES! 

There were fewer safety-related comments made regarding Scenarios B, C and D and responses were 

mixed. Overall, factors affecting perceptions of safety included: cyclist and pedestrian safety and comfort 

within the road network; health and safety through air quality and pollution; safety and surveillance while 

using public transport; reduction in car use through better provision of other modes to reduce risks 

posed by vehicles; using tunnels to separate vehicles from each other and also from pedestrians and 

cyclists, and; designing better public spaces which would increase safety through reduced community 

severance. 

Click, or go to page 233 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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There were a considerable number of stakeholder and other comments that specifically addressed 

travel times, or time spent in traffic. Note that there is crossover between this section and congestion. 

Several people stated that public transport was either currently too slow (often noted alongside its 

expense) or too inconvenient to use as an alternative to private vehicles. Some of these comments 

supported a more efficient public transportation network to tempt people out of their cars, while at the 

same time others are able to efficiently use private vehicles when required. It was stated that as long as 

private vehicles travel faster between destinations than public transport then people will continue to 

use this option. 

Several comments stated generally that long travel times are detrimental to economic prosperity, health, 

efficiency and lifestyles. These comments spoke of the importance of improving travel times urgently – 

Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) provided a detailed response on this matter. 

Several people commented on infrastructure development (roads or light rail infrastructure) as a way to 

reduce travel times, with half opposing the idea, and half supporting it. The first group considered more 

infrastructure necessary to manage car demand while the second group believed that more roads 

would only lead to more traffic. 

A small number of people wanted existing modes used more often to improve travel times (e-bikes, and 

motorcycles were mentioned). Lastly, a few people stated that travel times could be improved by 

prioritising vehicular traffic, e.g., limiting arterial road-use to fast moving cars. 

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) 

‒ Te Rūnanga O Toa Rangātira Incorporated (Ngāti Toa Rangātira) 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

Almost all respondents favoured the reduced travel times proposed in each scenario. Respondents 

tended to favour Scenarios A and B for improvements to public transport, cycling and walking, claiming 

that this would help remove private vehicles from the road and improve travel times for these modes. 

Regarding Scenarios C and D, respondents favoured the prioritisation of private vehicles, with many 

claiming these scenarios addressed all major choke points in the city. This comment in Scenario B 

explained a couple of ways in which travel times would be improved. 

Like more pedestrians and cyclists in city with less cars.  

Less mobile people will have an easier time taking short quick bus journeys across town. 
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One consistent argument across all scenarios was that the provision of additional roads would not 

necessarily alleviate congestion and could create different problems in new locations. 

Click, or go to page 236 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A large number of respondents used examples of international (and sometimes New Zealand) cities to 

support their varied arguments on traffic solutions. Frequently, comments relayed a plea for planners 

to take note of international examples (including research on urban planning and design) so that 

opportunities to create a “great”, “amazing”, or “future-proofed” city is not lost.  

A considerable number (just under half) of the comments invoking international examples were about 

the introduction of some form of mass transit (often not specified) as the solution to Wellington’s traffic 

issues. By far the majority of these comments were in favour of introducing mass transit, as other cities 

have successfully done (e.g., Singapore, London, Melbourne, New York, Osaka-Kyoto-Kobe, Wurzberg, 

Atlanta, Edinburgh).  

Light rail is by far the best option as is shown by overseas experience when just one line leads to 

greater use of public transport  

Additional comments about mass transit were in support of introducing some aspect of mass transit 

that participants had seen working well in other cities. This included ticketing systems, efficient 

passenger loading measures (such as in Asia and Europe), allowing bikes on buses (as in Christchurch), 

direct public transport links between city and airport (as in the Netherlands). A small number of 

comments contained the sentiment that although successful for other cities, Wellington was not suitable 

for mass transit (reasons included not having a public transport culture, the topography, and a 

population too small for sustained patronage). 

Several respondents cited other places that have focussed on reducing cars in their cities, to good effect. 

Frequently people held international cities up as examples of what to strive for; they used phrases such 

as “the most enjoyable cities”, “modern cities”, or “world cities” to convey this. Cities mentioned include: 

Paris and Rotterdam (for their green spaces that prioritise people and socialising); Scandinavian cities 

(for their reduction of car-use, leading to healthier populations); and Amsterdam (for its initiatives to 

make alternative modes more appealing). Other comments noted “international best practice” and other 

general appeals for taking note of “overseas experience” to see that the provision of infrastructure for 

more cars is a futile endeavour. 

When one looks overseas, we see cities actively discouraging cars coming into the city, and 

preparing for a future with much smarter and environmentally informed modes of transport. 
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Other comments were divided fairly evenly amongst the following topics.  

Several respondents noted that Wellington was worse than other countries in some areas. These 

included: Wellington as the worst for congestion compared to other Australasian and US cities under 

800,000 population; Wellington comparing unfavourably to Christchurch for lack of a central city hub for 

people and art; Wellington feeling unsafe to walk with children compared to Hong Kong. The sentiment 

was that people wanted Wellington to do, or be better.  

Several respondents stated in general terms to look to other cities for examples of how traffic can be 

managed. Examples included: Amsterdam and Vienna (for well-behaved cyclists); Copenhagen and 

Amsterdam (for experts from there to be employed in “this work”); Paris and Barcelona (for examples of 

what “other cities do”). 

Auckland was used as an example by several respondents. For some, Auckland was an example of what 

not to do, for others, of what to do. Auckland’s outdated transport thinking was warned against by one 

person, whereas for others, Auckland was admired for its adoption of efficient swipe cards for public 

transport, its removal of cars from certain streets, and for “moving quicker on development issues” than 

Wellington. 

A small number of respondents would like to see planning that other cities have utilised consulted. E.g. 

the Mayor of London’s draft transport strategy (to have 80% of CBD trips by active or public modes); 

“progressive and sustainable cities’ game plans”; and the “inspiring options that European cities have 

implemented” to reduce vehicle ownership and traffic (which one respondent was willing to present to 

council).  

A few people made comparisons with other cities regarding congestion charging. London’s congestion 

charging was contradictorily heralded as both a success (by a couple of people), and as a failure (by one).  

No significant comments. 

In this section, respondents used examples from national and international places to reinforce their 

points on each scenario. Responses were highly varied, drawing on a variety of different points and 

places. For example, this commenter thought that Wellington could learn from Sydney. 

As noted above for scenario B, I do not support the light rail (possible) inclusion as it is unaffordable 

and hugely disruptive. The estimate of only 18 months extra construction time seems implausible 

(the Sydney experience shows that it is). 

Click, or go to page 238 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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A considerable number of contributors stated that speeds should be reduced across the city, 

particularly in retail and residential areas. Most of the comments stated that this would make a safer, 

more pleasant experience for pedestrians and cyclists. Several comments also suggested stricter 

enforcement of speed limits, to make the network safer. A few comments directly referred to the Smart 

motorways and noted that the system appears to adjust people’s driving behaviour.  

There were some comments stating that slower traffic in theory sounds like a sensible suggestion, but 

that it can lead to unsafe traffic practices that require mitigation. Slower speeds are not always the best 

solution for cyclists, especially with the introduction of electric bikes, which have the capacity to go at 

similar speeds to city traffic. 

Only a few people said that increasing speeds would improve traffic issues. There were a couple of 

people who raised problems with traffic lights; one said that there was a need to have flashing green 

lights to give warning before an orange light.  

‒ Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc  

‒ Architectural Centre 

‒ Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

Respondents who commented on speed were overwhelmingly in favour of reducing traffic speed in the 

inner city. The speed limit most frequently mentioned was 30km/h, with respondents reporting that they 

felt this speed to be safer in general, and in a few cases that this could act as a deterrent to vehicles 

coming into the centre (resulting in less traffic overall, which was viewed favourably). This comment in 

favour of Scenario A outlined the case for reduced speeds. 

Reduced speed limits and re-prioritising key central city streets for walking, cycling, and public 

transport makes travelling by bus quicker and creates a safer and more attractive environment for 

people on foot and on bikes. 

A minority of respondents held the view that reduced speeds would impede traffic flow; these were 

mostly in response to what was not liked about Scenario B. 

Click, or go to page 242 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

A considerable number of participants believe that the proposed scenarios would assist in improving 

economic outcomes in Wellington. Respondents felt that improving access for cyclists and pedestrians 
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and public transport would have a positive effect on retail stores, cafés and other businesses in the CBD. 

There were suggestions on how to improve the amenities and make the central city more appealing. 

Argosy Property Ltd. discussed the need to celebrate heritage buildings, as internationally they are the 

heart of retail areas. Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce made this link between transport 

infrastructure development and economic growth. 

The importance of enhanced and fit for purposes infrastructure as a key driver of economic growth, 

enhanced productivity and competitiveness, and social well-being is well established.  Good 

infrastructure can also deliver a more cohesive society.  By ensuring, for example, global 

connectedness and the ability to move, efficiently, people between home and work and business-

produced goods and services from farm gate and factory to point of embarkation, good 

infrastructure creates clear economic and social value for NZ.  This equally applies in urban and 

rural environments. 

In contrast to those comments, a considerable number of people were concerned that restricting access 

to private vehicles and service vehicles would have a negative impact on businesses. The main 

opposition was to the increase of parking prices, the creation of pedestrian-only streets and the 

introduction of congestion charging. Participants felt that these would all “kill” the CBD and make people 

more likely to shop at suburban centres.  

Several comments discussed the need to consider tourism and the economy, most stating that 

Wellington needs to be a vibrant hub, with a great transport network.  

There were a few comments stating that climate change needs to have more priority, as poor 

environmental condition could negatively impact the economy, with one reference to New Zealand’s 

international clean-green image. 

‒ Te Rūnanga O Toa Rangātira Incorporated (Ngāti Toa Rangātira) 

‒ Retail NZ 

‒ Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) 

‒ Wellington Regional Economic Development Agency (WREDA) 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

Comments were made on the likely economic impacts of changes across all scenarios, with a slightly 

higher proportion of comments made on Scenario A than the other three scenarios.  

A number of direct and indirect economic impact topics were covered. Direct impacts included the 

assessment by some that encouraging active and public transport modes would benefit Wellington’s 

economy as people on foot are more likely to spend money. However, in Scenarios C and D, people also 

reported that the loss of parking and accessibility in the city would have a negative impact on retail, cafés 

and other businesses as people would be discouraged from visiting the city. There were some 

comments that went further and stated that it would be easier to go to outer suburban retail centres, 

rather than attempting to travel to the CBD. Also, a considerable number of participants thought that 

planning for cars would not be suitable for the future of Wellington and would be an unwise decision. 
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Due to this, there was a lot of support for encouraging mode shift to public or active transport. This 

comment explained the relationship between retail returns and active transport. 

I really like Option A, I have read the literature that talks about how an attractive pedestrian friendly 

shopping area is  better for business. I have just started shopping on my bike and find it so 

convenient as I can park outside the shop I want and don'  have to worry about finding a car park. I 

think this option would make a really nice city centre. I totally support lowering speeds as this is 

makes the roads much much safer for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Indirect economic impacts were also discussed, including: the development of a business park at the 

airport; changes, such as proposed in Scenario C, would provide opportunities for urban development 

and increase property values, and; concern with central Wellington’s economy being sustainable, and 

outer suburbs paying for central city benefits. There were also a couple of comments that discussed the 

change in society and how more people are working from home, causing a shift in infrastructure 

demand. 

Click, or go to page 244 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

The general resilience of the transport network, and resilience in relation to natural disasters (primarily 

earthquakes) was a concern for a considerable number of respondents. (Note that resilience to the 

effects of climate change are discussed in the Environment section of this report.) Of these, a moderate 

amount of comments (half the resilience comments) were concerned with having, or developing, a 

transport network that is resilient. The main concern is that the roading networks proposed in scenarios 

would not cope in the event of an earthquake. Fears were two-pronged: first, that particular 

infrastructure would not withstand an earthquake event (e.g., that light rail infrastructure would not be 

operational in a post-earthquake scenario, whereas buses might be) and second, that repairs to 

infrastructure would take a long time and so potentially render infrastructure unusable in the aftermath 

of extreme events. A few felt that the proposals outlined in Scenarios C and D would be best placed to 

deal with the mass movement of people in the aftermath of an event.  

Wellingtons transport network must be resilient to the impacts of natural hazards and climate 

change. Plus be able to function quickly after extreme events. 

The Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce made this point about learning from others about the 

importance of building a resilient network. 

Effective risk management strategies are important for New Zealand as a whole (as we have seen in 

respect to the impact of earthquakes in the South Island), but also particularly in respect of 

Wellington, where the risks are well known and lessons can be taken from other parts of the country 

in terms of building resilience. 

A few comments offered ideas for particular interventions that they feel would be earthquake resilient. 

These included: a “submersible [cycling] tunnel from Lambton Harbour area to Point Jerningham then 

on to Greta Point and to Cobham Drive or Miramar Wharf” (details provided for materials and 
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construction); tunnels generally, as they are perceived to be more resilient than above-ground 

infrastructure; transport corridors that “locate facilities that will assist in emergencies” (e.g., tsunami lines 

to show threat levels).  

Several respondents mentioned light rail, with opinions divided between the majority who felt that light 

rail would not cope in the event of a seismic event, and the minority, who stated that it either would, or 

that its infrastructure would be “restored faster than roads”. 

A couple of respondents mentioned resilience in an economic context, stating that a resilient network 

would have economic benefits.  

‒ Wellington City Council Environmental Response Group 

‒ Wellington Region Chambers of Commerce 

Across all scenarios, earthquakes were the primary risk participants mentioned that would compromise 

the resilience of the network, if not well planned and built for. People were concerned that suitable 

disaster plans had not been developed. There was also considerable comment on the resilience of light 

rail and questions over its suitability for Wellington conditions. This comment acknowledged Wellington’s 

vulnerability to earthquakes. 

We know Te Aro is very earthquake prone and we can supposedly not afford to strengthen Cuba 

Street as it is, so just interested to see tunnelling beneath an earthquake prone area.  

Click, or go to page 246 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

Several comments stated that the transport network needs to accommodate all citizens, and not 

compromise anybody’s ability to be mobile in Wellington. There were a small number of comments that 

discussed the need to have suitable transport for children, to encourage them to walk, and to make it 

possible for young families to use public transport. There were a similar number of comments that said 

better facilities should be developed to enable wheelchairs and prams to access public transport, with 

one respondent reporting that rail is the best solution as it has lower floors.  

There were also a few comments that said the removal of parking or increase in parking prices would 

reduce their ability to enter the CBD as they are not able to walk far. There were also a couple of 

comments that claimed the engagement and consultation process did not show enough prioritisation 

of people with disabilities, and that in the future, this needs to be better incorporated into engagement 

feedback options.  
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‒ Living Streets Aotearoa 

Most of the comments expressed concern that people with disabilities, the elderly and children were 

not appropriately accommodated for in any of the scenarios. Appropriate accommodation measures 

would mean that facilities are provided, which would make it easy for these groups to enter, navigate 

and travel around the city, through provisions such as easy-to-use public transport and easily used and 

safe walking and cycling infrastructure. This comment offers practical suggestions for considering a 

number of different groups. 

Promoting cycle safety, encouraging children to ride a bike, design footpaths for wheelchairs and 

walking frames and open cbd only to deliveries with trucks certain hours of the day. Get Wellington 

ready for electric bicycles! 

Respondents also stated that it is important that those who need to bring private vehicles into the city 

can still do so. Comment was made that additional disabled car parks would be beneficial. There were 

suggestions that public transport needs to be improved to accommodate vulnerable groups. 

Click, or go to page 248 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 

Topography was identified as a unique feature of Wellington that must be considered in traffic plans. 

Respondents disliked the idea of imposing ‘solutions’ on Wellington that are not topographically 

appropriate. E.g. Light rail’s suitability to the topography is both questioned and endorsed.  

A few motorcyclists noted that their mode is well-suited to Wellington’s hilly topography, and would like 

to see more support for it. The NZ Institute of Architects (NZIA)’s submission proposed several solutions 

that work with topography, as the following quote describes. 

The need to separate East-West State Highway traffic from North-South local traffic may be hard on 

a perfectly flat site, but Wellington is blessed with hills which already provide the answer: work with 

the hills. 

As well as the hilly nature of Wellington, its “restrictive geography” is viewed as both a challenge (by a 

small amount who feel that this either hinders traffic flow, or makes traffic-planning difficult), and as a 

natural feature of Wellington, which restricts the city boundaries and assists in is walkability (viewed by 

a small number as a positive).  

Wellington is well-placed to reduce its dependency on cars due to its relatively compact geography. 

Bad weather was referenced as an impediment to the uptake of active modes in Wellington by several 

respondents. Most of these offered solutions (e.g., by way of covered walkways), and a few respondents 

cited this factor in their call for the prioritisation of vehicular modes. 
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Stakeholders that made a significant comment on this topic 

‒ New Zealand Institute of Architects 

‒ Green Party Wellington Province 

‒ Wellington International Airport Ltd. (WIAL) 

Most of the comments queried the weather and topography conditions for Wellington being suitable 

for promoting cycling as a primary mode of transport. People were also concerned that the population 

density and geography of the city would compromise the effectiveness of light rail. Comments also 

requested shelter for pedestrian and cycle pathways from Wellington’s weather. This was one of them. 

Recognise Wellington’s wind and rain by more pedestrian shelter. 

Click, or go to page 250 for the full discussion of like, dislike and change comments for each Scenario. 
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The chart presents respondents’ preferences for the four scenarios. Of the 1994 paper and online form 

respondents, 1954 answered the Scenario preference question, with the most popular Scenarios being 

A and D. 

The questions asked to record respondents’ Scenario preferences were, “How far would you go?” 

followed by “Why?”. Based on the comments made answering the why question (discussed below), the 

preference results shouldn’t be interpreted as a vote for, or total endorsement, of individual Scenarios; 

the discussions below explain that most respondents generally preferred to mix and match parts of 

multiple Scenarios. 
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In their response, respondents were asked where they live. Responses were grouped into four sub-

groups: Central Wellington; Wellington City beyond Central Wellington; Wellington Region outside 

Central Wellington; and other (selected ‘other’ or no response). 

Where respondents lived was used to analyse whether location influenced Scenario preference. The 

table below and chart above present the results. 
 

Central 

Wellington 

Wellington City 

beyond        

Central 

Wellington 

Wellington 

Region outside 

Central 

Wellington 

Other (selected 

'other', or no 

response given) 

Total 

Scenario A 144 306 59 51 560 

Scenario B 40 115 43 18 216 

Scenario C 49 102 31 11 193 

Scenario D 104 322 162 47 635 

Unsure 54 190 64 42 350 

Total 391 1,035 359 169 1,954 

The scenario preference for each location differed:  

 Those who lived within Central Wellington were most likely to support Scenario A (37%).  

 Those who lived in the Wellington Region outside Central Wellington, or Wellington City beyond 

Central Wellington, were more likely to support Scenario D (45% and 31% respectively)  

 Scenarios B and C were the least popular Scenarios across all regions. Thirteen percent was the 

highest preference for either of these Scenarios, for any location. 

A summary of the comments made by respondents in explaining why they preferred the particular 

scenario they selected (when answering the question “Why?”) is presented below. A full synthesis of all 

the comments made by respondents in answering this question is presented in the Appendix. 

Prioritisation of public transport was the most common reason for supporting Scenario A. Public 

transport improvements were considered an effective solution to Wellington’s traffic issues, particularly 

improved performance of current modes, reduced costs and targeted subsidies for some groups and 

better connections between modes. 

Mass transit, commonly light rail, was the most discussed public transport mode for its contribution to 

reducing private vehicles through fast and efficient movement of many people. It was considered a bold, 
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forward-looking option, which would reduce expenses in other areas but may require a change in public 

behaviour. It was also identified by a considerable number of respondents to improve the airport’s 

connection with the city. 

“Scenario A+” was proposed as a holistic future solution. Scenario A+ calls for the addition of light rail 

and congestion charging to Scenario A to facilitate the movement of more people without additional 

roading infrastructure. 

Increasing public transport patronage was discussed. Better coordination between modes was a key 

change, along with the following being sought: reductions in crowding; modernisation; cost; frequency; 

and reliability. Overall, reduced travel times should be the aim. 

The reduction in car use and congestion within the central city was the most common point made 

regarding private vehicles. Along with congestion, cars are considered to impact the environment and 

not contribute to personal health. While other scenarios were criticised for being too car-centric, 

Scenario A was considered to provide alternatives to private vehicle use. Other behaviour changes, such 

as increased car sharing was also supported, and a moderate number of people proposed the reduction 

of central city speed limits.  

Scenario A was considered to have the least emphasis on new roading. Choosing not to develop tunnels 

and flyovers was considered a cost saving that could be used for future improvement in active and public 

transport. 

Respondents supported prioritisation of walking and cycling, making people more comfortable and safe 

when using these modes. An underlying sentiment was that the provisions should go further, through 

initiatives such as mode separation. 

Scenario A was considered the best option for the environment, delivering improved environmental 

outcomes, through reduced pollution, fumes, noise and unpleasant smells. 

A substantial number of people supported congestion charging and a range of other possible charges 

(road pricing, tolls). Removal of parking was also supported by some. 

Scenario A was considered more future-proofed, but some also thought that it was just a start and that 

it needed to go further with what is proposed – the development of mass transit was a specific example. 

It was considered a relatively cheap way to get tangible change commenced and an initial step that 

would create the least disruption.  

Many comments supported benefits to well-being, liveability and the vibrancy of the city. Improvement 

in urban amenity and public space, facilitated by public and active modes, was one example. Small scale 

improvements were also sought, such as better footpath quality, seats and shade, laneways and better 

connections and links between places and (public and active transport) modes. Respondents wanted a 

more attractive city that is functional, liveable, and tourist-friendly. 

Some pointed out the potential for better social interaction through the development of green spaces 

and social hubs that would otherwise be used for vehicles. Changes will ultimately create a more unique 

and exciting city. 

Click, or go to page 253 for the full discussion of why respondents preferred Scenario A. 



 

107   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

Public transport was the most discussed transport mode in relation to Scenario B. Suggested changes 

to improve the public transport system included extending routes and improving transport modes in 

outer areas. A considerable number of respondents discussed the potential for mass transit, most 

commonly light rail. Participants stated that mass transit could move a lot more people than the current 

bus system and prepare the city for future growth.  

Participants believed Scenario B would reduce or discourage people from using private vehicles as their 

primary mode of transport as it had a good mix of alternate transport, including cycling and walking. 

Most respondents who favoured cycling provisions expressed general support for prioritising cycling, 

improving cycling and creating a more connected network. A considerable number of respondents 

specifically favoured Scenario B due to its improvements for pedestrians.  

A substantial number of respondents favoured the addition of new tunnels. They were specifically 

supportive of the new Mt Vic tunnel and its influence on congestion. Many favoured Scenario B as it 

would ease congestion. 

The cost and time frame were supported, with respondents arguing Scenario B is affordable, provides 

a compromise between costs and benefits and would achieve the best outcome for a reasonable time. 

When comparing with other scenarios, respondents argued that Scenario A does not go far enough and 

that Scenario C and D are too car-centric, cost too much and would take too long. 

Connection to other areas was the most favoured outcome. Several commenters specifically noted that 

the Mt Vic Tunnel would greatly improve their connection to the central city. A considerable number of 

commenters supported an increased access to the airport from the central city and outer areas. 

Respondents were in favour of a mass transit connection to the airport and hospital from a variety of 

locations in the Wellington region.  

Click, or go to page 272 for the full discussion of why respondents preferred Scenario B. 

A considerable number of participants preferred Scenario C because of the provisions to reduce or 

discourage car usage, with a good balance of alternative transport options. Once again, the most 

discussed mode was public transport. A substantial number of participants discussed the need to 

prioritise public transport and make it more reliable, efficient, cleaner and therefore more appealing. A 

moderate number of participants supported the introduction of light rail as the most popular form of 

mass transit. Respondents considered light rail to be a good solution for traffic issues as it would create 

a more attractive, innovative and flexible transport option that accommodates future growth. 

A considerable number favoured encouraging and prioritising active transport. Respondents noted a 

need to reduce private vehicle use and encourage clean and healthy transport modes. It was believed 

that Scenario C provides a good balance between additional roading and active transport provisions, 

with the new city tunnel creating great pedestrian and cycle space above.  
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Respondents supported additional tunnels at Vivian St and Mt Vic. In most cases, commenters 

emphasised the reduction in congestion that these tunnels would facilitate. There were also many 

suggestions for layout changes, including separation of motorways from local traffic and separation of 

north-south and east-west. A considerable number of respondents reported the need to address 

congestion issues in Wellington with Vivian St and the Basin identified as hotspots.  

A considerable number of respondents supported Scenario C because they felt it was a cost-effective 

solution to Wellington’s transport problems, with Scenario D considered too expensive for the proposed 

outcomes. Respondents also believed that Scenario C would give the best benefits within the time frame 

considered.  

Connection to outer areas was the most discussed outcome. A moderate number of respondents 

discussed improved connections to outer areas generally. The airport and hospital were places of 

importance for several respondents, all of whom expressed the need to be better connected. Many of 

those suggested mass transit as the solution. 

Click, or go to page 282 for the full discussion of why respondents preferred Scenario C. 

A very large number of respondents considered Scenario D the most suitable for preparing Wellington 

for the future, particularly focusing on the need for planning to be future-focused; this was around twice 

as many as Scenario A. Over half of the comments supported Scenario D as the bare minimum, because 

Wellington needs to prepare for population growth and climate impacts and have suitable transport 

options to accommodate these changes. A moderate number of respondents supported the cost of 

investment, as it would result in an advanced city with an innovative transport system. A moderate 

number of people stated potential technological innovations would help improve city congestion and 

traffic issues, with electric and autonomous vehicles dramatically changing roading requirements. 

A moderate number of commenters supported completion in stages; some claimed that this would 

allow the residents of Wellington to experience transport improvements early in the proposed 

construction time frame. Some suggested completing public transport prior to roading.  

A substantial number of respondents stated that, despite the cost, Scenario D would provide the best 

outcomes for Wellington. Many claimed that it would meet the needs of all transport modes, with other 

scenarios providing only short-term fixes. 

A substantial number of respondents discussed the importance of having a visionary and bold plan, 

many more than any other scenario. Some felt though that there needs to be more vision, particularly 

in the area of providing active transport options. A moderate number of respondents supported 

Scenario D because it is a balanced holistic approach which would have the overall greatest benefit for 

city users. 

A substantial number of respondents supported improved connectivity to outer areas, specifically outer 

suburbs, the airport and hospital.  

There was around half as many comments compared to Scenario A on transport modes, including less 

than half as many comments on public transport. 
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The comments regarding public transport were supportive of improving the overall provision. 

Participants commonly supported dedication of lanes to public transport, with increased efficiency and 

reduced travel times being the ultimate aims. Mass transit, including light rail, was considered a future-

proof, accessible and clean way to reduce reliance on personal vehicles and diesel buses. 

Around one third as many comments discussed buses, compared to those who supported Scenario A. 

Most comments were in favour of retaining the current bus network with improvements in reliability, 

efficiency, ease of access, electric power instead of diesel and more extensive routes.  

A substantial number of people supported cycling improvements. The point was repeatedly made that 

this scenario included a good integration of modes, with cycling being one of them. Cycleways were 

supported in a moderate number of comments, particularly along key routes.  

A considerable number of people supported Scenario D for the walking provisions. Comments were in 

favour of improvements that would subsequently make walking a safer transport mode. 

A considerable number of people supported Scenario D for the private vehicle provisions. They felt that 

only Scenario D would improve congestion and reduce travel times for those who need and want to use 

private vehicles in Wellington. Conversely, a substantial number of respondents supported Scenario D 

as it aims to reduce private vehicles in central Wellington and change the transport mode of many 

commuters. They viewed this as a physically, mentally, and socially healthy alternative to private vehicles.  

Tunnels were the most popular infrastructure topic. A large number of participants were in favour of 

tunnels as a solution to congestion and other Wellington transport issues. Tunnels were perceived as a 

good way to increase traffic capacity and ease congestion, and a way to free up land above for public 

space, walking, cycling and public transport. A moderate number of people supported flyovers as a 

roading solution, while several were opposed. 

Several commenters favoured the inner-city bypass. Respondents argued that grade separation is 

needed to solve congestion issues, or that putting roads underground generally makes for a more 

pleasant urban environment. 

Around one fifth as many people, who would go as far as Scenario D (20), discussed pricing interventions, 

compared with those who discussed them in Scenario A (105). A small number of respondents made 

each of these suggestions: cheaper or subsidised public transport; introduction of a form of congestion 

charging; and road tolls to reduce the number of cars in the central city, with the revenue invested in 

other transport developments. 

A considerable number of participants emphasised the need to consider how human well-being would 

be affected, particularly improving Wellington’s ‘liveability’. Scenario D was considered to have the most 

potential to create ‘lived’ spaces that encourage social interaction and mobility. Comment was made 

that it is important to consider the urban environment as Wellington progresses and that this will require 

some future thinking – reducing cars and increasing accessways for pedestrians and cyclists was 

considered the key to opening spaces in the city. Several commenters also discussed the physical and 

social health of residents and visitors to the city along with personal safety.  

Several comments discussed emissions, in particular that Scenario D does not do enough to reduce 

them, and some felt that the changes would increase emissions. There was a small amount of comments 
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specifically about the environment, with some stating that it would reduce environmental impacts. These 

comments were substantially less than those that supported Scenario A. 

Click, or go to page 291 for the full discussion of why respondents preferred Scenario D. 

Many of those who were ‘unsure’ believed that there were no suitable scenarios to choose from. A 

considerable amount stated that they did not like any of the scenarios, with many adding that they did 

not like the cumulative nature of the proposed scenarios or felt that the proposals were not “complete” 

and did not “go far enough”. A considerable number of commenters were unsure which scenario they 

favoured as they liked some aspects of all the scenarios; over three quarters of these people supported 

improved public transport infrastructure, especially a light rail system.  

Many respondents stated that public transport is not prioritised enough. They noted that each scenario 

puts a lot of emphasis on the private vehicles and could go a lot further in providing public transport 

improvements. Several comments wanted light rail added to the scenarios. Respondents wanted new 

routes and tunnels planned for light rail. They believed light that rail is sensible, sustainable and cost-

effective and follows in the footsteps of many progressive cities.  

A moderate amount of comments discussed improvements to cycling. General improvements included 

provision for cycling; safer cycling; protected and dedicated cycleways that connect key locations; active 

encouragement of cycling; and making it easier for people to cycle. 

A moderate amount of comments discussed walking improvements. Participants argued for: more 

pedestrian-friendly streets; more and improved walking routes; increased encouragement of walking as 

a mode of transport; better pedestrian areas in the CBD; more walking opportunities; and reduced 

walking times.  

A considerable number of respondents expressed the importance of moving away from prioritising 

private vehicle usage. A moderate number of these respondents stated that they felt the proposed 

scenarios were too ‘car-centric’ and had too much emphasis on roading infrastructure.  

A moderate number of respondents supported tunnels but did not like all aspects of the scenarios. 

Several comments opposed tunnels and said that they would not be a good investment in the long-

term. People noted that tunnels are not a future-proof solution and would further encourage the use 

of private vehicles. Several comments also opposed the emphasis on new roading infrastructure as 

more roads would encourage more cars and increase congestion.  

A considerable number of respondents preferred FIT’s Scenario A+, mentioning the need to improve 

conditions for walking, cycling and public transport.  

A considerable number of participants discussed the need to improve access to particular areas. Several 

comments wanted to see access to the airport improved and most comments suggested having greater 

accessibility of public transport modes. Several comments also stated the need for greater access to 

areas outside the centre city. 

Click, or go to page 307 for the full discussion of why respondents selected ‘Unsure’.



 

111   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

The Basin is considered a key ‘pinch point’ or ‘bottleneck’ of Wellington’s roading network, and 

participants identified that a timely solution is needed. A very large number of comments noted that 

congestion issues at the Basin Reserve need to be solved. The issues raised, and solutions proposed 

and opposed, were a microcosm of the whole project. Over 1,800 individual points informed the 

discussion covering many different issues. The Wellington District AA outlined the importance of the 

Basin in the broader Wellington context. 

The key issue remains the Basin Reserve and requires an agreed consentable solution even though it 

may take a decade to implement. Once agreement is reached and design approved, improvements 

to the North/South route to the Airport and the East/West link to the Hospital will follow.  

A majority of participants supported maintaining the Basin Reserve, or protecting the character of the 

area, and only making roading improvements that do not impact the aesthetic or heritage values. A 

number of groups provided submissions outlining detailed support for protecting the Basin. Some that 

were in favour of low-impact solutions favoured tunnels over flyovers – tunnels were considered to have 

low visual impact – although a substantial number opposed either intervention. We note that the 

majority of respondents selected Scenarios B, C or D as their preferred options. All of these scenarios 

include a Basin solution involving tunnels or bridges, so objections from many to these interventions 

weren’t strong enough for them to totally reject scenarios including these types of roading interventions. 

While fewer in total number, there was still a very large number of respondents who were in favour of 

interventions to solve Basin issues. Suggestions included: grade separation; remove or move the Basin; 

flyovers or bridges. There was specific discussion on how various modes could better traverse around 

the Basin from mass transit to walking.  

Many acknowledged the Basin as a congestion issue but didn’t know the best way to fix it. 

Click, or go to page 316 for the full discussion of The Basin Reserve. 

Stathe Highway 1 (SH1) is a viewed by respondents as a vital part of the Wellington transport network. 

People expressed the viewpoint that it should efficiently convey traffic between key destinations, and 

that capacity should be sufficient to eliminate congestion, the effects of which are reported to be 

frustrating delays. There was a general consensus that SH1 is problematic at present.  
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People frequently noted difficulties with SH1 using city streets, stating that local traffic and local amenity 

is adversely affected by traffic using Wellington as a thoroughfare. This, and other comments on layout 

changes were the most frequent SH1 comments. Suggested layout changes were made with the 

intention that SH1’s impact on the city would be reduced. To this end, tunnelling was supported, with 

the new city bypass tunnel proposed in Scenario C receiving more support than opposition.  

However, opinion was divided between those who opposed expansion or extensive infrastructure 

changes to SH1 (such as tunnelling) and those who supported it. Support was often conditional on the 

ability of specific interventions to meet certain outcomes, such as reducing congestion, improving travel 

times, or improving central city street safety/amenity. There was agreement that these outcomes are 

ideal, even amongst those who opposed infrastructure changes to SH1. Opposition was most frequently 

in the form of criticism about: the car-centric nature of interventions, and, SH1 interventions delaying 

the uptake of alternative (more sustainable) transport modes.  

Click, or go to page 324 for the full discussion of State Highway 1. 

Discussion of Vivian St was dominated by support for the removal of SH1. This was viewed as a way to 

reduce overall traffic on the street and in the city, as traffic not destined for the city was removed. 

Tunnelling was a popular option to meet the overall objective of reducing negative sensory impacts of 

traffic (i.e., traffic is viewed as unsightly, noisy, and smelly). 

In addition to concern about sensory impacts of traffic, people were concerned about the physical 

impacts of traffic. A sizeable number of people were in favour of safer or better cycling on Vivian St, with 

separated cycleways viewed by many as a way to achieve this. Pedestrian experiences were also 

important, with safety again paramount. Calls were made for safer, better and faster road crossing, as 

some considered the area dangerous. 

Around two-thirds of comments about parking on Vivian St supported the removal of on-street parking 

(particularly in peak hours), and around one-third opposed it. The respondents in favour of removing 

parking on Vivian St believed reduced on-street parking would improve traffic flow. Those who wanted 

parking retained most commonly expressed concern for the viability of local businesses. 

There was scepticism from some regarding the proposed traffic reduction interventions and whether 

they would be effective, particularly the proposals outlined in Scenario B. 

Click, or go to page 327 for the full discussion of Vivian St. 

The waterfront was viewed by respondents as an iconic aspect of Wellington, which should be accessible 

and user-friendly. There was support from a large number of respondents for active transport along the 

waterfront, with many focused on the need to separate pedestrians and cyclists to improve safety for 

all users. Some respondents valued the waterfront for its amenity and supported it being an area for 
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leisure, as opposed to a commuter thoroughfare for cyclists. Clear and separated cycleways were viewed 

as a possible solution to this conflict. 

Accessibility was a concern for a sizeable number of participants, many of whom felt that multi-lane 

roads restrict easy access to the waterfront, particularly for pedestrians. Another sizeable number of 

respondents discussed the waterfront in the context of reducing traffic on adjacent roads (e.g., Jervois 

Quay). This outcome was desired for the general improvements to waterfront accessibility and amenity. 

Scenario D was the frequently mentioned scenario in this context (see quote below), supported most 

often for its projected traffic reduction outcomes and consequent accessibility improvements.  

A second terrace tunnel and reducing traffic along the waterfront. Making it easier for pedestrians 

to get to the waterfront.  

The ‘people-friendly’ and vibrant nature of the area was positively appraised, but some thought 

scenarios could enhance the area more: reducing traffic; a second Terrace Tunnel to reduce traffic; 

improved road crossings; Scenario D layout-changes; and public transport, possibly rail, to improve 

connectivity between the waterfront and the central city, and to attract tourists. 

Respondents who opposed changes to the waterfront were in the minority and most often used the 

argument that the area currently caters well to those using active modes, or that it functions well as it 

is. 

Click, or go to page 330 for the full discussion of The Waterfront. 

Note that analysis summarised here is of respondents’ comments containing the phrase “the Quays”, 

when specific Quays were identified by name, discussion is under each quay.  

Respondents most often supported less traffic, and more provision for active and shared transport 

modes along the Quays. The sizeable number who supported a reduction in traffic on the Quays most 

frequently stated their point in simple terms (i.e., that they liked a scenario for the effect that its 

interventions would have on reducing traffic), or noted that a reduction in traffic was desired for the 

positive effects that this would have on amenity, waterfront access, or on the ability of active transport 

modes to use these roads more frequently, and more safely. Removing through traffic from the Quays 

was viewed as a viable way to improve traffic conditions for local users.   

Cycling was the active mode most discussed by respondents, with the majority in favour of interventions 

to improve uptake of this mode, or improve safety for existing users. Those in opposition were in the 

minority, and most frequently argued that there was already adequate provision for cyclists, and that 

removal of traffic lanes would increase congestion.  

There was broad support from a considerable number of respondents for adding more public transport 

options or emphasising the priority of the current options along the Quays. 

Respondents sometimes discussed the Quays in passing, e.g., in the context of an intervention 

elsewhere in the network having the desired outcome of reduced traffic on the Quays. 

Click, or go to page 333 for the full discussion of The Quays. 



 

114   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

Comments concerning the Hutts were dominated by aspects of travel between Upper/Lower Hutt and 

Wellington City, particularly commuter travel.  

Public transport was a key issue, with a large number of people supporting improved access or 

increased priority for public transport to the Hutts. The majority of these wanted cheaper and more 

reliable mass transit options, citing that these would provide better accessibility to the central city and 

other key Wellington suburbs or locations, such as the hospital and the airport.  

There was concern from a considerable number of respondents that Hutt travel by private vehicle 

impacts on the greater transport network, and that scenarios should better address this. They argued 

that better options to move more people, more efficiently and sustainably, are needed. In support of 

this, a considerable number of participants noted that active transport options could be improved (e.g., 

on Hutt Road). In most cases this was provision for cyclists, with support on balance for more and safer 

cycleways along this route. 

Click, or go to page 335 for the full discussion of The Hutts. 

Respondents supported the idea of Lambton Quay carrying less vehicular traffic, and providing more 

for people using active and shared modes. Comments were overwhelmingly in favour of prioritising 

active and shared modes over the private vehicle, with a sizeable number stating that Lambton Quay 

should be closed completely to private vehicles.  

Those who advocated for reduced traffic stated that this would grant various benefits, including an 

enhanced experience for pedestrians. However, it was noted that buses contribute problematic noise 

and atmospheric pollution, and for this reason, some supported an electric bus fleet. Those who called 

for more or better public transport wanted an efficient, environmentally friendly, and pedestrian-friendly 

system that was separated from general traffic. Pedestrian safety was a concern, particularly in scenarios 

that did not separate traffic from cyclists and walkers.  

A moderate number of respondents opposed traffic-reduction measures for Lambton Quay, arguing 

that local businesses would suffer. 

Click, or go to page 337 for the full discussion of Lambton Quay. 

The restriction of traffic on Willis St was opposed and supported in similar numbers, with slightly more 

in opposition. Participants against the closing/restriction of traffic to Willis argued that businesses would 

suffer, and that the intervention would simply shift traffic problems elsewhere. Those for the proposal 

supported it in non-specific ways.  

The intersection of Willis St by SH1 was referred to by a considerable number of respondents, all of 

which felt that SH1 had a detrimental effect on the street.  
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Participants voiced concern in relatively equal numbers about the following issues for Willis St: walking, 

cycling, public transport and the proposed bus/cycle lane. A moderate number of participants argued 

that: pedestrians be better catered for on Willis; more priority be given to cyclists; public transport be 

prioritised (in a number of ways); and, that a shared bus/cycle lane was not appropriate (for reasons of 

safety). 

Click, or go to page 339 for the full discussion of Willis St. 

Click, or go to page 341 for the full discussion of Karo Drive. 

Shifting Karo Drive traffic to a tunnel, proposed in Scenarios C and D, was supported because: it would 

reduce conflict with cross traffic and enhance the liveability of Te Aro, eliminate severance issues, open 

up land for additional housing, improve public spaces, and enable pedestrian and cycling facilities. 

Changing traffic to be two-way was positively viewed, with reducing Vivian Street traffic a supporting 

reason. Some felt that heavy traffic causes safety issues on Karo Drive for pedestrians. 

A smaller number of respondents opposed a Karo Drive tunnelling solution because: it would be too 

disruptive to construct, worsening congestion; it is a car-centric solution that will only increase car use; 

money and effort could be better spent elsewhere, such as public and active transport, or tunnels in a 

different location; and it would be expensive.  

Click, or go to page 343 for the full discussion of Jervois Quay. 

Jervois Quay changes that prioritise active transport users, specifically removing general traffic and 

replacing it with cycle lanes, and active and public transport, were supported. Waterfront and Jervois 

Quay mode separation was commonly positively appraised, with many respondents noting that this 

would improve the safety of pedestrians from bicycles on the waterfront, and cyclists from vehicles on 

the road. A small number wanted even more improvements for these groups, particularly pedestrian 

access to the waterfront, possibly via under- or over-passes. 

Several respondents opposed layout changes or reducing traffic on Jervois Quay as they thought all the 

present lanes are required as it is currently a primary vehicle thoroughfare. Several commenters stated 

that removing a general traffic lane in each direction would only increase congestion on Jervois Quay 

and other central Wellington roads. A small number of respondents did not support the implementation 

of cycleways on Jervois Quay as they felt that this could lead to tension between vehicles and cyclists or 

that the current cycling infrastructure along the waterfront was sufficient.  

Public transport was the most discussed public transport topic, with future improvements considered 

essential. Currently this stretch is considered heavily congested with buses, creating an unpleasant and 

noisy environment, as well as causing increased travel times. Respondents favoured aspects of 
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scenarios that will make public transport more efficient, such as dedicated bus lanes and a more efficient 

service. 

Mass transit was supported, particularly in the form of light rail. Some suggested removing private 

vehicles from the Golden Mile and leaving it for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. Some 

comments challenged changes, specifically: service and disabled people’s vehicles would need access; 

shops could lose business; and the reduced carriageway would be difficult for cycles and service 

vehicles. 

Click, or go to page 344 for the full discussion of “Golden Mile”. 

A moderate number of respondents supported prioritisation of public transport on Thorndon Quay, 

especially if this meant the implementation of ‘bus-only lanes’. However, several commenters thought 

that could be more done for public transport. Only a small number of respondents did not support 

prioritising public transport on Thorndon Quay, usually because they considered the current service to 

be satisfactory. 

Several respondents made favourable comments about improving active transport facilities on 

Thorndon Quay, or thought that these plans could be extended further. Two thirds of those who 

approved of prioritising active transport on Thorndon Quay wanted dedicated cycleways, as it is 

currently too dangerous to cycle there, especially with the current angled parking layout. 

Several commenters suggested different layout plans for Thorndon Quay; these included: removing slip 

lanes on Thorndon Quay and surrounding roads; developing parking buildings near Thorndon Quay 

near mass transit depots; removing parking on Thorndon Quay to allow for a dedicated cycle lane; 

removing all traffic apart from buses and cyclists; using SH1 to distribute traffic, rather than relying on 

Thorndon Quay; or building more tunnels through nearby hills to alleviate congestion. A few 

respondents stated that they did not want any layout changes that would reduce traffic flow, remove 

car parks, or increase the cost of parking on Thorndon Quay as it would negatively impact the local 

businesses and accessibility to the Railway Station. 

Click, or go to page 345 for the full discussion of Thorndon Quay. 

Several respondents supported the addition of another lane on SH1 Ngauranga-Aotea as they thought 

it would reduce traffic congestion caused by commuters. A similar number of commenters disapproved 

of adding another lane to the SH1 Ngauranga-Aotea motorway; half of these people thought that this 

contradicted efforts to reduce traffic, claiming that providing more roading infrastructure would only 

encourage more people to drive. 

A couple of commenters suggested that traffic management could be more effectively used to reduce 

congestion on Aotea Quay. However, a small number of respondents did not support efforts to reduce 
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traffic flow on Aotea Quay, with most of these people arguing that this is a major connecting route for 

many people to the central city and waterfront. 

A small number of respondents showed general support for public transport prioritisation on Aotea 

Quay. A couple of respondents supported development of a cycleway along Aotea Quay; however, one 

respondent did not agree with reducing vehicle capacity for the sake of a cycleway here.  

Click, or go to page 346 for the full discussion of Aotea Quay. 

A considerable number of participants mentioned Courtenay Place as a key site for public transport. 

This includes comments stating that public transport infrastructure or systems to and from Courtenay 

Place need to be improved, as well as those supporting mass transit – with comments suggesting 

Courtenay Place as a key corridor or stop. There was a mix of participants who preferred bus systems 

versus those who support mass transit and light rail.  

The obvious route would then be along the Golden Mile and Courtenay Place, and then 

up Cambridge Terrace, with the southern transit centre at the Basin Reserve, again 

purpose built to allow very short connections for buses to both the southern and eastern 

suburbs. 

Several comments mentioned active transport improvements or changes around Courtenay Place. Most 

participants showed general support for making Courtenay Place a zone that prioritises walking, cycling 

and active transport.  

Click, or go to page 347 for the full discussion of Courtenay Place. 

Mt Victoria (Mt Vic) was mentioned in comments by over 1,000 respondents, with discussion centring 

on the majority view that a second Mt Vic Tunnel, as proposed in Scenarios B, C and D, is warranted. 

(Note that there was considerable comment on tunnels that often did not refer to proposed tunnels by 

name; see Tunnels section for discussion of this.)  

A very large number of respondents argued that a second tunnel is needed, with less (but a still large 

number of) people opposing a second tunnel. Those who supported the extra tunnel at Mt Vic argued, 

in some cases quite urgently, that it would alleviate east/west traffic congestion. Those who opposed 

the tunnel questioned the efficacy of this intervention on the basis that improvements to mass transit 

may render demand for the project obsolete.  

A very large number of respondents supported the second Mt Vic Tunnel with the proviso that active 

and shared transport modes are adequately catered for. This group valued a second tunnel for its 

provision of safe use for walkers and cyclists, eliminating the need for them to use longer, or more 

dangerous routes. More effective utilisation of existing tunnels was called for by a considerable number 

of participants, particularly as a route prioritised for public transport. An additional considerable number 

called for the tunnel to be in a new location than that proposed in scenarios. 

Click, or go to page 348 for the full discussion of Mt Vic. 
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A substantial number of respondents made favourable comments regarding the Arras Tunnel. People 

supported tunnelling interventions due to a perception that benefits could arise such as they did after 

the Arras Tunnel was built. There was support for extending this tunnel further, respondents argued 

that improvements to traffic flow would follow. In addition, tunnels were positively appraised by some 

for their potential to provide useful public spaces above. The Arras Tunnel was mentioned by several in 

relation to the Basin Reserve, with the hope that tunnelling could be extended to link a network of 

tunnels and eliminate current pinch points around the Basin.  

Several respondents used the Arras Tunnel as an example of an ineffective tunnel layout, often 

suggesting that there should have been two lanes in both directions. 

Click, or go to page 353 for the full discussion of Arras tunnel.  

Te Aro is an inner-city suburb encompassing residential communities and busy commuter roads, some 

of which carry SH1. Consequently, Te Aro has a unique set of transport issues, which is reflected in 

participant feedback.  

The majority of respondents who commented on Te Aro supported tunnelling options, in particular 

those outlined in Scenario C. Those who were opposed to tunnels were opposed to more traffic through 

Te Aro. Congestion comments predominantly came from feedback about Scenarios C and D, in which 

the proposed interventions were viewed as viable congestion reduction measures for the Te Aro area.  

People were in favour of SH1 being removed from Te Aro. 

Respondents generally supported the development/liveability opportunities available at Te Aro if 

interventions proposed in Scenario C went ahead. Similar to other places, people were in favour of 

improving walking and cycling infrastructure to enhance experiences and/or safety. 

Click, or go to page 351 for the full discussion of Te Aro. 

The Johnsonville/Porirua area is an area of significance for commuters. Consequently, connectivity and 

travel times are important topics for respondents. Around half the comments mentioned this area in 

relation to public transport, with half of those stating that general public transport needs to be better, 

more frequent or more reliable. Light rail was highlighted as a mass transit option with merit, and to a 

lesser degree, improvements to existing bus services were proposed.  

Around a quarter of comments about this area supported scenarios that improved or expanded roads, 

which they viewed as expediting car travel to key city sites. A minority of participants voiced opposition 

to roading infrastructure interventions, citing that improved roads would only encourage more cars, 

which was viewed as unsustainable. 

Click, or go to page 354 for the full discussion of Johnsonville/Porirua. 
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Newtown comments were largely about the issue of quick and easy access to and from Wellington City. 

Commentary was dominated by support for mass transit, with light rail the most frequently mentioned 

form. Almost all comments supported the linking of Newtown to a mass transit network that 

encompassed key parts of greater Wellington, including the airport. There were only several who 

opposed mass transit, stating that light rail was an inappropriate intervention, and several again who 

wanted better roading infrastructure over all else.  

In addition to mass transit, a considerable number of respondents discussed public transport generally, 

calling for a better network overall, and better public transport as a reliable alternative to driving private 

vehicles. Participants acknowledged the impact that commuter traffic from Newtown has on the greater 

transport network; the majority simply wanted more/better options than they have currently. 

Click, or go to page 356 for the full discussion of Newtown.  
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The discussions that follow present a synthesis of the comments made in response to each of the 12 

prompt questions, for each theme and topic that emerged from the comments. The prompt questions 

for the four Scenarios, A,B,C,D: “what do you like about it?”, “What don’t you like about it?”, “What would 

you change?”  

A summary of each of the six themes, and all topics under each of those themes has been presented in 

the body of the report, starting at page 15.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 16 

A very large number of respondents were in favour of public transport improvements suggested in 

Scenario A. Priority for public transport, particularly dedicated public transport zones, was mentioned 

by a substantial amount of comments. Where preference for public transport was stated, support for 

walking and cycling was frequently mentioned collectively. Participants favoured public transport for its 

reduced environmental impact. 

Prioritising public transport, walking and cycling is an imperative in a world with rising sea levels 

and climate change impacts too costly to even think about looming. 

A considerable number of comments were supportive of the provisions to improve bus services. Specific 

comments supported priority bus lanes and a more frequent and reliable service. Some comments 

suggested improved bus services would ease congestion. 

A considerable number of commenters favoured mass transit. Over half simply stated they liked that 

mass transit was prioritised. A small number of comments made the point that it needs to link major 

destinations or run through popular places, and a few other points were made: it would reduce 

congestion; it would good for the environment; and it would be good for public health.  
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Light rail was specifically favoured by a considerable number of respondents. Many statements 

supported the existing active and public transport provisions in Scenario A but also sought the addition 

of light rail. Key benefits identified were reduced impacts on the environment and speed. It was also 

noted that light rail has been effective in other cities. 

I support scenario 'A+', where scenario A's ideas are paired with light rail to link major destinations. 

Light rail is a positive, fast and healthy way forward for public transport and the city in general.  

A large number of participants disliked the exclusion of light rail from Scenario A. The following 

statement summarises the arguments. 

This scenario doesn’t include light rail. Light rail is absolutely crucial to unlocking Wellington's 

potential as a world class city. It would allow for a huge increase in PT journeys which will have 

obvious benefits such as reduced car usage and improved air quality, and it will connect South 

Wellington and the Eastern Suburbs to the CBD in a brilliant and modern fashion.  

Respondents also commonly argued mass transit needs to be considered and should not be delayed in 

implementation; and public transport provisions do not go far enough. 

Several participants suggested that for public transport to reduce the use of personal vehicles, it needs 

to be more attractive, accessible, affordable and frequent. This includes modifying bus routes, improving 

shelters, and making boarding and payment more efficient.  

Bus-cycle shared lanes were opposed by several participants due to increased risk of collisions and 

health concerns surrounding diesel fumes. Several commenters preferred electric buses. 

Several participants felt there is too much provision for public transport and not enough for cars. 

Respondents argued that providing for more public transport would not ease congestion, and that in 

some instances private vehicle use is unavoidable. 

I think redesignating traffic lanes to public transport and bikes is a poorly thought out plan. I think 

that whilst it is important to strive for environmentally friendly transport infrastructure, we need to 

also take into account city traffic congestion. People need their cars to get around the central city 

for various reasons. Public transport should be encouraged, not forced. Being realistic, there really 

aren’t that many people that bike on Lambton Quay and Willis Street. These streets need to be kept 

open to traffic to avoid congestion. This scenario isn’t future proof, with the increased demands of 

the future, all this plan will do will create further traffic congestion. 

A moderate amount of comments referred to trains. The overall sentiment was more could be done to 

support this transport mode as part of the overall network. 

A substantial number of comments were in favour of introducing mass transit into this scenario. 

Respondents often discussed potential routes, with Newtown and the airport common destinations. 

Some stated they prefer light rail over other forms of mass transit.  
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The addition of light rail to this scenario was suggested by a very large number (over 200) of contributors. 

Some comments were specific in the places it should travel between and the immediate action that 

should be taken to implement it, the station to the airport was the most common route. 

A large number of comments were in favour of greater prioritisation of public transport. Participants 

wanted increased investment in public transport and more priority lanes. Some comments argued this 

would be a key solution to congestion issues. Preference for electric buses over diesel was mentioned 

in a moderate amount of comments. 

Several respondents desired more frequent buses, and extended routes. A few comments specifically 

mentioned improving routes to the east or airport and a similar number suggested that an express loop 

should be introduced. Several respondents made the point that increasing ticketing speed as people 

enter and exit buses would increase efficiency, while a few also wanted cheaper fares.  

A moderate number of respondents mentioned trains. The majority discussed trains as a component 

of the wider network, such as having light rail or buses running from the railway station. A few comments 

stated there should be more train services to and from the city. 

Other comments made by a small number of respondents were: the trolley buses should be retained; 

the train/commuter service should be increased; harbour ferry use should be considered. One 

comment suggested train walkways should be covered. 

Several comments focused on buses and stated that they should be removed from parts of the city, in 

particular, the Golden Mile. A small number of other comments stated generally that public transport 

has too high a priority within the scenario. 

A large number of respondents made comments in favour of mass transit. A considerable amount made 

a positive statement about mass transit, without providing a reason for their support. A considerable 

number of people were positive about the planning for mass transit in the scenario 

A large number of people liked the introduction of light rail in Scenario B. In addition, a considerable 

number of respondents mentioned particular places that light rail should run e.g., (airport, Newtown, 

from the East, Kilbirnie, Adelaide Rd to Cambridge Tce, railway station, hospital).  

A large number of comments supported public transport provisions in the scenario. A significant 

proportion of these comments favoured the enhanced emphasis on public transport, compared to 

Scenario A. 

A substantial number of people commented on the allocation of lanes for public transport. A 

considerable number of these comments specifically focused on the emphasis on buses in this scenario. 

A moderate number of participants were positive about the priority for public transport. 

A moderate amount of comments favoured greater reliability and frequency of public transport resulting 

in reduced travel times. A small number of comments mentioned trains specifically and were supportive 

of their place in the network. A few participants stated that they would use the train more frequently if 

it connected better with other modes. 
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While a considerable number of respondents supported mass transit in the ‘what not liked’ section of 

this scenario, there was a moderate number who were opposed to its development. Of those in favour, 

a moderate number of respondents expressed general support, while slightly fewer stated that it needs 

more definite planning within the scenario. Those that sought greater mass transit detail, were generally 

in favour of prioritising it over private vehicle use.  

Of the moderate amount of comments which opposed mass transit, a variety of arguments were 

offered. These included: mass transit won’t work because not enough people want to travel between 

the railway station and the airport; Wellington is not big enough for mass transit; it would cause 

congestion for other modes; and, there are better value options, such as electric buses.  

Regarding light rail, there were a substantial number of comments that were split relatively evenly 

between those who were for, and those who were against (those in favour generally sought greater 

certainty). The considerable number of commenters opposed light rail for a number of reasons. A 

moderate number stated that it would be too expensive, not cost effective or Wellington does not have 

the population to support it.  

light rail a pipe dream.  If buses don’t work- how will light rail - it's too inflexible 

Several comments preferred a bus network or bus mass transit over light rail (see bus discussion below). 

The considerable number of comments for light rail stated that one of the aspects they disliked about it 

was that planning for it did not go far enough. Some of these people felt the proposal should be more 

certain. Several comments stated they preferred light rail over buses.  

A substantial amount of people sought greater emphasis on public transport in general. Many of these 

raised a variety of issues with public transport infrastructure. A considerable number of comments fell 

into a broad category, which were generally aimed at increasing the current and future capacity or 

effectiveness of public transport.  

Buses were primarily discussed with reference or comparisons to light rail. Several comments stated 

that a bus network or bus rapid transit is a better option than light rail, while a small number stated a 

bus network will be slower than light rail or bus mass transit. Reliability of and accessibility to public 

transport was important for several people. Some were unsure if it would be improved by the proposals 

and others stated public transport needs to be more reliable than private vehicles for people to make 

the shift. 

Several comments argued there is too much emphasis on public transport. A few noted private vehicles 

will still be necessary for people, particularly those who are not able to use public transport. 

A very large number of comments supported the introduction of light rail in this scenario. A considerable 

amount of these stated that a commitment (or at least preparatory steps) need to be made to light rail 

immediately. A high proportion of comments made general statements of support, unaccompanied by 

arguments. Those that did provide arguments thought light rail would reduce congestion and have 

positive impacts on the environment. Of the considerable number of commenters who opposed light 
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rail, many did not give a reason. In addition, a few respondents were opposed to the introduction of 

mass transit in general, believing it would not be effective or economic. 

A sizeable number of comments were made in support of further prioritising public transport. The 

majority were general in nature, but some also referenced specific transport modes such as buses or 

light rail. The outcome sought was better movement of people with reduced car use and subsequent 

congestion. A substantial number of comments supported greater emphasis placed on bus use, or 

enhancement of the current network. (A small number of comments made specific statements that the 

reliability or frequency of any and all public transport needs improvement, and a small number of 

comments opposed increasing buses in the city.) 

A considerable number of individual suggestions focused on improving public transport infrastructure. 

Again, a considerable number of comments were made regarding trains. A broad range of topics were 

covered, with the most common themes being: increasing the suburban rail into the city; and making 

better connections to other modes, such as having car parking hubs at suburban station or linking with 

other mass transit modes as they are developed in the city. 

A small number of comments were in favour of developing ferry transport within the harbour. 

A substantial number of comments provided general support for public transport provisions, several 

participants offered specific support for priority given to public transport on Thorndon Quay and the 

Hutt Rd. 

A considerable number of comments liked the level of provision of public transport within Scenario C. 

Several comments identified specific routes for public transport. Several other comments were positive 

about future provisions for public transport identified in the scenario.  

A substantial amount of comments supported light rail provisions. Again, these were most commonly 

short supportive statements.  

A considerable number of participants were in support of the priority given to buses in this scenario. 

They liked the allocation of lanes and also referred to electrification of the bus fleet.  

A considerable number of comments sought greater support for mass transit within this scenario. 

Around half of those in support wanted greater certainty, with the planning for mass transit ideally 

occurring earlier than proposed. Some also sought greater clarity in the explanations of planning for 

mass transit. 

The comments regarding light rail were split, with slightly more participants opposing it than in support. 

Several comments claimed it is too expensive or not appropriate for the size of Wellington’s population.  

A considerable number of comments were in favour, most commonly providing general support or 

stating it needs to be a more certain option within proposals. 
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A considerable number of respondents identified that public transport is not prioritised enough within 

Scenario C.  

The enormous expense to cater for private vehicles - an incredibly space hungry, energy hungry 

(even if electric) form of transport that should not get priority in a space constrained city where 

public transport and active modes could REALLY work if given proper priority on the existing 

roading network. 

Several comments supported bus provisions or the need to improve them. A few made reference to 

buses being superior to light rail. 

A considerable number of respondents wanted mass transit to be included within Scenario C. A small 

number referred to this being a priority over increased car use and a few argued it needs to be 

commenced immediately.  

Several respondents requested dedicated mass transit tunnels, including Mt Albert and Mt Vic tunnels. 

A sizeable number of comments favoured the introduction of light rail. A small number of respondents 

stated they would prefer investment in light rail over another tunnel. 

A moderate number of respondents stated they opposed light rail. A small number of them opposed it 

because of the cost. 

A substantial number of respondents suggested greater emphasis be placed on public transport. This 

was often discussed alongside active transport. Around half of those who wanted greater public 

transport priority stated public transport should be prioritised over cars.  

A moderate number of comments discussed trains, with the vast majority of these in favour of improving 

commuter trains into the city as a way to reduce congestion caused by personal vehicles.  

A substantial number of respondents liked the public transport provisions in Scenario D. The majority 

provided general support, with specific comments referring to Scenario D being the most advanced 

development of public transport across all scenarios. Support for the collective improvement of all 

modes, with public transport a key component, was also expressed. 

The bold, future proof thinking and desire to improve cycling, public transport and roading, not just 

one of them.  

Several comments were positive about the future planning for mass transit outlined in the scenario. A 

substantial number of comments were in favour of light rail. The majority of these comments simply 

stated they liked the inclusion of this transport mode. While a small number liked its integration with 

other modes and a similar number stated it is the only thing they liked. A few comments opposed light 

rail. 

A moderate number of respondents made specific comments in favour of the bus provisions in Scenario 

D. Several comments liked the provision of dedicated transport lanes or corridors – of these a small 
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number referred specifically to the provision of public transport lanes on the Hutt Highway. A variety of 

other supportive comments and suggestions were made about public transport infrastructure, including 

a few about improving connections to the ferry terminal; a couple suggesting the need to improve 

payment options; and a couple supported harbour ferry services.  

Several commenters liked improvements to public transport reliability and travel time. Some referred 

specifically to reducing bus journey times, while others focused on travel speed benefits that would 

come from developing mass transit options. 

There were a wide range of public transport infrastructure comments made. A small number of 

comments noted under ‘what not liked’ that they were in favour of greater investment to increase public 

transport reliability, leading to greater uptake. 

A considerable number of comments sought the introduction of mass transit into this scenario. Most 

comments were general in nature, although adamant this should be made a priority. Of these 

comments, several were in favour of mass transit being a definite option, rather than a possible proposal 

within the scenario. A small number of respondents did not like introduction of mass transit, particularly 

in the form of buses.  

Split opinions were expressed on light rail. A considerable number of respondents both supported and 

opposed the introduction of light rail. Opposition to light rail was most commonly for reasons of cost. 

Many in favour of light rail stated they want certain plans rather than possibilities.  

A substantial number of people stated there is too much emphasis on car-centric solutions and not 

enough emphasis on public transport. Comments suggested the investment proposed on tunnels and 

other infrastructure would not incentivise a reduction in private vehicles and so congestion and 

environmental impacts would remain.  

An extra road tunnel will encourage more car traffic into the city causing more problems. A robust 

alternative public transport system is needed if people are going to move out of their cars - not 

more road tunnels. 

Half the moderate number of comments that discussed buses also mentioned light rail. In nearly every 

case they stated buses are a more appropriate option than light rail for Wellington. A few other 

comments suggested more priority should be given to bus transport. A small number of comments 

thought there should be more investment in rail. A couple of comments expressed opposition to more 

rail spending. 

A few comments were opposed to public transport development and thought more priority should be 

given to private vehicles. A couple of respondents were opposed to buses. 

A substantial number of comments sought changes to Scenario D that would give greater prioritisation 

to public transport. Many of these comments stated public transport should be the main priority, while 

others went further to state public transport should be prioritised over private vehicles. A substantial 

number of public transport improvement suggestions were made, including: the location of bus stops; 
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specific bus route suggestions; reduced fares; faster and more frequent public transport; and better 

coordination between different public transport modes. 

A substantial number of comments were in favour of the introduction of mass transit. Most of these 

were generally supportive. Respondents wanted the system to run through the spine of the central city 

to the airport, as a priority over private vehicles. Additional arguments were: it should be done now; light 

rail was preferred over other forms of mass transit; and mass transit should serve outer suburbs. A 

small number of comments were opposed to mass transit. 

Similar to other scenarios, the ratio of comments supporting or opposing light rail was around four to 

one. The sizeable number of supporting comments were mostly general in nature, although a number 

argued it should start now. Several respondents wanted a definite proposal rather than it being a 

possibility. A moderate amount of comments opposed the development of light rail. Some made 

simplistic statements such as “delete light rail”, and a small number of comments referred to the cost as 

prohibitive. 

A considerable number of comments suggested changes to trains or the rail network. The most 

commonly discussed topic was increasing the train services to outer areas such as the Hutt, rather than 

dedicated bus lanes.  A moderate number of respondents made comments about buses and the bus 

network. The comments covered topics such as prioritising buses as a transportation mode; changes 

for specific routes; and specific operational changes such as discounts for frequent users. A small 

number of comments discussed ferries, in particular access to them from other modes and using them 

as transport around the harbour.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 26 

A very large number of comments liked the priority given to cyclists in Scenario A. Reasons included: 

reduced carbon emissions; increasing active transport mode share; improving public health; making the 

city more liveable; and reducing congestion for other road users. A large number of participants liked 

the improvements for cycling suggested in Scenario A. Over half of comments expressed general 

approval. A considerable amount argued it would encourage more people to cycle and increase the use 

of cycles. A similar number described Scenario A as supporting cyclists, making cycling easier or creating 

more cycle-friendly areas.  

I think it makes sense to prioritise streets for certain types of transport to ease congestion. Anything 

to make walking and cycling easier & a more enjoyable experience without worrying about being hit 

by motorists is a plus. 

A substantial number discussed cyclist safety. Around three quarters of these expressed a preference 

for increased safety and noted the importance of cyclist safety in future transport decisions. Several 
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comments suggested that safety of cycling routes is a barrier for use. A substantial amount discussed 

cycling infrastructure. Most of these comments were regarding cycle lanes. A few comments specifically 

suggested protected or separated cycle ways. More connected cycleways were suggested by several 

participants.  

Participants disliked that Scenario A did not include enough improvements for cyclists. Safety was a key 

concern. A considerable amount stated the proposed shared cycle-bus lane for Willis St would be unsafe 

due to increased risk of collisions and exposure to diesel emissions. Many preferred separating the 

different transport modes. A few comments made the point that children would not be safe cycling in 

this scenario and Wellington should aim for children to be able to safely cycle anywhere. A substantial 

number of participants stated that provision for cycleways in Scenario A was insufficient. Comments 

suggested separated, protected and connected cycleways would be preferable. A considerable amount 

of people stated some would never choose to cycle, and therefore, cycling infrastructure is a “waste of 

money”.  

A large amount mentioned cycleways in the ‘what would you change about Scenario A’ field. Just over 

half of the comments on this topic expressed a need for cycleways. People also wanted to ensure 

separated and dedicated cycleways, and proper established routes and cycling networks. Shared cycle 

paths were preferred by a smaller proportion of respondents. A substantial number of comments 

suggested cycleways in specific locations. Some participants stated they would remove or modify 

cycleways in Scenario A. 

The possible future image for Willis St is a terrible suggestion. A shared bus and cycle lane would be 

very unsafe for bicycle riders. We need to separate the cycle lanes from the bus lanes. 

A considerable number of comments argued more could be done to support and improve cycling in 

Wellington. Some participants stated cycling provision should be extended further into the suburbs to 

give more people access to cycling routes.  A considerable number of participants noted they would 

place more emphasis on cycling. Reasons included: reducing dependence on private vehicles and 

roading infrastructure, improving sustainability of transport, and creating better public health outcomes. 

A considerable number of comments stated safety for cyclists as a key concern. Participants argued it 

needs to be safer to travel by cycle into the CBD. A small number of participants specifically mentioned 

the shared bus-cycle route on Willis St, suggesting this would be unsafe for cyclists. Participants also 

pointed out other specific areas that are unsafe for cyclists: Mt Vic Tunnel, roads with parking on both 

sides, Thorndon Quay, Vivian St, and the Basin Reserve.  

A considerable number of participants were opposed to some aspect of cyclists, cycling as a mode of 

transport, or cycling infrastructure. Reasons for disliking and wanting to change the provision of cycling 

infrastructure included: cyclists are inconsiderate and dangerous road users; cycling is fine as is; more 

priority needs to be given to private vehicles and roading infrastructure; and just generally not wanting 

more cycleways. 
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A substantial number of commenters liked the general provision for and improvement of cycling in 

Wellington proposed in Scenario B. Most of these people simply stated they liked Scenario B for its 

improvements to cycling. Within this group, several people argued Scenario B was preferable as it has a 

cycling focus, it supports cycling, it encourages cycling, and it makes cycling easier for people by creating 

cycle-friendly areas. 

A moderate number of respondents said they liked Scenario B because it would be safer for cyclists. 

Several comments expressed a preference for a separated cycling and pedestrian tunnel, suggesting it 

would be safer and more pleasant. A few comments discussed poor safety as a barrier of use for cycling. 

Several comments were in favour of Scenario B because it prioritises cycling. Similar to Scenario A, most 

of these comments discussed cycling alongside priority for walking and public transport.  

Comments regarding cycling infrastructure were split evenly across three key topics, the separated Mt 

Vic Tunnel, connected cycleways and cycleway networks, and simple support for cycleways. Several 

participants favoured cycling infrastructure that is safe, clean, and separate from vehicles. Pollution from 

vehicles in the current tunnel was objectionable to a few people. Several participants simply stated they 

liked cycleways. Connected cycleways and complete cycle networks were suggested by several additional 

participants. Comments stated preference for more cycleways on key routes, better connected 

cycleways, and a more establish cycling network.  

A considerable number of respondents either felt that Scenario B did not offer enough dedicated 

cycleways, or that more priority to cyclists and cycle routes should be considered.  

Several comments specifically mentioned the separated Mt Vic Tunnel shared space for cyclists and 

pedestrians. Participants expressed concern over how a shared zone for cyclists and pedestrians would 

work, given the differing speeds. Other participants stated preference for an extra Mt Vic Tunnel, with 

the proviso it would contain a dedicated space for cyclists and pedestrians. 

A moderate amount of comments stated Scenario B does not encourage people to cycle enough. 

Participants argued more options, improvements and encouragement for people to switch transport 

modes is needed. Some of these felt Scenario B places an undue emphasis on private vehicles and 

roading infrastructure rather than active and public transportation modes.  

Safety for cyclists was also discussed by a moderate amount of people. Respondents suggested Scenario 

B does not go far enough to improve safety for cyclists. Some comments argued the new separate 

cycling and walking tunnel would not be safe enough, or there could be a safer option. 

A moderate number of respondents opposed provisions for cyclists in the scenario. Over half of these 

expressed general dislike towards cycling, cyclists, and priority of cyclists above other transportation 

modes. A small number of these claimed Wellington residents are put off cycling because of the weather, 

topography, family requirements, or just simply won’t. These participants argued investment in cycling 

was wasted because of this.  
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A very large number of comments discussed changes for cycling and cycleways in Scenario B. About a 

quarter of comments were general statements about cycleways. People wanted a “proper cycle 

network”, physically separated cycleways, and generally more cycleways in Wellington and the CBD.  

A considerable amount of comments mentioned specific areas where cycleways could be improved. The 

extra tunnel was also discussed by a considerable number of participants. Most comments were in 

favour of an additional tunnel, with the proviso that it is for pedestrians and cyclists only. Many 

comments also stressed the importance of separating cycles and vehicles in the new Mt Vic Tunnel.  

A moderate amount of change comments stated Scenario B needs to give cycling a higher priority. 

Participants argued for less emphasis on private vehicles and roading infrastructure, and increased 

focus on creating an urban environment for people. Measures to encourage people to shift to cycling 

as a transportation mode, and general improvements for cyclists were also expressed.  

A moderate number of participants opposed cycling developments. Almost half of these stated in 

general terms that the aspect of Scenario B that they would change would be to remove the emphasis 

on cycling. 

Remove walking and cycling from plan and concentrate more on the congestion and getting cars 

and buses moving. 

Several comments mentioned cycling safety. Participants expressed the need for safer cycling routes in 

Wellington, as well as a few who wanted cyclists separated from pedestrians. A small number of 

comments stated there should not be any further investment into cycling because people do not want 

to or will not shift to cycling. Reasons for this include both personal circumstances such as having a 

family, and Wellington’s topography and climate.  

A considerable number of comments stated they liked the aspects of Scenario C that considered cycling 

or improved cycling. Other comments in this topic discussed the scenario as making cycling easier in 

Wellington, creating better cycling access to different locations, making areas cycle friendly, and 

encouraging more people to cycle.  

A considerable amount of people said they liked the provision of cycleways in Scenario C. Some stated 

safety and ease of access were reasons for preferring cycleways. A moderate amount of people 

specifically favoured the improved Vivian St cycleways.   

Several people mentioned connected cycle ways, arguing a better-established cycling network around 

the city would be appreciated by cyclists.  
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A moderate amount of comments expressed the need for more cycling improvements in Scenario C. 

Participants discussed prioritising active and public transport to reduce cars, stating improvements to 

cycling infrastructure, routes, and safety would be needed to encourage mode shift. Commenters 

discussed the importance of mode shift to active and public transport, in respect to climate change, 

health and efficiency.  

Many were in favour of more separated cycleways, arguing the provision for cyclists was not enough in 

Scenario C.  

Several participants argued cyclist safety is not considered enough in Scenario C. Some participants 

discussed the priority of vehicles and how provisions to enable more vehicles into the city would 

compromise cyclist safety.  

Not clear if cycle lanes will be grade separated from roads. Green paint alone doesn’t make cycle 

ways safer! 

A considerable amount of comments stated cycling in general should be more prioritised in Scenario C. 

Participants wanted to see more emphasis on, investment in, and encouragement of cycling.  

A considerable number of participants discussed cycleway infrastructure. Just over half of these 

comments were general statements suggesting the establishment of key routes and connections, and 

fully separated cycle lanes.  

Several commenters indicated opposition to the provision of cycling infrastructure. Participants stated 

a range of reasons for their opposition, including: cycleways are not needed; streets become too narrow 

with cycleways; emphasis on cycling, as well as walking and public transport takes away from providing 

for vehicles and roads; people are off-put by cyclists who do not follow road rules or ride dangerously; 

Wellington is not a cycling city; and generally wanting cycleways reduced.  

Several comments mentioned improving supporting infrastructure for cycling. For example, 

incorporating cycle parking, bike share schemes, incentives for children cycling to school, better wait 

times at lights, and shifting to e-bikes in future plans.  

A considerable number of comments expressed preference for Scenario D because of cycling 

improvements. Several respondents also commented on the improvements to cycling and the 

subsequent encouragement of more cycle use. A considerable number of the commenters stated they 

liked the provision of cycleways. Of these comments, several specifically discussed the Jervois Quay 

cycleway.  

Great to see protected cycleways on jervois Quay 
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Several comments referred to cycling infrastructure and facilities more generally, as well as improved 

connections in the cycle network. A moderate number of participants mentioned cycle safety. These 

comments mostly stated Scenario D would make cycling safer for people.  

Excellent ideas, it priorities all traffic mediums, allows for light rail in the future and makes it safer 

for when I bike or walk.  

As per other scenarios, participants indicated support for the prioritisation of cycling in Wellington. 

Several comments in Scenario D simply stated they liked prioritising cycles in transport plans.  

A moderate number of comments argued there is too much emphasis on private vehicles and roading 

infrastructure, rather than cycling (often mentioned alongside walking and public transport). Participants 

expressed the need to “get people out of cars” and reduce congestion. People argued the most effective 

way to do this would be to encourage and prioritise public and active transport and provide 

infrastructure for people to shift transport modes comfortably.  

The provision of cycleways was mentioned by a moderate number of participants. Half of these 

comments generally argued for more cycleways. Some comments suggested the type of cycle 

infrastructure that would be preferred, including: physically separated cycleways, cycleways same level 

as footpath, cycle lanes as bus priority share lanes, and shared streets. The other half of comments 

discussed specific areas, streets and roads where road layout could, or should not, be altered to 

accommodate cycleways, including: cycleways on Quays not suitable; Vivian St layout; cycleways on 

parallel minor roads to the Quays; connection along SH1 and SH2; and Thorndon Quay cycleway.  

Several participants mentioned safety as an important aspect of transport planning. Comments 

discussed general cyclist safety, safe cycle parking, tunnel routes protected from harmful fumes and 

physically separated cycleways.  

Before committing huge amounts of money, why not get the basics right - build a proper cycle route 

that's fit for purpose. Separated, safe, attractive - then fix the public transport system.  

A considerable amount of comments opposed provisions for cycling in Scenario D. Over half of the 

comments on this topic said they disliked cycling or cyclists, expressing disapproval of the investment in 

cycleways, particularly at the expense of private vehicle and roading infrastructure. A small number of 

comments suggested cycling infrastructure does not require any improvements as it is adequate as is. 

Participants argued cyclists have good access currently and should not require any further 

infrastructure. Another small group of participants stated people do not want to cycle in Wellington. It 

was argued that developing cycling infrastructure further would not influence most people to cycle.  

A considerable amount of comments argued not enough priority is given to cycling in Scenario D. 

Participants said more emphasis, investment and encouragement of cycling would be desired.   

A considerable number of participants discussed cycleways. Just under half of the comments discussed 

the general need for more cycleways, dedicated and physically separated cycleways, established cycle 

routes and networks, and clear mode separation ensuring cars do not use the same area as cycles. The 
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remaining comments noted specific areas that could have improved cycleways. This included: additional 

tunnel for cyclists and pedestrians, not cars; access from the northern suburbs; SH1 and SH2; routes to 

Lower Hutt; waterfront route; Featherston St; Lambton Quay; access from Tawa; and a route from 

Petone to the CBD.  

A moderate number of participants expressed opposition to the provisions for cycling within Scenario 

D. Most of these stated they would change Scenario D to remove cycleways or place less priority on 

cycling. Some other participants commented that the cycling infrastructure is adequate as is, people 

won’t cycle even given the infrastructure, or that they are put-off by cyclists who ride dangerously.  

Several comments mentioned cycling safety. Participants mostly wanted improvements to cycling routes 

and infrastructure, making cyclists feel safer. People also mentioned safer cycling would result in 

increased use of cycles as a mode of transportation.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 31 

Almost three quarters of the comments liked Scenario A for its perceived effect on reducing the number 

of private vehicles and general traffic in the city.  

A substantial number of comments included an acknowledgement that the current transport system is 

car-centric or emphasises provisions for private car users.  

Participants argued Scenario A caters to the needs of many road users (e.g., active and public transport 

users as well as private vehicle users), often comments conveyed admiration that interventions 

proposed are not solely focussed on private vehicles. The ‘people over cars’ concept was raised many 

times in these comments.  

The emphasis on a plan that prioritises mass transit options rather than a focus ONLY on cars, 

which the other scenarios prioritise. 

A small number of respondents used this field to assert that the private car user must not be overlooked 

in plans, making the case that there will always be a need for some groups to use a private vehicle (e.g., 

the elderly, or those with children).  

Although Scenario A makes the least provision for private vehicles, nearly three quarters of the 

commenters argued the scenario does not disincentivise private vehicle use enough.  

Participants referred to mode shift, with a significant proportion of comments discussing private 

vehicles.  
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It doesn’t go nearly far enough towards tackling the … current dependence on private motorcars for 

getting into, around and across the city. 

A substantial number of respondents disliked Scenario A due to too little focus on private vehicles. This 

was expressed in general terms (such as appeals to accommodate cars in plans), and also in specific 

terms (such as those who disagreed with removing cars from specific streets/areas).  

A very large number of respondents stated Scenario A needs to further reduce the amount of traffic 

coming to and driving within the city. Of this group, the majority spoke in terms of reducing car use, a 

moderate amount spoke more generally about a transport system in which vehicles dominate.  

A substantial number of people noted other features they think should be added to reduce private 

vehicle use. The most common suggestions were light rail, more/better/cheaper public transport and 

improvements to infrastructure for active modes of transport.  

A moderate number of participants opposed provisions in Scenario A to reduce vehicle lanes and vehicle 

access to parts of the city. Respondents argued there is still a need to use vehicles, and some expressed 

explicit opposition to other transport modes, such as walking, cycling and public transport.  

Get rid of Scenario A and actually do something for motorist and not just those who walk and cycle.  

Several respondents mentioned they would like to see provision for car share or car-pooling. 

Participants were in favour of high occupancy vehicle lanes, car share schemes, and other ways to 

promote car sharing.  

A considerable number of respondents favoured proposals to reduce car trips and traffic. Respondents 

liked that this scenario proposed less overall traffic in the city, with a shift to alternate forms of transport.  

I like the idea of more people leaving their cars at home (or not owning one) because the public 

transport is so good 

A considerable number of participants spoke of the current car-centric transport system; the majority 

disliked Scenario B prioritising private vehicle users, several thought the model could better 

accommodate traffic.  A few included suggestions as to how vehicle occupancy might be increased (e.g., 

car share schemes). 

Almost all of the comments disliked either the lack of measures in Scenario B to reduce car usage, or 

the perception that it would incentivise (and increase) private vehicle use. Respondents were strongly in 

favour of a less car-focussed transport model.  

Conversely, a moderate number of respondents criticised Scenario B for its lack of emphasis on car 

travel, with particular objection to restricting cars from Lambton Quay and Willis St.  
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A large amount of people suggested Scenario B should do more to reduce traffic in the city. These 

comments reiterated support for Scenario A and called for encouragement of other transport modes. 

Most praise for Scenario B was for its effort to reduce cars, while criticisms came from those that 

deemed it too car-centric.  

A fifth of the Scenario B change comments about cars suggested vehicle-users should be catered for, 

with allowance for a future with autonomous or electric vehicles. Some felt cyclists were given too much 

priority over cars. 

Beef up the roading. Downgrade the priority given in the plan for Bikes, and take into account a 

move to driverless cars (mass transport by small vehicles) in the next decade. 

People stated they liked the reduction in cars/traffic that Scenario C proposed. People attributed the 

reduction in cars to: tunnels, better public transport, and other interventions that diverts traffic from the 

city. The sentiment was clear that less traffic is a desired outcome.  

A considerable number of comments included discussion on the dominance of systems that cater to 

cars. The majority of these comments were against encouraging this mode of transport.  

Several respondents favoured private vehicle provisions in Scenario C. These included: improving vehicle 

traffic; great for private transport; and that the scenario makes improvements for all road users.  

Several respondents argued that space for cars should not be eliminated, getting drivers about quickly 

and easily is the idea and easier and faster transport needs to extend to cars.  

Virtually all comments suggested Scenario B caters too much for private vehicles. The general sentiment 

was that the age of the car is in its decline, and that new ways of thinking need to take precedence over 

old habits. This was conveyed by people who used phrases such as: “too car-centric”; “too vehicle 

focussed”; and, do not want to “make life easier for motor traffic”.  

A considerable amount of people suggested plans should be enacted to reduce car numbers and the 

scenarios proposed do not achieve this. It was stated explicitly by many that plans appear to promote 

or encourage the use of private vehicles. A moderate amount argued more roads would result in more 

congestion.  

Several comments object to either the removal of cars from various parts of the city, or the 

restriction/limitation of lane-width for cars.   

Almost all comments discussed the general appeal for a less car-dominated system, or more measures 

to reduce cars coming into the city. Regarding private vehicle use, people want to change the emphasis 

from cars to other modes and feel this will be facilitated by less provision in the scenario for roads and 

cars.  
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The aim must be to make it clear that there will be no increase in road capacity or in parking either 

in the city, round the hospital or at the airport. People get out of their cars only when conditions 

threaten to become intolerable. 

A small number of people reiterated that cars and drivers of cars will still need to access the city and 

expressed their desire for Scenario C to cater to that group.   

A large number of commenters favoured Scenario C for its proposed outcome of reducing traffic in the 

city (particularly on the Quays).  

the best overall option to allow those from outside the city to get in, out and through the centre. The 

city centre is also a better place to be with less traffic in it 

A moderate amount of comments state that Scenario D is too car-centric. Many of these proposed 

improvements to encourage other modes. 

Several stated that Scenario D is the “ideal” plan, is “good for drivers”, or that it would “sort out” the 

transport system; some of these add that this may have flow-on benefits for modes other than cars.  

Overwhelmingly, participants disliked how much Scenario D encouraged the use of private vehicles.  

It's more of the same. More roads, more infrastructure to support a fossil-fuel consumption culture 

that is not sustainable 

A moderate amount of people disliked that vehicles were discouraged in Scenario D. Comments 

focussed on the restriction of vehicle access to the CBD, and the restriction of vehicle space in the city.  

Over three quarters of the change comments were in relation to the ‘car-centric’ nature of Scenario D. 

People spoke of the changes they would like to see being along the lines of: limiting traffic, prioritising 

fewer cars, disincentivising car travel, and reducing demand. 

Make it difficult for people to drive their car into the city centre, possible solutions, more cycleways (I 

don t cycle,), congestion charges, park &amp; ride, expensive parking in the city, cheap and more 

frequent, reliable public transport, all at a fraction of what scenarios B, C and D are going to cost. 

No more roads, change kiwi car centric culture 

In many cases the requests for change were supported with potential solutions. 

A moderate number of comments made the point that cars ought to be catered for in the city. Changes 

to Scenario D included appeals: to not reduce vehicle lanes; to allow cars into the city centre; and to add 

more lanes to existing roadways. Often the reason given was that people still need to use cars.  
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Click to return to summary discussion, page: 33 

A very large number of participants liked the prioritisation of pedestrians in Scenario A. The majority 

grouped comments with prioritising cycling and public transport, claiming that enhancing these three 

modes would be an effective step to a more vibrant and people-friendly city. Pedestrian prioritisation 

was favoured for its sustainability, and its effect on reducing the dominance of cars. Others cited the 

health benefits of walking. 

A considerable amount of people liked the way Scenario A focuses on people, rather than vehicles and 

that it would encourage more to choose walking or cycling when travelling around the city.  

A substantial number discussed lowering speed limits in the CBD to reduce the chances of incidents. 

Others favoured widening of footpaths, separation of pedestrians from traffic and separation of 

pedestrians from cyclists.  

A substantial amount argued that much more emphasis should be placed on active and public transport 

modes. Many criticised Scenario A for not discouraging private vehicle use. They argued that a more 

ambitious public transport system and comprehensive cycle network is needed to alleviate congestion 

and create an improved pedestrian experience. Respondents did not like the inner city focus of Scenario 

A. Many argued the new transport plan must be extended to accommodate outer areas.  

Respondents identified Lambton Quay as a place that should have much higher pedestrian priority, with 

most suggesting completely blocking off vehicular traffic. Others wanted to see a completely car free 

central city. A moderate number stressed the need for safe cycling and walking routes, separated from 

buses. A few noted the rising safety concerns buses pose for pedestrians and suggested alternative 

public transport should be investigated.  

A considerable amount of negativity was directed towards pedestrian prioritisation. General arguments 

included: walking is fine as it is; Scenario A does not include extra roading capacity, which will inevitably 

be needed; too much focus is being put into pedestrians and not motorists; the weather is not always 

conducive to active transport; and, the scenario does not resolve cycling and walking issues in the 

northern suburbs. 

Most comments expressed in strong terms they would like to see higher prioritisation of pedestrians, 

cyclists and public transport to encourage greater uptake of these modes. Several comments advocated 

for the reduction or removal of street parking in the central city, noting it takes up valuable space that 

could be used for widening pedestrian lanes, adding cycle paths or priority public transport lanes. A 

moderate amount would like to see Scenario A extended to enhance pedestrian and cycling connectivity 
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in the outer suburbs. Many also argued traffic should be reduced as much as possible in the Golden 

Mile and CBD.  

Several comments discussed leisure and improving the public spaces. The majority would like to see the 

complete removal of private vehicles from the CBD, with large pedestrian malls and some access for 

public transport.  

A considerable number of respondents wanted to see development targeted at safety improvements 

for pedestrians, including: clear separation of pedestrians from cyclists and public transport lanes; safe 

pedestrian crossings at SH1; and, traffic calming measures. 

Many responses noted cities centred around people are safe, healthy, vibrant and inviting places. The 

most notable differences in discussion of Scenario B compared to A, is the inclusion of the additional Mt 

Vic Tunnel and the separated lane for pedestrians and cyclists. Many wanted separate passage for 

cyclists and pedestrians citing that this would encourage residents in the eastern suburbs to choose 

active forms of transport when travelling to the CBD. 

Several comments discussed how pedestrian prioritisation would enhance the walking experience. A 

small number commented on the unpleasantness of current pedestrian access through the tunnel, 

noting it is narrow, noisy, dark, and contains vehicle emissions.  

Just under half the comments surrounding safety discussed the new Mt Vic Tunnel and the separate 

passage for pedestrians and cyclists. Aside from the safety benefits of separating pedestrians from 

traffic, many commented on the vehicle fumes and liked how in the new tunnel, pedestrians and cyclists 

would not be subject to them. 

The majority of respondents criticised Scenario B on a number of fronts. It is viewed as too car-centric, 

it fails to prioritise pedestrians and cyclists, and it fails to encourage a shift from car use to alternate 

forms of transport. Many claimed widening roads and developing additional tunnels would encourage 

car use and continue to add to congestion problems. A small number opposed the development of a 

second Mt Vic Tunnel unless one tunnel was entirely reserved for pedestrians, cyclists and public 

transport. Others expressed concerns about the shared pedestrian and bike passage in the new tunnel, 

arguing the passage either needed to be sufficiently wide, or have complete separation between 

pedestrians and cyclists. Lambton Quay and the Golden Mile again arose as locations that respondents 

believed should be mostly or entirely free of traffic. 

Respondents were concerned that incentivising car use would create unsafe environments for 

pedestrians. A small number believed widening Ruahine St would create unsafe crossings. 

A small number of people opposed the prioritisation of pedestrians. Most of these respondents felt too 

much attention was paid to cyclists and pedestrians and not enough to motorists. 
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A considerable number of respondents wanted to see more pedestrian prioritisation and felt there was 

too much focus on the state highway and not enough on people. Respondents suggested a number of 

ways pedestrian priority could be improved. Suggestions included: reducing carparks in the central city 

to make way for wider footpaths and cycle lanes; fixing congestion problems at the Basin with a high 

priority for active transport; and reducing wait times for pedestrians when crossing the motorway. Many 

suggested investment in new roading infrastructure would ultimately lead to more private vehicles on 

the road and suggested investing in demand management strategies, active and public transport. 

If you're going to spend hundreds of millions of $$, spend it on making PT, walking and cycling 

awesome. 

A moderate amount also suggested the new Mt Vic Tunnel should be reserved for pedestrians, cyclists 

and public transport, which would provide a much more pleasant commute into town for pedestrians 

and cyclists in the eastern suburbs.  

Respondents continued to raise the issue of crossing busy roads such as SH1 and Vivian St. These 

participants wanted to see quick ways of crossing these busy streets. A small number of comments 

discussed the separate passageway for pedestrians and cyclists in the new tunnel and suggested a few 

ways to improve safety. Suggestions included: separating pedestrians and cyclists; monitoring the 

passage for the safety of those walking alone at night; and applying speed limits and speed monitoring 

for cyclists.  

A sizeable number of participants discussed pedestrian prioritisation in Scenario C. A large portion of 

comments expressed general support for the prioritisation of pedestrians. The proposed SH1 city 

tunnel provoked comment. Many discussed the benefits of removing SH1 from Vivian St. The situation 

was described by one respondent as “diabolical” for pedestrians, and many believe shifting the highway 

underground is an opportunity for the residents of Wellington to take back the city from vehicles. 

Respondents favoured a reduction of traffic on Vivian St, which would vastly improve accessibility for 

active transport modes. 

I support the new tunnel from Taranaki street to the terrace tunnel. This would greatly improve 

public spaces in Te Aro and allow easier pedestrian and cycling flows in this area. This would 

remove the conflict between active travel modes and cars trying to get onto SH1, and also make 

getting into SH1 more efficient 

A couple of respondents liked the removal of highway traffic from Vivian St, stating this would return the 

street to a normal city function and become much more manageable for pedestrians, much quieter for 

residents of Te Aro, and allow for greater housing intensification.  

The majority of participants who commented on safety liked the idea of separating highway traffic from 

the inner city for the reduction in traffic around Te Aro. This was seen to remove conflict between vehicle 

traffic and other active transportation modes, reduce wait times for pedestrians and enhance 

pedestrian safety.  
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Almost all respondents disliked managing traffic congestion by building more roads. Many believe the 

high cost of Scenario C could be put to better use by investing in pedestrians and improving public 

transport. 

NZ must be the only country that deals with traffic congestion by building new roads!!! So 

unsustainable. Take decisions that make harder driving by car and easier taking public transport, 

walking and cycling 

The Basin was highlighted as an area that required more focus on pedestrian routes. A couple of people 

expressed the opinion that Wellington should work towards a car free CBD.  

Safety concerns remained similar and largely involved the possibility the scenario would encourage 

more traffic in the CBD, creating unsafe spaces for pedestrians. More were concerned about the 

additional Mt Vic Tunnel, particularly whether there will be safe routes for pedestrians and cyclists when 

leaving the tunnel and entering the Basin and whether the shared passage will be sufficiently wide. 

Suggestions included: prioritising pedestrians far more to encourage uptake of active transport; fixing 

Basin congestion with a greater focus on active transport, including overpasses so pedestrians can easily 

cross busy roads; limiting development of new roads as this would only encourage uptake of private 

vehicles; and limiting traffic in the central city, including pedestrianising city streets such as Lambton 

Quay and Cuba St.  

A small number of comments claimed pedestrians are too prioritised. One respondent claimed 

Wellington will suffer without decent parking and traffic improvements. Another suggested the plan is 

not equitable for those in the outer suburbs where walking and cycling is not an option.  

A substantial number of people discussed pedestrian prioritisation in Scenario D. Like Scenarios A, B 

and C, many respondents wanted the city developed for people rather than vehicles. The key difference 

in Scenario D was discussion about congestion and reducing traffic on the quays. They argued that as 

congestion is alleviated in the city, more room is available for pedestrians. One respondent used the 

example of Bogota in Colombia, which closes its inner city to traffic on the weekends, during which time 

the city “buzzes” with pedestrians, cyclists and roller-skaters.  

A moderate number of respondents liked safety outcomes from Scenario D. Many participants noted 

reduced congestion in the streets would make the city far safer and more connected for pedestrians 

and cyclists. Other comments mentioned the layout of Jervois Quay, separated pedestrian and cycle 

zones in the Mt Vic Tunnel, and generally making the city more pedestrian-friendly.  A small number of 

comments on this topic liked the reduction in traffic at the waterfront. The general sentiment was a 

reduction in traffic would create better pedestrian experiences and better experiences at the 

waterfront. 
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Please build everything. I have lived in Wellington for three years since I moved here from Europe 

and am absolutely amazed how incredibly unfriendly this city is to pedestrians and cyclist. The 

streets which are not vital for traffic are open for cars (Cuba street, Lambton Quay etc) Not enough 

shared spaces, and if there are, cars don’t really care about pedestrians (War memorial). 

A considerable number of participants discussed pedestrians in comments about what they do not like 

about Scenario D. As per other scenarios, a large majority noted the high cost of providing more roading 

for private vehicles that could be invested in public and active transport.  

For this amount of money we could revolutionise active transport. Do not focus on giving the people 

want they want, give them what they need. 

Participants expressed safety concerns, including: widened streets creating danger for pedestrians; 

increased cyclists on the quays creating danger for pedestrians; buses in the inner city; and, increased 

fumes from traffic around the Basin as more roading infrastructure is put in place. One respondent 

suggested instead of removing lanes from Jervois Quay, intersections should be removed with 

underpasses put in place for pedestrians. 

A small number expressed concern over the removal of traffic lanes at the quays. The general reasoning 

was the quays are important routes to keep traffic away from narrow inner-city streets and pedestrians 

and cyclists already had sufficient prioritisation in this area. A couple of comments suggested less 

attention should be paid to walking and cycling. One pointed out that transport solutions in Wellington 

should be geared towards adverse weather conditions and the waterfront is already available for walking 

and cycling. 

A substantial number of respondents discussed changes to Scenario D for pedestrians. A considerable 

amount would like to see a higher prioritisation for pedestrians in the city. This would include: making 

walking more convenient; lowering central city speed limits; and choosing simple and cheap solutions 

to remove people from private vehicles. Many would like to see an enhanced version of Scenario A, with 

the inclusion of light rail and far greater emphasis on pedestrians. Again, several comments would like 

to see a movement towards a car-free CBD, and increased pedestrian-only zones.  

I would be courageous. I would say that this city should plan for FEWER cars and therefore doesn’t 

need ANY improvements to infrastructure that favours motor vehicles. Every person in a car should 

be considered a failure by the Council. One more person that has failed to use public or active 

transport. 

A considerable number of respondents reported on leisure and safety changes that could be made to 

Scenario D. Suggestions included: reducing car space and giving the central city back to people; reducing 

urban sprawl to the north so the city remains vibrant and walkable; pedestrianising Lambton Quay and 

Cable St; eliminating tunnels if they expose cyclists and foot traffic to fumes; tunnelling the quays and 

leaving the area above for pedestrians; and, moving public transport links to the quays, leaving the 

central city for pedestrians. 
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Primary safety changes included: improving pedestrian crossings; separating all transportation modes; 

and, reducing traffic speeds in the central city. 

A couple argued reducing traffic was unnecessary as it is not too busy, and the waterfront already has 

adequate pedestrian capacity. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 36 

The few comments recognised there was a need to allow this mode into the central city. One comment 

stated taxis and freight vehicles could be exempt from potential road taxing or congestion charges as 

they are necessary to business.  

A small number of comments were concerned with service vehicle access to the CBD. Most of these 

were concerned about the detrimental effect this would have on the CBD businesses and economy. 

There was also concern that the narrow streets would impact on the mobility of large trucks.   

Several participants suggested there should be allowance for service vehicles in the city, with loading 

bays and delivery points in locations that do not cause a conflict in the traffic. A couple of people 

suggested to move taxis off Lambton Quay and have a pick-up location off the main walking strip. A 

couple of comments also stated freight should be on rail, not trucks.  

A couple of people commented on service vehicles, stating there was a need to focus on economic 

prosperity and accessibility for goods and services in Wellington.  

There was still the concern about accessibility, with one person concerned the lack of taxis would result 

in the disabled or elderly shopping in the suburbs. This could potentially cause a decline in the central 

city.  

Respondents continued to advocate for easy access of service vehicles to the central city. A couple of 

comments stated it is important people with disabilities and the elderly could easily gain access. One 

comment did not think trucks or taxis should have an advantage.  
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Bus, cycle and motorcycle only tunnel. If you are a car/truck/van/taxi…tough.  

The respondent stated efficient movement to the airport needs to be extended to cars and taxis. 

People wanted suitable access for service vehicles. A comment predicted that in the future, taxi share 

may be more widespread and there is the need to prepare for this. Taranaki St was indicated as an 

important route for oversized vehicles.  

Taranaki Street is a useful oversize route and the design Taranaki over the top of the new tunnel 

(SH1) must preserve access for oversize loads travelling north-south on Taranaki.  

One comment wanted good access to the airport for cars and taxis. One Wanted Scenario C to do more 

for “cars and trucks”. One supported priority access and parking for emergency vehicles.  

These participants favoured priority for freight vehicles and suggested goods and service vehicle lanes. 

One commenter referred to business and trade vehicles the “lifeblood of our economy”.  

A few comments stated the need for an efficient route for service vehicles. Another expressed a need 

to allow for vehicle height in new tunnels to avoid shutdowns. 

A few participants suggested creating reserved parking for commercial vehicles and noted it is important 

to recognise a lot of industries require vehicles, such as plumbers and builders.  A couple of respondents 

wanted commercial vehicles to retain access to the CD, and one wanted reduced taxi numbers in the 

CBD.  

It seems the councils plans are focussed on improving public transport access for CBD office 

workers at the expense of all those that NEED to travel by private vehicle. It ’s hard to deliver catering 

and fix plumbing if you can’t get to the site in the first place… 
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Click to return to summary discussion, page: 38 

A moderate number of respondents stated there is a need to encourage more people to walk and ride 

bikes. Most of these comments recognised active transport modes will create a more liveable city and 

sustainable network. References were made to Amsterdam, Berlin and Bremen and how successful they 

are as cycling cities.  

Almost half of the comments wanted public transport to be mode that Wellingtonians shift to. Several 

comments stated public transport needs upgrading now to make it more efficient than private cars and 

to reduce congestion.   

Several comments recognised a need for general mode shift and behavioural change, which would 

improve the liveability of Wellington. There were a couple of people who thought motorcycles and 

scooters should be considered in the plans as they are an efficient mode of transport that takes up 

significantly less space than cars. 

Almost half of the participants mentioned public transport. Many respondents did not believe the quality 

of public transport would encourage a shift away from private vehicles. A couple of comments 

mentioned personal circumstances that restricted them from changing modes, for example travelling 

with children and prams, or many shopping bags.  

A few comments were against shifting to active transport, given the difficulty elderly have with cycling, 

and opposition to cycling infrastructure at the expense of street space for cars.  

A considerable number of contributors wanted to change Scenario A to better encourage behavioural 

shifts regarding transport. Several comments raised the idea of mass transit and light rail, stating they 

would be the most efficient way to transport people. A couple of comments suggested further 

consideration of motorcycles. The favoured outcomes were reduced travel times, congestion and 

private vehicle use.  

The majority of comments were general responses in support of moving away from private vehicles. 

One consistently-worded comment appearing frequently is as follows: 

Invest now to move people from cars to buses, cycles and walking. Some consideration of mass 

transit…  
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A few comments noted a mode shift (away from private care use) would encourage more efficient traffic 

flow. A couple of people discussed the health benefits from switching to active transport. There was also 

mention of changing commuter behaviour towards light rail.  

A considerable number of contributors discussed public transport; two thirds stating public transport 

needs to be improved before people will take up this mode.  A small number of comments noted the 

existing bus tunnel in Mt Vic is underutilised and could improve the efficiency of public transport.  

There was a moderate response to active transport. Several people wanted greater prioritisation of 

cycles in the CBD. Most of the comments also reiterated the need for safer pedestrian conditions to 

promote uptake.  

A moderate number of comments stated people would not shift modes with the current priority on 

private vehicles. Several comments argued there was not enough done to reduce emissions, and light 

rail and mass transport need to be considered.  

A moderate number of people commented on the need for Scenario B to shift away from private vehicles 

as the first choice of transport mode. Reduced costs and further infrastructure is needed for public 

transport to make it more usable (bike racks on bus, and space on trains for cycles). Several comments 

mentioned further implementation of cycle and bus lanes. Comment was made that policy could be 

used to alter road-user behaviour.  

Cycle lanes, light rail everywhere (within reason of course) but light rail moves more people much 

faster and would discourage the need for cars in central Wellington.  

Several comments recognised the importance of improving and supporting public transport in the city. 

A small number of comments wanted safer, easier routes for cyclists and pedestrians. A few people 

expressed concern Scenario C would not reduce emissions.  

A moderate number of respondents said people should be encouraged to shift modes to walking, cycling 

or using public transport. Several comments mentioned shifting to alternative mode is made challenging 

by the current practicality of using a private vehicle. People also thought the cost of Scenario C did not 

extend to benefits for alternative modes.  

Not clear it gives enough incentive yet to get people out of their cars and into mass transit 

A considerable number of people wanted a greater shift from private vehicles to sustainable transport 

modes. Several comments discussed the cost of the scenario and suggested money could be better 

spent on different provisions. A small number of people stated in passionate terms that light rail should 
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be a reality not a possibility. A few people stated light rail would provide the solution for congestion and 

lessen the need to complete upgrades for active modes.  

A moderate number of respondents wanted safer facilities for cyclists.  Several comments stated they 

would like to see more people walking and cycling. Half of the comments mentioned driving a private 

vehicle is currently more convenient than other modes. A comparison to Auckland was made to show 

how removing lanes can improve traffic.  

Reducing traffic through the Quays. We could easily take a lane from both sides and turn them over 

to pedestrian or cycles. As central Auckland has shown recently, taking away road space doesn’t 

lead to more congestion – it leads to people making choices about how they move around.  

Similar comments were seen in previous scenarios. People wanted greater emphasis placed on 

pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users. Half of the comments wanted to see cars discouraged 

as the primary means of transport in Wellington. 

You are not thinking about the movement of people you are still thinking of cars and trucks 

 A small number of comments discussed financial incentives to remove people from private vehicles, 

including taxing private vehicles or subsidising public transport. A couple of people supported the 

implementation of light rail.  

Half the commenters wanted to see greater emphasis on walking and cycling. Several comments 

supported improving the public transport system. Again, people suggested subsidies and financial 

incentives to create a behavioural shift. A couple of comments mentioned aspects of ‘Scenario A+’ and 

noted the potential for technological advancements to help with mode shift.  

I would change it to focus on option A on steroids, including extensive light rail, free public transport 

for everyone under 19 years, and 500+ car share EVs for fast hourly hire online at the very least.  

Several comments favoured decreasing private vehicles in the city, and building fewer roads to 

accommodate them.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 39 

A few people expressed concerns about the safety of cyclists when sharing a designated lane with buses. 
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A considerable number of participants noted concern for a shared cycle and bus lane. It was evident 

that most thought this was an unsafe proposition, and some experienced cyclists stated they would not 

feel comfortable. A few of the comments discussed how buses stop often and the stress for a cyclist 

holding up much larger vehicles.  

Several comments made the point that cars often conflict with other modes. Half of these comments 

mentioned cycles and a third claimed removing parks enhance this conflict. There was apprehension 

for the safety for all road users (particularly pedestrians and cyclists) when mixing modes.  

Several comments mentioned the importance of grade separation for pedestrians. Most participants 

noted cyclists and skateboarders posed a risk to walkers, particularly the elderly and those with 

disabilities. The difference in speed was a major factor.  

A considerable number of participants discussed changes to reduce conflict of modes. Half mentioned 

comfort levels for cyclists were compromised when sharing a lane with buses. Several comments also 

stated that pedestrians needed to be separate from all other modes for safety reasons.  

A small number of people commented on Scenario B reducing conflict between modes. A few people 

appreciated pedestrians and cyclists were separated from fast moving traffic.  

A small number of comments raised the issue of safety for pedestrians when interacting with other 

modes. The majority of these comments related to cycling, but there were also a couple about buses.  

Several comments supported cyclists having separate lanes. A small number of people were concerned 

light rail would be detrimental to other modes of transport (i.e., that light rail tracks could pose danger 

to cyclists). A few comments mentioned cyclists were too fast to share spaces with pedestrians.  

A small number of commenters noted an improvement in separating active transport and private 

vehicles. A couple of comments said this would improve the travel experience for all modes.  

Comments were made on the conflict between cyclists and pedestrians and cyclists and buses. A couple 

of comments said Scenario C does not address the conflict for all modes. One comment stated 

contraflow improved safety of cyclists.  
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A couple of comments stated they wanted cyclist separate to private vehicles. One comment said cyclists 

were a hazard when mixed with other modes.  

As long as push bikes do not go on the same road as cars I am happy. They are a danger you 

always tell us about look out for motor bikes well push bikes THINK THEY OWN THE ROAD and do 

not give a dam. Put them on foot paths and make them responsible for pedestrians not us drivers 

who pay road tax responsible for them.  

Concern was expressed for pedestrian safety, particularly in mixing with cyclists and skateboarders. A 

few people also liked the separation of cars from active transport modes.  

The majority were concerned with cyclists mixing with other modes. A few people commented on cars 

being prioritised at the expense of other modes. A small number of comments were expressed using 

consistent wording, see below.  

…Channels traffic into SH1 even more. Less space on Jervois Quay reduces resilience of network. 

Cycleways attached to Jervois Quay creates tension between cars, heavy traffic, and cyclists.  

Several comments were made on conflicting modes, they reflected previous comments. It was evident 

that participants wanted to prioritise active transport over private vehicles. A couple of comments stated 

the need to create a safe environment for pedestrians and cyclists.  
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Click to return to summary discussion, page: 42 

A moderate number of respondents opposed the construction of more tunnels in central city Wellington 

and supported Scenario A for its absence of tunnelling, stating they did not want additional 

infrastructure that favoured private vehicles. Several people who opposed tunnels also responded 

negatively to flyovers, using the same rationale. 

Further opposition for tunnels was referred to in several commenters’ response to this question; most 

did not see a need for infrastructure investment such as this, with unnecessary cost being a key reason.  

Wellington does NOT need more roads, tunnels, flyovers, cars, congestion, which we will get if we 

choose Scenarios B, C or D.  

A small number of respondents however stated that tunnels should be included in Scenario A, with 

improved efficiency and travel times for all modes used in their argument. 

A considerable number of people would change Scenario A to include tunnels. Half of the comments in 

support of tunnels thought that a tunnel under the Basin Reserve would be a good option. There were 

also a moderate number of commenters who endorsed a second Mt Vic Tunnel for this scenario, as well 

as changes at the Terrace Tunnel. Most of these commenters wanted both tunnels to have two lanes 

each way.  

Fix the Terrace Tunnel so that it is two lanes either way and a second Mt Vic tunnel so that there are 

two lanes either way.  

A very large number of participants supported an extra tunnel at Mount Victoria (Mt Vic). Their responses 

were in support of reduced congestion at the Basin and priority for public transport. A considerable 

number of participants agreed that active transport in the new tunnel should be prioritised, as it is 

currently an unpleasant experience to walk or cycle through the existing tunnel. 
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The second Mt Vic tunnel. Important for walking, cycling and public transport. Existing walk/cycle 

facility is terrible (narrow, fumy, noisy, dark and leaky) and likely puts off many people from getting 

to the city this way.  

A small number of people expressed that a tunnel would be preferred over a flyover or bridge, due to 

earthquake risk or visual impact. A small number of people however opposed the additional tunneling 

in Scenario B, as it would encourage private vehicles. 

A sizeable number of participants rejected the additional tunnel proposed in Scenario B. Their reason 

for this being that it would increase the number of private vehicles on the road, thus add to congestion 

and hinder the growth of the city.  

A third of the feedback given noted that a second tunnel could be beneficial for cyclists or pedestrians. 

One quarter of the commenters claimed the existing bus tunnel should be better utilised for public 

transport.  

Respondents also noted the high cost of tunnels, stating it could be more appropriately invested 

elsewhere.  

A considerable number of respondents commenting on what they would change in Scenario B either 

supported or opposed tunnels. The main reasons for opposition were: cost; car dominance 

exacerbated; and reduced efficiency. The main reasons for support were: increased traffic flow; less 

visual impact at the Basin.  

A considerable amount of people stated that mode separation in the proposed tunnels needs to be 

prioritised; particularly to keep cyclists and pedestrians safe from automated vehicles. A third of the 

commenters noted the need to redevelop the existing bus tunnel. In the long-term, it appears that 

people desire more green space above tunnels, with the Arras Tunnel being cited as a precedent.  

A large number of participants supported the proposed tunnels in Scenario C. A considerable number 

expressed their support of a second Mount Victoria Tunnel, which they perceive will improve access for 

all modes of transport.   

The new city tunnels. It would make it safer while walking and cycling and speed up traffic flow.  

A considerable number of commenters noted that a tunnel at Te Aro would reduce the conflict of traffic 

(both active and motorised modes). A few people believed that this would also improve the residents’ 

quality of life.  

Putting Karo Drive/Arthur St underground will improve life for the Te Aro residents, and all the 

walkers from surrounding suburbs.  
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Over a third of the commenters discussed the second Mt Vic Tunnel. A considerable number of 

participants were in opposition. These people were concerned that an additional tunnel would increase 

traffic levels (adding to congestion and emissions), and “clog” the Basin area. Some commenters stated 

a new tunnel should be prioritised for mass transit, public transport and light rail.  

A considerable number of participants expressed apprehension at the cost of tunneling infrastructure 

in Scenario C. Half stated that minimal benefits will be received from ratepayer money spent, and those 

benefits will only favour private vehicle users.   

A moderate number of commenters discussed the Terrace and Arras tunnels. Several supported 

addressing the bottleneck at the Terrace Tunnel. A small number of commenters talked about the need 

for two lanes each way at peak congestion times in both tunnels (or a moving tidal barrier like the one 

used on the Auckland Harbour Bridge).  

Several commenters stated that tunnels would do nothing to discourage car dependence. 

Improvements for walking and cycling were discussed, for example separating active modes from the 

fumes of vehicles in the tunnel design.   

As with Scenario B, there were a small number of people who were concerned with the earthquake risk 

associated with tunnels.  

Only a small number of comments in this ‘what not liked’ were in support of the proposed tunnels, 

mainly due to easing traffic flow. A few of these commenters also expressed a preference for tunnels 

over bridges or flyover infrastructure.  

There was an even divide between people who expressed support or opposition for tunnels in ‘what 

would you change’. A considerable number of people who opposed tunnels for this scenario raised the 

concern that tunnels would come at the expense of light rail and discouraging private vehicle use. There 

were mixed opinions on extra tunnels. A moderate number of people supported a new tunnel at Mt Vic 

or the Terrace to improve flow. A third of comments rejected more roading infrastructure.   

Several commenters discussed a separate tunnel for public and active transport.  

A moderate number of commenters stated that a tunnel would be preferred at the Basin over a flyover, 

because it has less visual impact.  

Tunnels are less invasive and more tolerable.  

A small number of people thought that tunnels should not be an immediate fix, and other solutions 

should be explored beforehand.  

Wait and see if it is necessary after doing Mt Vic tunnel and improvements to public transport – 

maybe it is costly and not that useful 
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A very large number of the commenters discussed the second Terrace Tunnel proposed in Scenario D, 

and most were supportive. A moderate number of responses claimed that the second tunnel would 

improve the flow throughout the city. There was also moderate support for the implementation of an 

extra Terrace Tunnel and extra Mt Vic Tunnel. Much of the rationale supporting respondents’ opinions 

was similar to that provided in Scenarios B and C. 

A considerable number of the commenters made reference to the Basin Reserve, and the need to invest 

in tunneling to ease the congestion in that area.  

There were a few who commented on the cost of constructing tunnels, and the desire to find alternative, 

more cost-efficient solutions.   

A substantial number of commenters discussed the extra tunnels when asked what they did not like 

about Scenario D. Two thirds of the commenters believed that implementing more tunnels would 

further encourage car dependency. These comments were concerned that this would escalate 

congestion issues.  

I strongly disagree with increasing capacity for private cars to enter the CBD via a second Terrace 

Tunnel. Road space is already at a premium in the city centre -we must not invite more traffic (and 

more gridlock) by increasing the size of the pipe spewing cars into the city…  

A quarter of these commenters stated that four lanes in the current Terrace Tunnel would be more 

effective than constructing an additional one.  

A considerable number simply opposed tunnels. Three quarters of the comments in opposition thought 

that tunnels are not a suitable option, and that they would not encourage people to change transport 

modes. A moderate number believed that there is still too much focus on cars in this scenario, and not 

enough on public transport.  

Three more tunnels to provide more lanes for cars. And we’re expected to believe there’ll be 

hundreds less cars in the morning peak. Pull the other  one!  

A moderate number of people were concerned with the cost of the new tunnels.  

There was a large and divided response to the second Terrace Tunnel. A considerable number of 

participants discussed they did not want it, while a moderate number supported it.  

Only a few mentioned their support or opposition to a second Mt Vic Tunnel, and a small number of 

these commenters expressed favour for a second tunnel for public transport. Most commenters 

thought that an extra tunnel would be a hindrance to city growth.  

A considerable number of respondents opposed tunnels in what they would change about Scenario D. 

Most of these commenters said that public transport use and park and ride should be encouraged. Half 

of the commenters believed that a more creative solution could be developed.   
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In comparison, a moderate number of people showed support for tunnels. Three quarters of these 

contributors mentioned that a tunnel should be developed under the Basin Reserve.   

Many comments reflected the sentiment of feedback from previous scenarios; hold off tunnels until 

public transport is improved; have four lanes in the current tunnels; the cost of tunnels is a concern, 

and; transforming the space above tunnels into public greenspace as done with the Arras Tunnel is 

desirable. A couple of respondents had earthquake concerns. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 43 

A considerable number of commenters supported Scenario A for its lack of new large-scale roading 

infrastructure. The suggestion was frequently made that there is a need for alternatives to building new 

roads. Scenario A’s appeal was in its prioritisation of roading layouts that cater to modes other than the 

private vehicle. A small number of commenters stated that making use of existing infrastructure was 

what they liked about this scenario. 

A substantial number of commenters criticised the infrastructure layout proposed in Scenario A, stating 

that specific interventions will not do enough to address traffics issues around the city.  

A moderate number of respondents asserted that Scenario A either shifts traffic problems elsewhere in 

the city, or simply does not fix issues. 

A considerable number of commenters suggested specific route changes. These ranged from extending 

existing routes, re-routing traffic away from the CBD (by way of bypasses or ring-roads), and “good 

connections” between areas outside the CBD. A moderate amount of comments addressed general 

improvements, or highlighted areas people thought needed attention (i.e., those that weren’t addressed 

in Scenario A). Phrases used to make these types of appeals included: further develop (e.g., SH1); need 

better/improve routes (e.g., “Thorndon connection”); improve interchange (e.g., at Wellington Station); 

need to improve flow; modifications; “leaving the roads as they are”; and improved layout.  

A moderate number of people suggested that carraigeway widths could be an area to look into changing. 

A small number advocated reducing road lane widths (one comment suggested that narrower vehicles 

be given priority), and similar numbers wanted to see lane widths stay the same or increased. Similar 

numbers of comments were in support of adding more lanes to accommodate more traffic (e.g., “4 lanes 

to the planes”). 
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Just under half of the commenters in this section showed their support of the separation of traffic 

around the Basin. An extra tunnel at Mount Victoria appealed to participants who perceived it would 

reduce congestion. People also expressed their like of the following aspects of Scenario B; widening 

Ruahine Rd, other specific layout suggestions, that alternatives to new roads are what is needed, and 

the comment that Scenario B creates “more room for the traffic to flow through”.  

Two thirds of commenters in this section state a dislike for Scenario B based on its proposal to construct 

roads, or infrastructure for private vehicles. Half of this feedback was either about the scenario inducing 

demand or appearing to promote car dependence.  

This seems to be going in the wrong direction ie building more roads. Surely we need to get people 

out of cars rather than making it is easier to drive. 

Several comments contained criticism that Scenario B does not do enough to solve traffic problems, 

though many of these do not give specific detail. A few respondents disliked that SH1 “still bisects the 

city”.  

However, several comments stated that they dislike the idea of restricting access of vehicles to roads, 

or reducing road capacity in any way.  

Almost half the comments discussed in this section are route changes of a specific nature. They include: 

routes that people think buses ought to take, including both explicit route changes, and express buses 

(to Upper Hutt and the hospital); placement of a “transport spine” (suggestions include Newtown, and 

the Quays); diversion of SH1 (e.g., to Adelaide Rd, away from Vivian St, and parallel to the city). 

Nearly half of the comments were suggestions about the width of roads (i.e. either for or against road 

widening, or adding more lanes). Two thirds of the comments about road width changes to Scenario B 

wanted wider roads, or more lanes on existing roads.  

The comments against widening roads mentioned roads/streets in general, and specifically: Ruahine St 

(most often), Vivian St and Lambton Quay. Reasons for not widening roads, in the few instances when 

given, were: that it is not needed, and that it divides communities.  

Several respondents made general comments about layout changes for Scenario B; these were along 

the line of: improve Adelaide St corridor; need to focus on cars moving through city; better access in, 

out and through city, and; discussion of road improvements generally.  

A small number of people referred to one or two-way streets as a suggested layout change. A few of 

these suggested that tunnel traffic become two-lanes (one-way) through the tunnel, with traffic travelling 

in the opposite direction going “over the hill”. Variable lane direction (sometimes referred to as “tidal 

flow”) was mentioned in a couple of comments. 
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A considerable number of respondents suggested that tunnels were the preferred layout to ease 

congestion and improve traffic flows. They liked that tunnelling was more visually appealing, and 

preferred this to above-ground roads (that could “divide” the city).   

Almost as many comments for tunnels were about the placement of SH1 with agreement that removal 

of SH1 traffic from Vivian St is a good approach.  

I love that State Highway 1 is now via Karo Drive and away from Vivian St 

Several commenters supported the layout of Scenario C, suggesting that it would improve transport 

generally. Several respondents identified they liked the improvements to public transport infrastructure. 

A small number of respondents liked the new Basin layout, a few comments advocated “4 lanes to the 

planes”. 

A substantial number of comments opposed the priority to build roads and encourage car use in the 

city. They perceived this scenario to place too much emphasis on roading infrastructure, including: new 

or widened roads/motorways, new flyovers/bridges, and more or widened tunnels. A small number of 

respondents each stated that increasing road space was contrary to LGWM’s stated aims on emission 

levels, and that money could be better spent on other initiatives. A few respondents argued that more 

roading is a short-term solution.  

A considerable number of commenters criticised the proposed layouts in Scenario C as not effective. 

Many comments discussed specific issues: making Vivian St two-way would not help; tunnels would 

simply shift congestion, and; issues at the Basin will remain.  

Basin Reserve problem is not resolved. Vivian St is still being used. Local traffic needs to be 

separated from through traffic. SH1 should pass beneath Taranaki Street. 

Several commenters emphasised that more roading infrastructure, or the prioritisation of private 

vehicles should be included in this scenario. A small number of comments addressed the need for a 

second Terrace Tunnel, or additional lanes.  

Over a third of the comments about changes to Scenario C were in regard to road widths, extra lanes, 

or road building in general. Half stated that they were against widening or extending roads, while a 

similar amount believed the infrastructure was required.     

Those against “more roads” often cited a lack of need (assuming fewer cars should be the goal), and 

those in favour believed it necessary to facilitate the increasing traffic/population. Typical ‘for’ and 

‘against’ comments follow.  

There must be no new roads and no road widening/tunnels etc (for general traffic). 

capacity on Ruahine Street could be increased… by adding creating two lanes each way 
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A third of the change comments were about route changes. Respondents spoke of specific aspects of 

the scenario they liked/disliked (e.g., “Keep the split between Vivian and Karo Drive”); realignments (e.g., 

Cambridge and Kent Terraces); extensions or alternative routes (e.g., SH1, see quote below); duplicate 

tunnels; and bus routing (e.g., lanes for Cobham Drive and Rongatai Rd). 

Several commenters gave suggestions of how Scenario C might be amended. General comments 

included: providing “additional links”, “fix the whole flow”, and address “the east/west traverse” in addition 

to the proposed interventions. Specifics included tree planting and median barriers. A few comments 

offered the suggestion of “2+1 lanes”, or “tidal flow” to facilitate traffic volumes. 

Scenario D was favoured mainly for its emphasis on infrastructure to increase traffic capacity.   

Tunnels were mentioned in a considerable number of comments, and are viewed as a way to improve 

traffic flows. A moderate number of commenters discussed the layout proposals in Scenario D as useful 

for diverting traffic away from the CBD. In almost as many comments, adding extra lanes (mainly to SH 

routes) or road widening (e.g., Ruahine St) is favoured; mostly for the result that this will ease the flow of 

traffic.  

A moderate number of commenters expressed a general admiration and need for the scope of the 

infrastructure proposed in Scenario D. The sentiment of these comments was that Wellington’s traffic 

issues will be eased or best-solved by interventions that involve large-scale building projects.  

A moderate number of respondents used this question to express their dislike of proposed layout 

changes under this scenario. Comments of this nature argued that building roads will induce demand, 

rather than contain or reduce it.  

A substantial number of respondents conveyed the sentiment that the proposed layout changes are 

too focussed on large roading projects. The main supporting reason given by respondents was that 

more roads will have the effect of encouraging car use, which is an idea resolutely disliked.  

It is well known that adding more lanes to a motorway will increase congestion. There is a limit to 

the number cars per minute that the CBD streets & car park buildings can absorb. Getting more 

traffic to the CBD at rush hour will only increase the problem. 

A moderate number of respondents suggested the layout will be ineffective in relieving or solving traffic 

issues in specific places. A small number of the comments talked about how the proposed changes will 

bring in more traffic to an already congested area. 

Several commenters made the point that existing road users wanted to continue to be able to use roads 

as they do currently, and urged the plans to accommodate their needs. Most of these respondents 

either disagreed with plans to reduce road capacity by restricting traffic lanes on the Quays, or 

expressed approval for plans to add more lanes to existing roads. 
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Nearly a third of the comments about changes to Scenario D were from respondents who objected to 

the emphasis on roads and roading infrastructure. In addition, some offered reasons for their 

preference, including the idea that money could be better spent (often this was infrastructure for active 

modes, or public transport). Slightly less in number expressed approval for the extent of road building 

and roading infrastructure proposed in Scenario D. 

The moderate number of commenters who favoured increased capacity, preferred the option of wider 

roads/more lanes, extended roads, or new roads. These respondents agreed that roading infrastructure 

was or will be needed to keep pace with increased traffic volumes (e.g., that interventions would permit 

“traffic to flow freely”).   

Several commenters proposed specific route changes that they feel will solve traffic issues at certain 

locations. People spoke of: improving roading systems, new alignments (e.g., Mt Vic Tunnel); better 

routes and better connections generally; and alternative routes (to divert traffic from “pinch areas”). 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 47 

Over half of the comments on this topic liked that Scenario A has the potential to reduce congestion, 

particularly through promoting walking, cycling, and public transport. These modes were considered to 

be more efficient, require less road space and reduce car dependency.   

Priority for public transport, cycling and walking. Improves attractiveness of alternative transport 

for those who do not need to travel by car, reducing congestion for other road users. Creates a 

more attractive/liveable city centre. 

Several commenters identified particularly bad congestion points in the city. Feedback regarding 

changes to Vivian St included participants stating preference for clearways and reduced parking, which 

they perceive will improve congestion.  

A considerable number of participants argued that congestion issues for private vehicle users were not 

considered enough, and congestion in general is not adequately addressed in this scenario. Many of 

these commenters argued that the focus on active and public transportation modes would not impact 

congestion in any way, and would therefore remain an issue for people.  
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Doesn’t deal with commuter congestion form the north at all. Doesn’t provide direct route to the 

airport of hospital. All good if you live in the CBD but doesn’t help anyone from any of the outlying 

suburbs 

A moderate number of commenters made the point that addressing Basin Reserve congestion had not 

been provided for in Scenario A.  

Several comments disagreed with the provision of better walking, cycling, public transport, or mass 

transit infrastructure as a congestion-easing measure. 

No mention of a solution to decrease airport traffic. No mention of public transport prices. Make it 

difficult for people to go by car to the city centre, make public transport super cheap and the 

congestion is gone. 

A moderate number of participants suggested further prioritisation of active and public transportation 

modes for Scenario A, again using the argument of reduced congestion. 

A considerable number of participants stated more, or different things could be introduced to reduce 

congestion that might still exist under Scenario A changes. Examples included: tunnels, removing 

parking, avoiding lower speed limits, bus priority traffic lights, reducing cycle lanes and route changes. 

A considerable number of participants liked the construction of the second Mt Vic Tunnel proposed in 

Scenario B, as it would ease congestion in the area.  

The second Mt Vic tunnel is a good idea - currently the merging of two lanes to one in each direction 

is the major cause of congestion 

A moderate number of commenters stated that their reason for liking Scenario B was due to the 

improvements in congestion across the board. Most of these comments were general statements 

regarding better traffic flow, without offering further explanation or identifying the places where they 

think congestion would ease. The following quote is a typical comment from this section.  

Better connection to east and south, hopefully fewer bottlenecks 

Around half of the comments on the topic of congestion mentioned specific places where congestion 

was an issue, or where it would be improved by Scenario B under ‘what they like’. Places mentioned 

were (in order of most commonly mentioned): improved Basin Reserve layout, access to the airport, 

eastern suburbs, Newtown, CBD, hospital, Ruahine St, SH1, northern suburbs, train station, and Evans 

Bay. 

A small number of participants however argued that the provisions in Scenario B would not be enough 

to ease congestion, or would further worsen congestion issues. The main argument for increased 

congestion issues was the induced demand created by providing more vehicle infrastructure.  
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I like the focus on improving public transport, specifically mass transit to the airport and hospital. I 

do not think we should be investing more money into roads, tunnels etc which will just encourage 

even more cars to try to get into Wellington and just cause bottlenecks elsewhere. 

A substantial number of commenters stated that Scenario B either does not address congestion issues 

adequately, or specific congestion issues still remain. Comments mentioned specific places including: 

the Basin Reserve, east/west traffic flows, Vivian St, current Mt Vic Tunnel, CBD, Newtown, SH1 and SH2. 

All of these areas were noted as still having poor solutions to congestion.  

The concept of induced demand (more roads leads to increased car use) was suggested by a 

considerable number of people. Participants stated that they did not like the provision of roading 

infrastructure and tunnels, due to a perception that roads do not reduce congestion but instead lead 

to more cars. 

It doesn’t recognise that there is no roading solution to traffic congestion. Free up traffic around the 

Basin and all you do is induce more traffic. 

A small number of commenters suggested encouraging alternative modes of transport to ease 

congestion. These participants argued that increasing provision for active and public transport would 

remove cars from the road and therefore improve congestion.  

A considerable number of participants suggested that they would change Scenario B to include more 

provisions to ease congestion. Around three quarters of these comments suggested car and road-

focussed ways to mitigate congestion. Comments identified key problem areas including: from 

Johnsonville and Petone to the airport, west-east traffic, the Quays, SH1, Mt Vic Tunnel, Vivian St, Basin 

Reserve, Cambridge/Kent and Adelaide Rd, airport to Ngauraunga, and traffic coming from the north.  

Several commenters suggested reducing car dependence and prioritising active and public 

transportation modes to ease congestion. Participants used the rationale that moving people out of 

private vehicles and into public transport, cycling or walking will ease congestion issues.  

A considerable number of commenters stated preference for Scenario C because it reduces congestion. 

Participants identified access to the city, and quicker travel times as their main reasons for liking this 

scenario.   

Better traffic flow and less congestion with faster travel times 

Participants referred to congestion in many places, including: Te Aro; Vivian St; Basin Reserve; Karo Drive; 

CBD. Most comments stated Scenario C would improve traffic flow.  

A moderate number of commenters suggested the provision of tunnels (including an extra Mt Vic Tunnel 

and the new city tunnel), would be beneficial in easing congestion.  
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A considerable number of participants named specific congested areas that wouldn’t be addressed by 

Scenario C, particular congestion points included: in the Terrace Tunnel, Te Aro, Basin Reserve, and SH1 

and 2. A few commenters simply stated that a tunnel would be ineffective.  

The concept of induced demand was referred to by a moderate number of respondents. These 

comments discussed the idea that providing more vehicle infrastructure encourages more people to 

drive thereby increasing congestion.  

A moderate number of participants simply stated that Scenario C does not properly address congestion 

issues in Wellington. A small number of participants argued that proposed changes would simply move 

the bottlenecks, rather than ease congestion.  

Comments suggesting changes for Scenario C to ease congestion reflect similar themes to those in 

Scenario B. About half of the comments regarding congestion issues referred to increasing the road 

capacity and focussing on car travel times. The rest of the comments discussed improving and 

prioritising active and public transport as a more efficient way of mitigating congestion and reducing 

cars on the roads.  

A substantial number of commenters stated that they liked Scenario D because it would reduce 

congestion. Most of these comments were general statements regarding better traffic flow.  

This would benefit all road users and decrease congestion in the CBD. This decrease would happen 

because State Highway 1 would move more freely, Vivien Street would no longer be an arterial 

route, and there would be less incentive for cars to use the waterfront Quays to commute between 

the motorway and the eastern suburbs. 

A considerable proportion of participants liked the provision of tunnels to ease congestion in Wellington. 

Over three quarters of the comments in this topic specifically referred to the extra Terrace Tunnel. 

Participants stated this extra tunnel would ease congestion and help fix the current bottleneck in that 

location.  

A small number of participants mentioned the extra southbound SH1 lane as a key aspect of what they 

liked about Scenario D, arguing that this would ease congestion. 

A considerable number of participants stated that Scenario D does not do enough to resolve congestion 

issues. Under ‘what they didn’t like’, commenters stated some specific problem areas including: the 

Terrace Tunnel, Mt Vic Tunnel, Te Aro (specifically the direction of more vehicles towards this area along 

SH1), Basin Reserve, waterfront, the Quays, Vivian St and parts of the motorway around Kilbirnie.  

Promoting car dependency as a result of increased roading infrastructure was described by a 

considerable number of participants with regard to what they didn’t like. Participants also stated that 
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the solutions for congestion were too car-focussed, suggesting that resolutions should be based around 

encouraging mode-shift.  

Participants were split between those who would change the plans to prioritise private vehicle use and 

efficient travel by car, and those who believe congestion could be resolved by encouraging and 

prioritising active and public transport modes. The proportion of comments supporting either argument 

were similar.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 49 

All of the commenters under this topic expressed preference for Scenario A due to the exclusion of 

plans for a flyover or bridge at Basin Reserve. A small number of participants specifically stated approval 

for the improvement of the Basin layout without bridges or tunnels, arguing flyovers or bridges should 

not be necessary to improve the area. 

I support scenario A. I'm opposed to all scenarios that include a flyover and bigger roads or could 

lead to a flyover and bigger roads.  We need to reduce traffic by improving public transport and 

making it the most attractive options. 

Most commenters under this topic simply responded with the opinion that they were against the idea 

of flyovers or bridges, even though this is unrelated to Scenario A. These participants stated their 

reasons for rejecting the idea as; building flyovers and bridges is a too “car-centric” solution, a Basin 

flyover has already been rejected by the public, and a flyover or bridge could threaten the future of the 

Basin Reserve.  

There were a few comments that supported flyovers or bridges, therefore disliking Scenario A and its 

lack of them. These participants argued that flyovers or bridges are necessary to ease congestion and 

improve access to key areas.  

While a proposed Basin flyover was explicitly stated as excluded from plans for Scenario A, a moderate 

number of commenters still expressed their opposition of such infrastructure. Around one third of 

comments in this topic that rejected flyovers directly referred to Scenario A+, whose fundamental aim 

is to create a transport system that avoids building more roads, tunnels and flyovers.  
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I think there is a better scenario, Scenario A+, which adds light rail and congestion charging. This 

means a fabulous, future-proof modern transport system that avoids building more roads, tunnels 

and flyovers. Fast, efficient and designed for the future! Lets go further. 

A moderate number of commenters simple rejected the concept of a Basin Reserve flyover or bridge 

despite being asked what they liked about Scenario B. The main reasons were; it would be an eyesore, 

it would ruin the amenity of the Basin, become an earthquake risk, and improvements could be made 

with alternative roading/transport methods.  

A small number of people however expressed support for a bridge or flyover, as an option under 

Scenario B.  

We definitely need a second Mt Vic tunnel and to fix the Basin congestion once and for all (tunnel or 

overpass) 

All of the comments in this topic rejected the idea of a flyover or bridge. The damage to visual amenity 

and character of the Basin Reserve was referred to by a moderate number of people, with threat to 

recreational value also noted. A moderate portion of the comments referred to the previous rejection 

of the Basin Reserve flyover under Board of Inquiry.  

I reject Scenario B because it specifies the possibility of a flyover or flyovers - a bad plan which has 

twice been rejected by legal processes. Flyovers would be destructive for the urban environment. 

Flyovers or bridges as a “car-centric” solution was also stated by a small number of participants as the 

reason they did not support Scenario B.   

Paying $billions of my money on projects building more tunnels, roads and flyovers that will 

ironically and perversely increase traffic congestion; this is outrageous. 

A considerable number of commenters expressed their disapproval of the potential for flyovers or 

bridges to be constructed, particularly at the Basin Reserve.  

Similar to other discussions, reasons for dismissing the flyover included that it has already been rejected 

by the Board of Inquiry, and the amenity and heritage value of the Basin Reserve could be threatened.  

Several commenters argued for the construction of flyovers or bridges. Just under half of these 

comments directly referred to the initial proposed Basin Reserve flyover. Other participants mentioned: 

a bridge from Ngauranga to Miramar Peninsula or the airport, a bridge from Aotea Quay to the airport, 

flyovers to improve traffic flow from the eastern suburbs, and pedestrian overbridges.  

I support the Basin Flyover as it suits the natural terrain of the location. A second Terrace Tunnel is 

also necessary. 
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A moderate number of respondents referred to bridges or flyovers while discussing what they liked of 

Scenario C. Around one third approved the idea of a Basin flyover, another third completely rejected the 

concept, and the final third stated that they would prefer a tunnel to a flyover.  

Yes I like the idea of public spaces above the tunnels. (The Arras tunnel was good) 

Tunnels are expensive compared to over-bridges but in the long run will be better. Also less 

opposition from the “anti road” lobby and nimbys. 

Most of the commenters on this topic rejected the idea of flyovers or bridges as something they did not 

like about Scenario C. Several people stated that a flyover has already been proposed and rejected by 

the community and Board of Inquiry. The visual amenity, recreational and heritage value of the Basin 

Reserve was used by several as a key reason for rejecting a flyover or bridge. A small number of 

participants stated that they didn’t like the idea of a flyover or bridge because it is a car-focussed 

solution. 

Scenario X was mentioned by a couple of participants, supporting the Architectural Centre’s ideas. The 

other comment stated that the previous consultation process about the Basin flyover was undemocratic 

and NZTA should carry out a proper process.  

A considerable number of commenters stated their opposition to the construction of flyovers, believing 

this option should be changed. The reasons against were similar to those previously discussed under 

the other scenarios. A small number of participants again stated support for a Basin Reserve flyover. A 

couple of their reasons for this included better traffic flow, and priority for private vehicles, bus and taxi 

transport to the airport. 

Slightly over half of the comments recorded under this topic were in favour of constructing a flyover or 

bridge as a part of Scenario D.  

A small number of comments simply rejected the concept of a flyover or bridge. One comment 

suggested a bridge in Cobham Drive across the harbour for better access to the TSB sport facility.  

A substantial number of participants stated their dislike for flyovers in the plans. Some provided reasons 

for their disapproval, which varied but included; the Basin flyover plan has already been rejected by the 

Board of Inquiry, a flyover would significantly impact the visual amenity, safety, and recreational and 

heritage value of the area, and the construction of a flyover is too “car-centric” as a solution. 
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A few comments explicitly stated they were against any of the scenarios that included the possibility of 

a Basin flyover.  

I reject Scenarios B, C and D, all of which could lead to a flyover at the Basin Reserve. I support 

Scenario A. 

A moderate number of commenters argued against the construction of flyovers as an aspect to change. 

Reasons for rejecting flyovers included; that tunnels would be preferable, the visual amenity would be 

spoiled by a flyover, heritage and recreational values would also diminish, and the idea has already been 

rejected in court.  

Several commenters expressed support for flyovers. Most of these comments were not directly referring 

to the Basin Reserve. Instead, suggesting flyovers as suitable infrastructural alternatives for resolving 

current transport issues under Scenario D.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 50 

Several commenters made general statements supporting on-street parking being removed from the 

CBD without providing specific reason. A small number of comments specifically mentioned arterial 

routes or places such as Lambton Quay, Willis St, Courtney Place or Vivian St that on street parking 

should be removed from.  

Vivian St was the most commented on street for the removal of on-street parking. A small number of 

commenters were in favour of repurposing this space for cycling or vehicles. 

A considerable number of commenters stated that there should be a greater reduction in on-street 

parking than has been proposed. The support for parking reduction was based on reducing the number 

of cars that enter the city. Some comments included provisos, such as: retain short-stay parking; retain 

commercial/courier parking; add pedestrian barrier on Vivian St for safety; replace with nearby parking 

spaces; on Vivian St, replace with two-way cycle lane, and; delay introduction on Vivian St to avoid bottle 

necks, prior to Basin area transport flow being acted on.  

A considerable number of respondents were in favour of park and ride, with a number of specific 

locations outside the central city suggested. This is one person’s description of the application of this 

concept. 

Have park n’ ride schemes outside of the city (on SH1 and SH2 routes into the city) been considered?  

Just need a couple of large car parks (preferably multistory to reduce footprint and give shade to 



 

166   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

vehicles, covered in solar panels to help cover lighting costs and provide green electricity charging 

points for vehicles) easily accessible off the highways just before the CBD and regular (every ten 

minutes 24/7) bus or train services to/from the car parks to popular spots (CBD, hospital or airport) 

or a transport hub for onward services.  

Several comments were in favour of retaining or increasing parking spaces in the city. 

A substantial number of commenters wanted further removal of on-street parking from the city. The 

main reason given was that this will discourage vehicles being used to travel into the city. A few 

respondents stated other benefits: more space for moving vehicles, mass transit, public transport, 

cycling and walking.  

A moderate number of comments were in favour of an increased provision of off-street parking. The 

outcome sought was that there will be more road space available for other purposes. These 

respondents thought that it will still be necessary for people to bring vehicles into the city and they 

require somewhere to park. 

A moderate number of commenters made statements supporting the removal of on street parking for 

Scenario B. Of these, nearly half made direct reference to the removal of parking from Vivian St and 

supported this initiative. A couple of people stated that other transport options need to be provided if 

reducing the number of parking spaces. The subsequent widened roads will otherwise result in more 

cars and similar or increased congestion. 

Other comments stated that parking should be retained for those who have to rely on vehicles, and that 

the changing nature of cars (electric) in the future means they shouldn’t be dismissed as an ongoing 

transport option. Another comment was that increased walking efficiency might encourage people to 

park further away and walk to their destination, thereby reducing possible congestion issues. 

Several commenters were in support of removing parking spaces, primarily to reduce the number of 

vehicles that come into the city. A couple of comments specifically referred to Vivian St, simply stating 

that it should be implemented soon. It was also suggested that parking should be replaced with cycling 

provision or congestion will only get worse – it is necessary to promote alternative transport options in 

order to reduce the number of vehicles in the city. 

Several commenters were in favour of retaining or enhancing parking. A couple of these comments 

stated that some people have to use vehicles, so parking options need to be available for them. 

A small number of commenters discussed that park and ride facilities are not adequately considered in 

the scenario. One comment stated that if on-street parking is removed, then private off-street parking 

providers will need to play their part. 
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Several comments were in favour of removing more parking spaces from the city than has been outlined 

in the scenario. The primary purpose being to reduce vehicle use. Some were specific with the places 

that parking should be removed from, including: Kent Tce from Vivian St to Ellice St, around Basin 

Reserve, Thorndon Quay and main arterial routes. 

Several commenters again proposed the consideration of park and ride facilities, with the benefits being 

reduced car use within the central city. These comments commonly included descriptions of public 

transport to transfer users into the city. A number of detailed descriptions were provided, this was one 

of them: 

Just need a couple of large car parks (preferably multi-story to reduce footprint and give shade to 

vehicles, covered in solar panels to help cover lighting costs and provide green electricity charging 

points for vehicles) easily accessible off the highways just before the CBD and regular (every ten 

minutes 24/7) bus or train services to/from the car parks to popular spots (CBD, hospital or airport) 

or a transport hub for onward services.  

A small number of commenters were in favour of retaining parking spaces, the reason being that people 

will continue to use personal vehicles and they need to be parked somewhere. A couple of individual 

comments were more specific in their reasons, stating that mobility parking needs to be provided and 

more parking for scooters. 

A small number of comments were supportive of removing parking spaces, most of these mentioned 

replacing them with cycle lanes. 

Several commenters were in support of additional parking spaces, or retaining parking spaces in the 

city. Again, the central argument was that some people rely on private vehicles due to inaccessibility of 

public transport and therefore parking is essential. Individual comments supported retaining parking on 

Vivian St, and on the quays in the evening and weekends, particularly for families. 

Several commenters stated that there is a need to remove more parking than has been proposed. It 

was also suggested that cycleways should replace the removed parking spaces. 

A few comments were in favour of increasing the number of parking building and a similar number were 

in favour of increasing the park and ride facilities on the periphery of the city, particularly to the north. 

A moderate number of commenters were again in favour of greater reduction in parking spaces. This 

was in an effort to reduce the number of personal vehicles in the city and, as a consequence, reduce 

congestion.  
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Several commenters were in favour of providing park and ride facilities outside the city, linked to public 

transport to reduce private vehicles and associated congestion in the city. 

Several comments were in favour of more car parks in the city to meet the needs for car drivers and 

some asked for additional disabled parking.  

A small number of comments were in favour of more parking buildings to either replace parking spaces 

that are removed from on-street, or to increase parking availability. 

A few comments were in favour of removing on-street parking. 

Other parking suggestions that were made include: park and ride at Spotlight and free parking for 

electric cars to charge. 

Several commenters stated that car parks need to be retained in the city, arguing that it is too difficult 

to visit the city if easy car parking isn’t available near to where people want to visit. Other individual 

arguments were that there is already enough cycling and walking provision in the city; that there is a 

need for short-term parking and that there shouldn’t be parking restrictions on the quays. 

Several commenters stated a desire for more parking to be removed than proposed. The main reason 

was to reduce the number of vehicles that travel into the city and to free up space for other purposes. 

Specific places referred to were again Vivian St and the quays. 

Several respondents discussed the need to explore park and ride options to reduce the demand for 

parking in the city. A few comments stated that more parking buildings are needed to house parked 

vehicles in the city. 

A moderate number of participants stated that there needs to be greater emphasis put on park and 

ride facilities. Some stated that money invested on Scenario D would be better invested in this sort of 

infrastructure. The outcomes referred to were greater use of public transport and less city congestion. 

Several commenters were in favour of removing more parking spaces from the central city. This 

comment sums up the majority of arguments. 

I think more parking spaces should be removed from the inner city. So much of our inter city space 

is taken up by roads and car parking. Parking spaces could instead be used for cycle lanes, wider 

pedestrian boulevards, public transport only lanes, gardens, art etc. If we had efficient and frequent 

mass transit and cycle lanes then we wouldn’t need all these car parks. Removing more car parks 

would also be a disincentive to drive into town. 

Several respondents supported retaining more parking spaces in general. A few made suggestions for 

specific types, such as commercial vehicles, motor cycles and scooters. A couple of comments supported 

parking retention on the periphery of the city such as north of Thorndon. 
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A considerable amount of comments indicated general support for separation of transportation modes 

proposed in Scenario A. The majority of comments showed approval for the separation of public 

transport and general traffic, with the creation of high priority public transport lanes. A small number 

also showed support for clearly separated cycle lanes (cycleways are discussed elsewhere in this report). 

Reasons for support, when given, were primarily related to safety.  

A considerable number of respondents expressed concerns about the cycle lanes in Scenario A. The 

majority of comments on this topic discussed the shared bike and bus lanes. Many pointed out safety 

concerns surrounding shared bike and bus lanes. 

Dangerous option to put Buses and Cyclist in the same lanes. Buses need to pull over and stop in 

the shoulder constantly, and would cause cyclist to have to swerve around stopped buses and 

moving ones. Recipe for crashes and serious injuries. 

The overall sentiment was that bikes should be separated from all other transport modes. 

A moderate number of comments on this topic discussed cycleways and making the city more 

pedestrian-friendly. The majority of these comments called for a focus on clearly separating cycle lanes 

from other forms of traffic for reasons relating to safety and enjoyment for cyclists.  

The majority of commenters discussed the additional Mt Vic Tunnel and the complete separation of 

pedestrians and cyclists from traffic, with a moderate amount favouring this idea. Two main reasons 

emerged for why this idea was favoured. The separation would greatly improve safety for pedestrians 

and cyclists and reduce the chances of incidents. It would also be beneficial for health, by reducing 

exposure to vehicle emissions.  

Similarly to Scenario A, a moderate number favoured the creation of priority public transport lanes or 

light rail. One third of comments on this topic discussed how this would greatly improve public transport 

efficiency and encourage more to choose mass transit when travelling. 

Several respondents liked separation of east-west traffic flows. Many commented on how the separation 

would help in alleviating congestion in the area. Similarly, with grade separation. A small number 

commented on congestion around the Basin and how it would benefit from grade separation. 
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Gradient separation will be a fact of life for the Basin Reserve. If we have something more creative 

than the fly-around (which I had no issue with) then that would be great.  

Several commenters discussed lack of cycle separation in regarding what they do not like about Scenario 

B, with the majority focussing on the new Mt Vic Tunnel. Two thirds of comments on this topic refer to 

the current unpleasantness of biking and walking through the tunnel. Comments discussed ensuring 

complete separation between vehicle traffic and active traffic; ensuring the passage is sufficiently wide 

to accommodate pedestrians and cyclist; and separating pedestrian and cycle traffic in the tunnel.  

Other comments discuss their dislike that more citywide cycle lanes having been included, such as: 

developing safe cycle routes to schools to alleviate term time congestion; having distinct separation 

between vehicle and cycle lanes, not just green paint, and; having mode separation on Vivian St to 

accommodate cyclists. 

A small number of commenters discussed the Mt Vic Tunnel with regard to suggested changes. Half of 

these comments talked about separating modes of transport between individual tunnels. A few 

suggested converting the existing tunnel to be entirely used for cyclists, pedestrians and public 

transport. A couple of others suggested using one tunnel entirely for public transport, including buses 

and light rail.  

Mt Vic new tunnel should have separated pedestrian and cycling infrastructure. This could be by 

having cyclists in 1 tunnel and pedestrians in the other, or by having cyclists on 1 side and 

pedestrians on the other side of the new tunnel. A shared zone is a bad idea and at a minimum 

would need to be very wide and have grade separation to separate the zones if adjacent. 

A small number suggested changes that referred to the Basin layout. A few of these commenters would 

like to avoid grade separation in the Basin area. Others put forward ideas for the future of the Basin. 

Ideas included: build an elevated bridge or road around the south side of the Basin over the Adelaide 

Rd junction to allow traffic from the south to pass underneath; reconsider Option X; and build a cut and 

cover tunnel on the western side of the Basin. 

A small number of participants wanted to see more dedicated bus lanes. A similar number commented 

on cycle lanes. Most called for entirely separated cycle lanes and a few identified specific locations 

including Vivian St and from Miramar to the CBD.  

Several commenters supported grade separation through construction of an underground tunnel to 

connect highway traffic. Half of comments on this topic discussed the benefits of reducing traffic in the 

inner city by separating highway traffic from local traffic. 

This is a really good idea, to separate the traffic from pedestians and cyclists.  Also enables the 

through traffic to the airport to be separated from local traffic, and allows for bus rapid transit.  I 

like it. 
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Other sentiments surrounding mode separation in Scenario C remained similar to Scenarios A and B; 

separating active transport from traffic to improve safety and creating priority bus lanes or light rail.  

A small number of comments again discussed the lack of cycle separation; all stated that cycle lanes 

must be separated from the road to approve of this scenario. 

Cycle lanes should be separated from other traffic lanes so that the cycling experience is quieter, 

cleaner, and better 

Like Scenarios A and B, half of the changes suggested wanted to see a comprehensive, separated cycle 

network. One person wanted to see car lanes converted to dedicated cycle lanes, while a couple of 

comments identified Vivian St and Lambton Quay as areas that required separated cycle lanes. 

Several commenters mentioned public transport. Half of these respondents wanted to see the inclusion 

of light rail as a concrete aspect of the scenario. Many comments also noted that for mass transit to 

work efficiently, it needs to have its own dedicated lanes and accessways, including its own tunnel 

through Mt Vic.  

A small number of commenters favoured the creation of high priority public transport lanes to improve 

patronage and make the public transport system more efficient. A small number supported the 

separation of cyclists and pedestrians as well as grade separation at the Basin to improve traffic flow 

and remove through traffic from the central city. A few respondents also liked the separation of traffic 

flows to alleviate congestion at the Basin. 

Half of the commenters on this topic discussed public transport under ‘what they did not like’. A couple 

argued that light rail is not required and space should be solely dedicated to bus lanes. A couple 

discussed the Golden Mile, one didn’t like the idea of swapping traffic lanes with bus lanes, the other 

points out that the scenario fails to provide clear separation between pedestrians and bus lanes.  

A couple of commenters discussed grade separation. One against the proposed grade separation at the 

Basin, the other suggesting it could be put to good use on Taranaki St.  

Several participants discussed changes to public transport in Scenario D, however feedback was mixed. 

The majority would like to see more of a focus on ensuring public transport and mass transit has 

dedicated, separate lanes and accessways to improve efficiency. For example, through the Mt Vic Tunnel 

and Mt Albert Tunnel.  
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Busses/light rail should be separated from other traffic through more of the city to increase 

efficiency. If it were faster to travel into town by public transport than by car then more people 

would use public transport. 

Cycling and pedestrian priority was another key theme in suggestions for change. Similar ideas emerged, 

which included: separating cycle lanes; removing parking to make way for cyclists and wider pedestrian 

boulevards; and using the existing Mt Vic Tunnel solely for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. 

One person identified Lambton Quay as a place where traffic could be removed to make way for cyclists 

and pedestrians, while another was critical that the plan did not extend to Lower Hutt, where a large 

number of potential cycle commuters are put off by the lack of separate cycle tracks. 
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People liked Scenario A, with the addition of congestion charging (as outlined in the Scenario A+ 

proposal). In most instances congestion charges was stated in simple terms as something desired, with 

the anticipated outcome being less cars on roads. People used the following phrases to describe a 

system whereby vehicles are charged for entry into certain areas or at certain times: congestion 

charging; cordon charge; toll; travel demand management, and; road pricing. 

outer surburban commuters who bring 1 ton of metal with them everyday and congest CBD streets 

need to be charged 

The lack of provision for congestion charging in Scenario A was disliked by a moderate number of 

respondents. People stated that they wanted some form of congestion charging to deter traffic (at peak 

times, or in certain places), and in a few cases added that this could subsidise public transport. 

Does not include congestion charges for city centre 

Congestion charging was mentioned in a sizeable number of change comments for this scenario. In 

most cases the measure was called for with no additional or supporting reasons. When reasons were 

given it was most often thought to ease congestion (e.g., demand management), although frequently it 

was mentioned alongside light rail and parking levies (as per the A+ scenario). Road pricing was often 

discussed in the context of reducing demand for car travel and forcing mode shift.  

Implement some form of congestion charging to discourage private vehicles from going into the 

CBD at rush hour. This may reduce the need for some of the roading projects outlined in Options C 

and D. 

A couple of people mentioned congestion charges as an addition to Scenario B that they would like.   
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As with Scenario A, several people commented that they disliked Scenario B for its lack of congestion 

charging as a measure to reduce traffic and congestion. Phrases used included tolls, congestion charges, 

cordon pricing, and road pricing. In a few comments people referenced cities in which this practice is 

seen as being effective (e.g., London).  

In all comments congestion charging was viewed as a desirable addition to the scenario, as a measure 

to effectively reduce traffic.  

Congestion charging was mentioned in relation to two separate issues. Several respondents were in 

favour of road pricing as an alternative to more roading infrastructure (which could be avoided if 

congestion charging led to less cars on roads). A small number felt that road pricing could be used to 

deter the extra traffic that may be enticed by the increased road capacity proposed in Scenario B.  

A small number of people stated that congestion charging was a desirable addition to Scenario C. In a 

couple of cases the scenario was supported with the proviso that congestion charging was also 

introduced.  

Several respondents spoke broadly of a dislike of Scenario C for its lack of congestion charging. They 

see charging as a way to reduce traffic, and in a few cases reduce emissions.  

Suggested changes to Scenario C from respondents included a considerable amount in favour of 

congestion charging. The addition of congestion charging was most often stated generally, but was 

frequently mentioned alongside other initiatives thought to reduce traffic in the city, such as parking 

prices, and improved public transport. 

add congestion charging; do we need tow tunnels; do we need an economy based on how fast our 

cars get from a to b? 

A couple of respondents approved of the provision for “some sort of tolling/congestion charging” offered 

in Scenario D. 

A moderate number of comments noted that a lack of congestion charging was what they disliked about 

Scenario D. Most of the comments were general in nature, simply stating “congestion charges” or “no 

congestion charges” in response to what they did not like. Some added supporting information, i.e., that 
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congestion charging was needed to “discourage solo car trips”, and in a few cases to “help fund 

sustainable transport options”.  

A considerable number of respondents cited that what they would change about the scenario was to 

add congestion charging. In several cases this was advised as an alternative to the interventions 

proposed in Scenario D (which people saw as too road focussed). In a few cases, charging was predicted 

to prevent the additional road capacity proposed in Scenario D from inducing car dependency: 

congestion charging should be used to stop all the extra road capacity leading to more traffic 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 57 

A couple of people stated that free public transport would be an ideal addition to what they liked about 

Scenario A. Another couple stated that affordable/cheaper public transport was needed; one of these 

respondents added that this was “the only way to get people out of cars”.  

Several people felt that Scenario A should include subsidised public transport. They stated that they 

wanted buses (or other forms of public transport) either cheaper, or in a few cases, free. This point was 

often argued within the context of making modes other than private vehicles more accessible (to 

decrease congestion and in a few cases, reduce emissions).  

Public transport should be made better and more attractive in all respects, including cost 

About half of the commenters called for cheaper public transport as a change to Scenario A. Combined 

with the several people who wanted free public transport (either for students or just in the CBD), those 

who wanted cheaper or free public transport made up the majority of the comments under this topic. 

Other comments included a few people who stated that public transport ought to be incentivised in 

general.   

Affordable fares (for light rail) was deemed by one person as necessary, if the system proposed in 

Scenario B is to be workable.  
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A small number of respondents stated that their area of dislike for Scenario B was its lack of public 

transport subsidies. One person suggested that the long time frame proposed in Scenario B created 

the opportunity to prioritise public transport in the interim: 

If this goes ahead, would be excellent opportunity to try and get more people to use public 

transport/biking during by having half price bus fares… Several years of construction equals  

A small number of commenters simply stated that cheaper public transport was needed as a change to 

Scenario B. Free public transport was called for by a several respondents, who deemed it appropriate 

for certain groups, which included: under 19s; tertiary students/apprentices; the elderly; and the 

disabled. A couple of people wanted to see subsidised public transport replace the interventions 

proposed in Scenario B. 

No comments were made in this section. 

The small number of commenters made the point that the present public transport system acts as a 

deterrent for those who could otherwise be using it. They argued that cheaper fares would encourage 

usage. One person disliked that Scenario C seemed to include “potential for price hikes in public 

transport”.  

Suggested changes to Scenario C regarding public transport subsidies included: a small number who 

advocated Scenario A+ (for its “Green Transport Plan” which includes free public transport for under 

19s); and a small number who supported cheaper public transport fares generally. 

One commenter proposed a ferry service as an addition to Scenario D, and made the point that fares 

may “need to be subsidised to encourage use”.  

Scenario D was criticised for not decreasing the cost of public transport, and its lack of incentives to 

draw people toward using that mode.  

A moderate number of commenters raised public transport subsidies as an issue for change. The 

majority of these wanted cheaper access to public transport. A small number of people wanted this 
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mode cheaper specifically for under 19s (as per the “Green Card” proposal). A small number of 

respondents thought that the cost of Scenario D would be better spent on subsidising public transport.  

One person objected to the notion that their rates would go towards “building something [light rail] that 

will need heavy subsidy forever”. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 57 

Several commenters were in favour of increased parking costs as an addition to Scenario A to achieve 

the goal of “free flowing roads”. Parking levies were frequently mentioned alongside other demand 

management measures to discourage traffic coming to and staying in the city.  

there needs to be punitive fuel and parking costs to discourage car use 

A small number of people commented on parking prices in Scenario A. Responses were divided between 

the few who considered all day parking too cheap, therefore encouraging private vehicle use, and the 

few who complained of the expense of car parking, stating that this may deter customers at the cost of 

the retail sector. 

Changes to Scenario A regarding parking prices are mostly from those who advocate parking levies, 

either generally, or as one of many measures to deter/reduce traffic.  

Other arguments included: the need for cheaper parking on the edges of the city (to allow commuters 

to switch modes as they near the CBD), and; parking buildings could have more reasonable (or capped) 

fees to cater to those who do drive to the city.  

No comments were made in this section. 

A couple of people disliked Scenario B for not including parking levies, which they view would resolve 

traffic issues in the city. A couple of people feel that alternatives to on-street parking, at comparable 

prices, need to be provided if on-street parking is removed.  
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A few people advocated for more costly parking as a measure to decrease the number of cars in the 

city. One comment stated that airport parking should be free. 

No comments were made in this section. 

One person commented that they wanted parking levies introduced to address travel demand. 

A few people stated that removing cheap parking (or free parking for commuters provided by 

workplaces) would incentivise the use of other transport modes. Comments on changes to Scenario C 

about parking prices are in support of increasing prices to deter traffic.  

No comments were made in this section. 

One person commented that they wanted parking levies introduced to address travel demand. 

People would like to see increased parking costs generally for Scenario D (in one case, introducing a 

workplace parking levy). In some cases, this was identified as a part of a broader set of measures to 

reduce traffic; negating the need for the interventions proposed in this scenario (which people see as 

excessive and unnecessary).  
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A moderate number of people liked Scenario A for being future-proof in the context that it prioritises 

active and public modes of transport. Several commenters stated in general terms that the scenario 

was forward thinking, or future-proof. A small number of people framed their support of Scenario A’s 

future viability in terms of its capacity to withstand increases in population.  

Looks good and would allow for free flow of movement with a larger population 

The main argument under this scenario was that it does not go far enough in preparing for future 

problems. Many made the point that Scenario A seems to be deferring the problems, which will have to 

be addressed in another decade.  

A moderate number argued that attention should be paid to reducing car dependency through 

investment in 21st century public transport and active transport options. Many advocated for light rail, a 

modern and efficient form of public transport that will produce zero emissions. Several commenters 

were critical that Scenario A appeared to do very little in reducing emissions. 

A moderate number also commented on Wellington’s growing population. The majority of commenters 

on this topic argued that Scenario A does not accommodate for growth. A small number believed traffic 

capacity needs to be increased, while others simply wanted to see more investment and a more 

elaborate plan to accommodate a growing population. 

This does not go far enough.  We need a bold plan for a city that is set to be receiving 50 000 more 

residents in the next 30 years (according to the WCC itself).   We do not need any cars in the CBD.  

Catering for cars is like catering for steam trains. 

A considerable number of participants presented suggestions to improve future-proofing in Scenario A. 

The majority would like to see more investment in transport modes that would provide effective 

solutions to future transportation problems. Many believed the addition of light rail would be most 

effective at removing vehicles from the road and future-proofing the transport system. 
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Car use is simply unsustainable and is known to have a variety of society scale detrimental impacts. 

Although cycle lanes and bus priority lanes will ruffle feathers in the short term - planning needs to 

be conducted on a long time scale, what sort of city do we want Wellington to look like in 50 years? 

Participants recognised a need to plan for future problems rather than today’s. Other suggestions 

included: Adding tunnels under the city and Basin to alleviate congestion; prepare for autonomous 

electric vehicles; add large park and ride facilities in the outer suburbs, and; implement policies that 

benefit moped and motorcycle users to help reduce congestion. 

The most liked future-proofing aspect of Scenario B was that it included planning for mass transit (and 

the option for light rail), which is viewed by a few as an inevitable investment for Wellington. There was 

general support for the future-focus of the scenario by a small number of people. A similar number 

perceived that Scenario B has the ability to cope with likely increases in population, and is future-proof 

for this reason.  

Begins to focus on unlocking development and growth potential. It would help cater for some of 

Wellingtons already expected growth. 

A few commenters stated explicitly that this scenario was not future-proof, in that it focusses too heavily 

on roading infrastructure, which is not viewed as the way forward. 

A considerable number commented on the lack of future-proofing in Scenario B. The majority of these 

respondents argued that the scenario is backwards looking or unambitious. They believed that the 

solutions to congestion problems in Scenario B are outdated and the issue will have to be addressed 

again shortly after the project is complete.  

Many made the point that autonomous vehicles will soon be far more common and will likely reshape 

how the transport system will operate. A moderate number also made the point that a significant body 

of research suggests constructing more roads does not solve congestion issues and only induces 

demand: 

The focus on roads = induced traffic = worse outcomes. We're in the 21st century - stop pushing 

1960s solutions. 

A small number argued that Scenario B will not adequately fit with Wellington’s population growth. A 

couple made the point that the growing population will need efficient mass transit as soon as possible, 

yet the time frame of the project may take over 10 years. Another noted that a growing population 

requires land to be used much more efficiently and large roading developments go against this idea. 

About half the commenters would like to see more investment and focus on future transport 

possibilities for Scenario B. Suggestions included: investing in light rail, and widening roads and laying 

down the foundations for possible light rail in the future, and; preparing for autonomous electric vehicles 
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and how this will alter infrastructure requirements. Other commenters highlighted a need to consider 

how the city should look in the long-term when planning for transport; not just 10, but 20 or 30 years 

into the future.  

One respondent pointed out a need for efficient transport to the airport and hospital with the expected 

increase in air travel as well as the health requirements of the aging population. A couple would like to 

see an increase in roading capacity to accommodate a growing population. 

The majority of the commenters in this section supported Scenario C which they consider is adequately 

future-proofed. In most cases it was described as a more appropriate solution to traffic issues than the 

previous two scenarios. They gave the following reasons: that the scenario was “for the long term”; it was 

“better for the future of Wellington”; it “looks ahead and plans for growth”, and; that it would “cater for 

current projected growth”.  

A moderate number argued that Scenario C lacked a long-term vision to address the problems of the 

future. The point was made that autonomous vehicles are soon to emerge, which will likely dramatically 

change the demand for private vehicles and require additional roading infrastructure. Another predicted 

that the scenario only provides a short-term solution to a problem that will likely be experienced again 

as soon as the project is complete. A moderate number referred to international research, suggesting 

additional roading infrastructure induces private car use. Many claimed that more roading is an 

outdated solution to the congestion problem. Many advocated for light rail and noted there was a need 

for mass transit as soon as possible; not in 10 years time when the demand may have dramatically 

changed.  

Many respondents viewed mass transit and light rail as a future-proof solution to transport issues. They 

would like to see commitment to light rail, not as an “afterthought”. One expressed concern that mass 

transit would be sharing lanes with general traffic and suggested it needs its own corridor to be effective 

in the long run. 

This solution is short sighted and is not future proof. I want to see light rail and active transport 

prioritised not as an afterthought. 

Others expressed concerns that the scenario was too shortsighted and encouraged the planning to be 

more ambitious and work towards a city they want to live in. Many pointed out that by building more 

space for cars is not a long-term solution. 
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A substantial number of people stated that they liked Scenario D for its perceived ability to be a “long 

term solution” and ambitious. Comment generally contained the sentiment that Scenario D was the only 

suitable solution to the traffic issues facing Wellington. 

It's the only option to ensure Wellington is a forward thinking, resilient and world class city. 

A moderate number of commenters specifically admired Scenario D for the extent of its infrastructure 

building. They perceived that this would solve issues associated with increases in population and 

corresponding increases in traffic.   

Given Scenario D is the most extensive in terms of infrastructure, the majority of respondents reported 

the scenario is too car-centric. Reference was made to international research, stating additional road 

provisions fail to reduce congestion and is an outdated solution.  

Building more roads and tunnels is not the answer for more efficient transport modes in a city. The 

one-driver combustion engine car is an inefficient, outdated piece of technology which is having a 

negative impact on our cities environment and business. 

Several commenters noted the length of the project as being at risk to changes in transportation 

patterns. It was suggested the scenario does not account for future issues and the long-term vision of 

Wellington. Several commenters reported that the scenario encourages emissions by providing for 

private vehicles. Instead, investment should be put toward innovative and sustainable public transport 

solutions, including light rail. 

Similar to the previous scenarios, most respondents would like to see more investment in future-

proofed public and active transport. It was noted that Wellington likes to be at the forefront of modern 

technology and should plan for electric and autonomous vehicles; this would require electric charging 

stations and pick up points. Planning for light rail was considered forward thinking. Respondents were 

concerned that the same mistakes are being made as in Auckland, and becoming more car-focused will 

result in further congestion.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 61 

The majority of respondents liked how Scenario A primarily focusses on improvements to walking, 

cycling and public transport. They argued this allows for more flexibility as new technology emerges, 
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such as autonomous vehicles, which will change infrastructure requirements. A few also noted how 

Scenario A paves the way to make the public transport system more modern, such as electrification of 

the bus fleet. This will be beneficial for public enjoyment and the environment. A couple liked 

improvements for cyclists given the emerging ebike technology. 

Half of these respondents did not like that there is no mention of electric and autonomous vehicles. 

These commenters noted there should be attention paid to how these vehicles will alter the transport 

system, and to accommodate for these vehicles, including charging and parking infrastructure. The other 

half of these comments were critical that public transport appeared to still be diesel buses. Many 

advocated for a shift to electric buses or light rail.  

A quarter of commenters mentioned focus should be on electric and autonomous vehicles, either 

through provision of infrastructure, or benefits for buyers. A few wanted to see the electrification of the 

public transport system. A couple suggested cyclists should be prioritised with the growing popularity 

of ebikes. One person made the comment that any new roading infrastructure should be carried out 

after a shift to electric vehicles to ensure a reduction in emissions. One respondent favoured Scenario 

A as it provides the least priority for private vehicles out of all the scenarios. 

I favour this option.  It allows for improvements without bowing to the self-drive motor car, which 

will shortly be relegated to history. 

A couple of respondents favoured solutions for the Basin, claiming something needs to be done as the 

current situation will not work for any type of vehicle, electric or not. Another argued that any grade 

separation at the Basin should be postponed until after the transition to electric vehicles. A couple were 

in favour of converting to an electric bus fleet, while a couple more liked the idea of light rail as a modern, 

clean form of transport. 

One third of respondents did not like how Scenario B did not mention the impact of electric vehicles, 

autonomous vehicles and ebikes. Many made the point that when this technology becomes 

mainstreamed, infrastructure requirements could be vastly different to now and the council should be 

planning for this shift. On the other hand, a couple argued that people will not stop using their cars, 

even after the shift to electric vehicles; so less should be invested on public and active transport and 

more on private vehicles. A third also advocated for a clean and sustainable public transport system, 

either through an electrified bus fleet, or light rail.  

There is also a potentially high opportunity cost in terms of investing $550-700m when that 

amount of money could be better invested in encouraging electrical vehicle uptake and or adapting 

to the impacts of climate change. 
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A small number believed light rail was a waste of money due to its inflexibility once established and the 

risk of it becoming obsolete with the shift to autonomous vehicles. A few of these commenters 

suggested an upgraded bus fleet was the better option. 

Several commenters suggested a commitment to light rail or a similar alternative as it is clean, efficient 

and reduces vehicles on the road. A small number wanted to see more priority for future transport 

modes, including ebikes, electric vehicles and autonomous vehicles. One discussed how these modes 

will not need as much road capacity, while another argued they might make mass transit obsolete in 20 

years. A small number were also opposed to light rail, claiming the same benefits can be achieved with 

electric buses. One person suggested developing large park and ride systems outside the city, equipped 

with electric charging stations and regular rides into the city. Another suggested ebikes could be 

prioritised as their popularity grows and steeper routes become more accessible for cyclists. 

One person liked how Scenario C disperses traffic in preparation for a driverless car uptake. One was in 

favour of the tunnel, but only if it would prove to reduce emissions. They suggested that it should be 

built following the transition to electric vehicles. One argued that if they go that far, Scenario D might as 

well be implemented given traffic is so terrible and will continue to be with autonomous vehicles.  

The majority of commenters again noted that the plan does not account for a shift to electric and 

autonomous vehicles. A few of these comments were concerned that the extensive infrastructural 

investment will become outdated once the shift occurs, while one argued that such high investment in 

private vehicles works against a cleaner, 21st century transport. A couple argued the money could be 

better spent in supporting a shift to electric vehicles or used to meet goals in emissions reduction. One 

more argued that light rail may not be a good option in the era of autonomous vehicles. 

A small number advocated for light rail or other clean forms of transport, with one claiming there is still 

a need to get vehicles off the road despite a shift to electric. One respondent was against light rail, 

claiming it would be overtaken by driverless cars in the near future. A few suggested that Scenario C 

should plan for electric and autonomous vehicles by adding charging stations and parking. A couple 

suggested the council should purchase 500+ electric vehicles for share and hire online. One other 

respondent advocated for an uptake in ebike use. 

A few respondents appreciated the public transport aspects of Scenario D, but only if it was clean and 

efficient like light rail and electric buses. It was supported as an option, but respondents felt there was 

the need to shift to electric vehicles to reduce emissions.  
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Several commenters expressed concern that provision for electric and autonomous vehicles is not 

provided for. Respondents noted that there needs to be electric vehicle infrastructure, such as charging 

stations and parking as it would be beneficial in reducing emissions. Given the high cost and time frame 

of Scenario D, respondents were concerned about the cost of infrastructure that could be obsolete in 

the near future. 

Would make Wellington a horrible city - a monument to a dying technology - the motorcar. 

A small number were against light rail, claiming the inflexibility and expense make electric buses and 

autonomous vehicles more viable options. A couple also suggested Scenario D should provide parking 

for ebikes at outer train stations.  One respondent added the scenario should go ahead, with the 

expectation that the shift to electric vehicles will reduce emissions anyway.  

As with Scenarios A, B and C several commenters discussed the lack of planning for electric and 

autonomous vehicles and the need for sufficient infrastructure such as charging stations and 

autonomous vehicle pick-up points. Others argued for the promotion and subsidisation of electric 

vehicles to reduce emissions. A couple were against light rail due to its inflexibility and potential to 

become obsolete. A few advocated for it, claiming it is what Wellington really needs to get moving. 

Lacking ambition towards light rail or mass public transport. Lets get welly moving needs to be 

about planning for the future, an eco friendly high tech city not one focused on old city planning 

practices. 

A few argued to bring back the electric bus system. One suggested the council invest in 500+ electric 

vehicles for hire. Another suggested the development of dedicated cycle lanes to northern suburbs, 

which will become more accessible with ebikes.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 62 

A sizeable number of commenters were supportive of Scenario A’s estimated low cost. Half of the 

comments mentioned that Scenario A was “cheap and fast”, which made it a favourable option. Several 

commenters noted that the cost of improving cycling and walking networks would be minimal. A small 
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number of commenters noted that Scenario A was the best “value for money” as it addressed core 

issues.  

A few people discussed the importance of investing now, rather than placing the burden on future 

generations. A couple of commenters questioned whether the cheapest scenario would make it the 

most effective.  

Half of the comments noted that improving walking and cycling facilities do not need to come at a high 

cost. Several commenters in Scenario A stated that money could be better spent elsewhere. A small 

number of commenters made the point that a high proportion of the spend was towards improving 

private car access, not encouraging alternative modes. A few commenters felt that a cost analysis 

needed to be presented to the public.  

Several participants recognised that public transport and active modes should be prioritised for funding. 

There were a few commenters who stated that the additional cycleway was too expensive. Most of the 

comments discussed the need to move away from private vehicles and invest in alternative modes.  

Several commenters said that Scenario B was a reasonable cost, while a small number thought that it 

was too expensive. A third of the comments stated that the cost of light rail needed to be considered. A 

few commenters mentioned the high cost of roading infrastructure and suggested that this investment 

could be reallocated. There were a small number of commenters who recognised this scenario as 

balanced and good value for money.  

A sizeable number of participants thought that the cost of this scenario was too excessive. Several 

commenters noted the cost of tunnels and flyovers, and wanted to see the current second tunnel 

improved before a new one is installed. A third of the comments reiterated that the proposal seems car-

dominated. A lot of the respondents simply stated that cost was a reason to dislike Scenario B, but no 

further explanation was provided.  

Just over a quarter of the commenters mentioned light rail. A small number of participants thought that 

it would be a good investment, while a few people argued it was not worth it in Wellington. A couple of 

commenters also noted that the infrastructure would come at a high cost on amenity and the aesthetic 

of the area. A few respondents were concerned that this scenario would not be cost effective, and had 

the potential to be instantly outdated once it was implemented.  

Half of the commenters argued that an additional tunnel was an unnecessary expense. There were 

several comments indicating the importance of planning for the future and utilising funds effectively. A 

small number of commenters stated that it was important to allow for light rail infrastructure and other 
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public transport modes. A few comments were concerned that Scenario B did not go far enough 

(considering the high cost).  

It seems like an expensive way of not solving anything.  

There was a moderate number of respondents who mentioned the cost of Scenario C; most of these 

comments deemed the budget of this scenario to be too extreme. Several of the commenters liked the 

ideas but did not think it was achievable with the available funds. A few specifically mentioned tunnels. 

A couple of people noted it was not a valuable use of Wellington’s resources.  

A very large number of participants noted the high cost of Scenario C as a reason for disliking it. Two 

thirds of the comments did not deem roading a suitable expense, with tunnels and flyovers at the 

forefront of the argument. Once again, several people raised the concern that the project would soon 

be outdated and would require further funding. A small number of people wanted to see the provisions 

spent on more sustainable forms of transport (including active modes and public transport).  

There was a moderate quantity of commenters who deemed Scenario C to be too car-centric and 

therefore a poor use of funds.  

A substantive amount of scare public funds being allocated to a second Mt Vic tunnel. This 

contradicts the pressing need to reduce the volume of private vehicle.  

There were several commenters who wanted the budget to be spent on public transport. A small 

number of people spoke of light rail with a mix of positive and negative opinions. A few commenters 

revealed an apprehension amongst outer suburb ratepayers paying for central city improvements.  

Most of the comments in Scenario C stated that they would alter the priority of funding for private vehicle 

infrastructure to public and active transport modes. Several commenters took issue with tunnels and 

flyovers. A few commenters thought the capital could be better allocated; namely to housing projects 

rather than roading. A couple of commenters discussed that light rail was too expensive.  

A moderate number of contributors supported investing in the roading layout now, mostly because it 

would prevent future problems. There were a small number of people who feared it would be a waste 

of Government funding.  

Think bold and aim high. The cost of executing solutions to the two bottlenecks (tce and mt Vic 

tunnels) will be amusingly cheap in the future when these roads are taken for granted by our city. 

No council wants the flack of approving such a massive expenditure but every council after will 

want the benefit of it.  
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Several of the commenters said that progress needs to be made, no matter the price.  

A very large number of people noted the high cost of Scenario D. Most of the commenters thought it 

was an unnecessary amount to spend. Once again tunnels, flyovers and car dominance came through 

clearly with those opposed to the cost of the scenario. A considerable number of commenters discussed 

cars having too much priority, and several comments were made on the reallocation of this funding.  

More than a quarter of the commenters noted that funding should be repurposed, and suggestions 

made were for further investment in public transport. A small number recommended using road user 

charges to subsidise public transport. A moderate number of respondents discussed light rail, and half 

were supportive of funding the infrastructure. Several commenters noted that for the high cost of 

cycleways, they could better suit a range of modes. 

Several commenters expressed concern over the high cost of Scenario D. The contrast in comments 

here was notable, as shown below:  

Super mega money waster with cherry on top.  

A few recognised the cost was necessary to get projects completed within a reasonable time frame. 

Costs to do it faster. It’d be well worth it, next best option is C.  

A small number of participants wanted the cost to be justified in terms of environmental, health and 

social costs. A similar number wanted a suitable cost benefit analysis to be undertaken to justify spend. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 64 

A sizeable number of commenters stated that they liked everything about Scenario A, or stated a general 

preference for the scenario. Some commenters stated they liked Scenario A as a start.  

Typical comments included “I prefer Scenario A”, “great”, or “it’s a good start”. 

A considerable number of commenters stated there was nothing that they dislike about Scenario A. 

Most respondents simply stated “nothing”, with a few describing a general like for it.  

Several commenters explicitly stated they would change nothing about Scenario A. These comments did 

not explain reasoning.  
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A substantial number of commenters stated that they did not like anything about Scenario A. Some 

participants made the point that the scenario does not address issues or “fix anything”. However, most 

commenters simply stated “nothing” when asked ‘what they like’.  

A small number of commenters said that they disliked all of Scenario A. Most comments simply 

responded with “everything”. However, a couple of outlying comments stated the scenario is a “stupid 

idea”, “not going to help” and “fails fundamentally to get Wellington moving”.  

Several participants responded that they would change everything about Scenario A, expressing strong 

dislike towards the scenario. Most comments simply stated “everything”, with a few participants giving 

reasons such as: not a good option, does not give any benefit, and does not address key problems for 

Wellington transport. 

A considerable number of commenters responded that they liked Scenario B. Around half of these 

commenters simply used comments such as “I like it”, “it’s great”, or “like this option”. The remaining 

comments were not as strongly positive, with most answering that Scenario B was better, a slight 

improvement, or a good start. These commenters did not expand further than simply stating likeness 

for Scenario B.   

A moderate number of participants could not contribute any aspects of Scenario B that they did not like. 

Almost all participants simply commented “nothing”.  

Several commenters responded that there was nothing they would change about Scenario B. 

A sizeable number of participants stated they could not suggest anything they like about Scenario B. 

Most commenters simply answered with “nothing”, “I reject this option”, or “I do not like it”.  

A moderate number of commenters stated they disliked all aspects of Scenario B. Typical responses 

were “I do not support Scenario B”, “everything”, or “I like nothing”. 
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A moderate number of participants simply stated that they did not like Scenario B, offering no suggested 

changes. Typical comments expressed non-support or rejection of the entire scenario.  

A substantial number of commenters responded with a general like of Scenario C. Comments ranged in 

the degree of positivity expressed, but most participants did not give any more detail. Typical comments 

were “better”, “everything”, “great idea”, and “best scenario so far”.  

A considerable number of participants could not suggest any aspect of Scenario C that they disliked. 

Comments typically just stated “nothing”, or “all good”.  

A considerable number of commenters revealed nothing that they would want to change about Scenario 

D. Most comments simply stated “nothing”, others expressed a like, or love of Scenario D. 

A sizeable number of participants stated there was nothing they liked about Scenario C.  

A moderate number of participants stated they disliked all aspects of Scenario B, or did not support the 

scenario.  

A moderate number of commenters stated they did not support Scenario C or would change everything 

about it. 

A large number of commenters showed a preference for Scenario D. Commenters stated this was the 

“best option”, they liked everything, or simple adjectives such as “great” and “good” to describe the 

scenario.  

A considerable number of commenters merely stated “nothing”, when asked what they do not like about 

Scenario D. Some participants also answered that they liked or loved the scenario, or thought the 

scenario was good or great.  
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A considerable number of commenters expressed nothing they would want to change about Scenario 

D. Most comments simply stated “nothing”, others stated liking or loving Scenario D.  

A large number of participants could not suggest anything that they liked about Scenario D. Almost all 

comments simply stated “nothing”, with a few others having different wording but similar nature of 

comment.  

A considerable number of respondents stated they did not support Scenario D or disliked all aspects of 

it.  

A considerable number of participants suggested they would change everything about Scenario D. 

Typical comments stated either they would change “everything”, or “I reject Scenario D”.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 65 

A third of the commenters simply stated that it was a start. Several people noted plans for Scenario A 

appeared to consider improving social behaviour. People felt that this went beyond planning roads. A 

few commenters appreciated the focus of walking, cycling and public transport.  

There were a small number of commenters who thought there was a lack of information, and 

oversimplification of detail. And a few respondents made the point it would not go far enough.  

A moderate number of respondents were negative toward the agencies responsible for the urban 

planning, such as having old-fashioned ideas or using too many consultants. Several commenters 

considered the scope too narrow, and too much emphasis was placed on central city residents.  

Several participants discussed the community engagement process, a few felt it was tokenistic. Half of 

these comments said that the information booklets were too complex and confusing. A small number 

of commenters were concerned loud minority groups were considered the majority opinion.  

The cycle lanes can be left out they have a polarizing effect and only a every vocal few want them.  
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There were several commenters wanting a change in the consultation process. Some believed there 

needed to be more thorough investigations, and a few thought it was important to consult children and 

young adults to gain an understanding of their values and needs. A few commenters also believed 

research should be undertaken regarding where people desire to travel and the public should be 

educated regarding mode shifts. There were a few commenters who noted locals need to be prioritised 

over lobby groups.  

A small number of participants expressed confusion about the diagrams provided. A couple felt the 

legend was too small to read. A third of the commenters stated the proposals were as much staging as 

separate proposals, and therefore it was time consuming repeating responses.  

A few positive commenters felt that Scenario B was a good start, and some of the proposed ideas were 

considered vital.  

There were several commenters who were concerned that if no scenario was selected then nothing 

would eventuate. A small number of commenters believed that the benefits had been overstated and 

the impacts understated.  

A small number of people were frustrated at the delay due to opposition to the Basin Reserve flyover. 

And a couple wanted to see accurate cost-benefit analysis undertaken. Once again, a few people 

mentioned cycleways and light rail being too prioritised and costly. There were a couple of people who 

reiterated that Christmas time was a bad time to release the survey, and other complained of not being 

provided with enough space to write responses. 

Several commenters noted that changes could be made to the consultation process. A third of people 

felt consultation was not occurring appropriately, and at times compromising action. Half the 

commenters stated the provided information was too vague. A small number of commenters discussed 

inaccurate assumptions, and a few wanted more detail on solving transport and emissions issues. There 

was also the mention that the aims of Scenario B were contradictory.  

Half of the commenters recognised Scenario C as being bolder. Several of the respondents felt that this 

scenario was making suitable progress. A few of the commenters noted that it was worth going with 

Scenario D as they are similar.  

If you are going to do this you may as well do D. 
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A small number expressed that this would have greater flow-on effects to wider regions than the 

previous scenarios.  

Several commenters noted the urban planning processes. There were a few people who requested that 

the consents and processes involved in the project be streamlined. Some participants expressed the 

more vocal minority was being heard most in the process.  

…Light Rail is too constrained and impractical for a city like wellington…it will be superseded in a 

decade by distributed driverless cars. The Basin flyover is cheaper than a tunnel…the previous 

attempt failed due to an undemocratic protest by a small number of inter city residents. Carry out a 

proper process that allows the majority to vote…advertise it in the mornings where all the cars are 

stuck heading into town!   

A small number of respondents claimed that the Basin was jeopardizing progress in the area. A few 

participants were supportive of a redesign but did not feel the current proposals were suitable for 

Wellington. A couple of commenters mentioned that there was too much value placed in the assumption 

that everyone can travel by public transport or cycling.  

A few people wanted each proposal to be acknowledged as a staging not separate scenarios.  

Most of the commenters wanted this scenario to be redeveloped with better use of funding. Several 

commenters wanted to see the effects of the previous scenarios before commiting any further funds. 

There were still a few comments expressing the need for consultation to be representative of the 

majority. A few commenters noted that the scenario conflicted with the LGWM aims.  

There were a couple of comments made on the provided information material, particularly the images. 

One participant was concern the scenario was overpromised.  

These photos you guys have on here. I mean, the last photo of the bridge over a river? You can’t tell 

me that’s Wellington. And the one with the green pedestrian bridge over what look like a double-

decker bus? Is that in this scenario? I’d be pretty stoked if it was, it looks awesome. Please do not get 

my hopes up like that ☹  

One third of the commenters noted that Scenario D is a bold, long-term plan. There were a small number 

of respondents who requested more information and clarity of images. There were a couple of people 

who discussed not having the option to maintain status quo rather than selecting a new scenario. 

Several commenters stated the planning and design needs to move away from heavy infrastructure. 

Half of the commenters were concerned with how road-focused Scenario D was, and felt that it 

contradicted the aim of LGWM. A small number of respondents still wished to have a cost benefit 

analysis made publicly available.  
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A few commenters were concerned about the process impacting on the culture and future sustainability 

of Wellington. A couple of participants raised some confusion over the engagement process.  

A moderate number of respondents wanted more clarity in the presentation of the information. Several 

people stated other processes can be trialled before the installation of new roading projects. There was 

a lot of support for educating people on alternative transport modes (particularly active modes). A few 

people expressed the point that aspects of the proposals prioritised by the public should be 

implemented first to create a more cohesive transport system.  

There was a small number of participants who noted frustration at having to complete their survey in 

several questions mainly because it was time-consuming.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 68 

Reasons for why respondents specified that Scenario A does not “go far enough” were varied, with many 

commenters simply stating that this Scenario does not go far enough. 

A moderate number of respondents referred to the scenario not doing enough with regard to reducing 

private vehicles in the CBD, providing a greener transport network, or encourage liveability in Wellington. 

Several commenters mentioned it does not adequately address congestion issues. 

This is a minimum implementation towards a more liveable city - it is required to do something 

now, urgently. If this is what can be done at a minimum (and I haven't considered other minimum 

implementations), I support it. 

Just above one quarter of the respondents simply commented under this question that Scenario A does 

not go far enough to get Wellington moving, without offering further explanation. 

A substantial number of people who argued that Scenario A does not go far enough, made the point 

that the proposed transport network should prioritise reducing car usage and encourage alternative 

transport modes. These points were expressed particularly with regards to health, well-being and quality 

of life in the city. 

Doesn’t go far enough in reducing car dependency and making walking cycling and PT the more 

convenient option for travelling throughout the Wellington region and key destinations like the 

airport, hospital and suburban centres. Makes car travel easier, can't see how this will cause a 

mode shift away from car use. 
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A moderate sum of responses referred to the ongoing issue of congestion, particularly around the Basin 

and out to the airport, and it was perceived that this scenario will not resolve these issues. A similar 

number stated that Wellington’s future transport network should be heavily influenced by emissions 

targets, and that this Scenario does not go far enough regarding climate change. 

A considerable number of comments in this section answered the question “what you would change?” 

to Scenario A with variations of “this needs more”. 

Ramp it up. Just because it's cheaper, faster option does not make it the best one that's fit-for-

purpose. 

A moderate sum of commenters supported this scenario, but pushed for further advancements in 

infrastructure and services that encourages public and active transport uptake. 

Go further with this one, make it cheaper and easier to use public transport for everyone, promote 

the use of car sharing and make cycle lanes a priority.  Make parking cheaper in car parks on the 

outskirts of the city to encourage people to leave their cars further out and bus into the center. 

A small number of people made points for incentivising schemes or demand management mechanisms 

to discourage car dependency. Roughly the same amount argued that this scenario should do more to 

assuage congestion for private vehicles on the roads. 

Most respondents simply replied that Scenario B still is not going far enough to alleviate transport issues 

in Wellington.  

Starting to get there but doesn’t resolve all of the issues. 

Around half the comments again referred to a perceived lack of attention given toward public transport 

improvements, and to “get people out of cars”.  

Not much - at least there is token mention of public transport and active modes. 

Less than five of the respondents made a reference to the second tunnel in terms of not going far 

enough, but their comments were made in a positive light. 

like the second tunnel and sorting out basin traffic - but could do more there. Like low impact cycle 

lanes 

Around two thirds of the commenters in this section simply made the point that Scenario B, again does 

not go far enough. 

Needs more done, only taken care of a couple of issues which still leaves issues elsewhere in the 

network. Do it all or go home. 
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About a third discussed the need to future proof the city’s transport network further by reducing car 

dependency and making improvements to the public transport system, or encouraging active transport. 

Reducing emission levels was also given as a key argument for future-proofing, or going further.  

Same as Scenario A: It’s scratching the service and fundamentally won' deal with the root needs, 

which is to finally develop the infrastructure required for the present and future, and thereby reduce 

emissions, as well as providing a modern and efficient as well as effective public transport system 

and extend and develop roading. 

A quarter of the responses simply stated that this scenario will not alleviate current congestion issues, 

with a few contending for roading improvements to better connect traffic to outer areas.  

The majority of these commenters simply refer to the idea that Scenario B is not ambitious enough, to 

“think bigger”. 

I would ramp up ambitious, and see the problems Wellington is facing as requiring a system 

response, rather than a piecemeal one. 

Congestion charging, creating behavioural measures, improving public transport or adding light rail to 

the option were the other suggestions for changes made by respondents to make this scenario go 

further in the direction they desire. 

Around half the respondents in this section replied that Scenario C is still too limited and does not 

address enough of Wellington’s transport issues. A couple of comments used emissions, public 

transport and active modes as key arguments. 

I want a bold and ambitious transport plan for Wellington that genuinely prioritises public 

transport, walking & cycling 

The other half were more sceptical, for example; “this is a poor option”, or “this scenario does not grab 

me as high priority”. One respondent stated that this “should have been done 2 decades ago”. 

A substantial number of responses just expressed their concern that Scenario C is still too limited in 

scope to deal with Wellington’s transport issues, with the cost outweighing benefits. Many added that 

the solution seems superficial. 

A moderate group of commenters stated that this scenario is still too car-centric, particularly with regard 

to the consideration of bridges or tunnels as a solution to congestion – as opposed to public and active 

transport modes. 

Appalling waste of money that I don' believe would provide for the benefits you have suggested. 

Have you thought about other options for the use of $1.5 to $1.9B dollars? …Put in considerably 

more effort to seperated cycleways and roads closed off to cars, all through the city…Use that $1.9B 

to instead construct decent light rail around the city. Use the funds to further develop intensive 
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house along those light rail routes (if developers not will to take a risk). But really just building a 

tunnel for a road is just obscene… 

Around two thirds of these responses believed that more holistic thinking should be added to this 

scenario. It was perceived to not go far enough to account for future changes to the area and wider 

region. Once again, improvements to public transport was offered as a solution by several. 

Make the plan more equitable for people who travel from places where cycling and walking to the 

city are not viable. Make resilient transport networks a higher priority. Address the lack of park and 

ride spaces at suburban rail and bus stations as it is currently insufficient. Increase capacity for 

trains and buses to carry bikes at all times.. Reduce public transport prices 

A small number simply replied that they do not support this option, stating that clarification is needed 

on travel demand growth before committing to expensive proposals. One person opposed the idea of 

light rail as “madness and folly”.  

The majority of responses in this section stated that Scenario D does not go far enough in terms of 

“ambition”, or “imagination” and enhancing liveability. 

This poor design option still entirely focused on moving traffic and not about creating a vibrant 

place that has the potential to become a world class city. 

A few of the commenters believed that this scenario is still “too car-centric” in approach, while others 

commended the idea of hiding the roads as a compromise between vehicle and pedestrian movements.  

Similar arguments were expressed toward Scenario D from this group of respondents. Some stated that 

the scenario simply does not go far enough, particularly looking at connections from more of a regional 

perspective, while others perceived the cost to outweigh any benefits.  

A small number believe that the solution will not future-proof the city (regarding growth and climate 

change), while the remaining couple expressed concerns that the construction of this scenario will 

destroy important cultural spaces around Wellington.  

The following comment summarised most of the remaining concerns: 

I do not feel I can accurately understand what the impacts of this would be. What would its 

earthquake resilience be like? When would we start to see benefits, and how long over the build time 

frame would we have to tolerate disruption? How confident are we that this is the right plan for the 

next 20 years? Where would we get the money? How vulnerable is this to a change of government, 

or of Council? I'm not bothered by the loss of parks but what is the change appetite? 
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The nature of comments in this section were mixed, with roughly two thirds in support of reducing car 

dependency, encouraging more “sustainable” public and active transport modes, and advocating for 

more ambition. A few added that these options should be further connected through to the outer 

suburbs. 

A few people believe that going as far as Scenario D is not necessary, and too expensive for its perceived 

value.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 70 

A considerable number of commenters made comparisons between Scenario A and another scenario 

– the majority mentioned their dislike of Scenarios B, C, and D. FIT Wellington’s A+ Scenario was noted 

by a small number of people (as their ideal scenario – Scenario A+ is discussed in full elsewhere in this 

report).  

Several scenario comparisons were made between Scenario A and others. Most of these were in regard 

to A as preferred over B, C, and D. Criticisms of other scenarios included: being too car focussed, too 

infrastructure (for cars) focussed, and too expensive/disruptive to construct.  

Other comparisons to other scenarios contained specific elements that people either liked or disliked, 

these included: the sentiment that this and other scenarios need to place a higher priority on public or 

mass transit (see quote), and; the sentiment that other scenarios will “do more”. 

Only step one -does not go further with public transport and none of the others do. 

Several people discussed Scenario D as the best option. A small number wanted Scenario B, and a 

similar number did not think Scenario A was enough. A small number rejected Scenarios B, C and D. 

There were also a few commenters who were supportive of Scenario A+. 

Scenario B was most often compared to Scenario A, possibly due to the order of questions in the 

engagement documents. It was viewed by a moderate number of people as the better of the two 

options, for the following more specific, reasons: “will make more of a difference”; “sorts airport travel”; 

“greater emphasis on PT”, and; that it contains “the features from Scenario A”.  
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A small number of people within this group stated that the only aspects of this scenario that they liked 

were those taken across from Scenario A. 

Several people stated that they disliked Scenarios B, C and D, many for the possible inclusion of a flyover 

at the Basin Reserve. The several remaining commenters described a preference for a specific aspect 

of another scenario, or a general support for all scenarios (e.g., “In favour of all aspects but prefer 

scenario C”). 

In two thirds of cases when comparisons were made between Scenario B and other scenarios, 

respondents stated that they either reject B, C and D, or that they want Scenario A. When B, C and D 

were rejected, it was because of the car-centric nature of the proposed changes, and support of 

Scenario A is phrased in general terms.    

A small number of people stated that they did not like B because they felt that other scenarios “did 

more”, or “went further”, with a couple of people stating that Scenario D was their preferred option in 

that it achieved this.   

Under what they would change, a moderate number of respondents showed support for Scenario D, 

with several suggesting C or D being the better options. Several commenters also preferred A, except a 

few who disliked the option for not being ambitious enough and for being included in all the following 

scenarios. There were a small number of comments that supported Scenario A+ instead of B.  

Adopt scenario A Plus. Stop building more roads for more cars. Rethink the city as a place for 

people, moving people, not cars. Bikes, public transport, walking. Not more roads.  

A moderate number of commenters compared Scenario C back to Scenarios A and B, and stated that C 

was preferable for “going further”, “getting better”, or “doing more”. In most cases C was noted as the 

preferred scenario for general reasons such as those quoted.  

The several commenters who made note of Scenario A (alone) did so to demonstrate their preference 

for that scenario, over C. These commenters either admired features from A more, or stated simply 

“Scenario A” when asked what they liked about Scenario C. A few of these mentioned preference for 

Scenario A but for one change (e.g., “stick to Scenario A plus extra Victoria tunnel”). 

A small number of people preferred C to B, for general reasons similar to those above.  

Scenario D was mentioned in a similar number of comments, and was most often raised as a better 

solution than C, given the level of expense and disruption, see quote below.  

I like this but if we’re going this far, we should take the challenge of Option D instead 

A few commenters stated that they reject options B, C and D (either collectively or one scenario in 

particular) for the car-centric nature of those scenarios.  
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A moderate number of participants rejected B, C and D, usually for the options being too focused on 

cars. Half of the comments were written using the same phrasing; that these scenarios are too car-

centric or do not reduce carbon emissions. Several of the commenters also reject these scenarios as 

they include a flyover at the Basin. A few commenters mentioned the scenarios compromised conditions 

for pedestrians and cyclists.  

Several commenters made a comparison to Scenario B. All of theses comments stated that the 

scenarios were too similar. There were also several commenters who noted that C was too car-centric 

compared to A. A small number of respondents claimed that C would not be as effective as D. And a 

small number of commenters simply rejected Scenario C, mostly because it was not sustainable.  

Several commenters were more supportive of Scenario D, but a similar number supported Scenario A 

instead of C. There was a small number of commenters who wanted to see staging implemented 

between B and C. Just less than a quarter favoured Scenario A+, stating that investment in light rail would 

improve the flow of traffic. There were a few commenters who “vehemently opposed” Scenarios B, C and 

D; the main reasons for this being the dependence on private cars, suggestions of flyovers and 

hindrance to cyclists and pedestrians.   

A moderate number of respondents stated here that Scenario A was preferred to Scenario D. Several 

commenters, in their comparison to other scenarios, stated that Scenario D as their preferred scenario 

for the following reasons: “it covers most of the defects currently plaguing traffic”; “other option are too 

small”, or; other general support using words such as: “the best” or “the only” (solution).  

This is solving some key issues that do not really get solved in the other scenarios. 

A moderate number of participants rejected B, C and D, reiterating that it is too car-centric and will not 

reduce emissions. Most of these commenters supported Scenario A. Several commenters preferred the 

alternative Scenario A+ due to its focus on public and active transport with the addition of light rail. A 

fifth of the comments noted the additional benefits of D were not worth the extra expense of the 

scenario, compared to C.  

Too expensive to justify the marginal gains over Scenario C. Too car focussed 

Several commenters supported Scenario C, or stated that it should be merged with D. There were 

several commenters who noted (with limited justification) Scenario A as the preferred option. There 

were also a few participants who mentioned Scenario A+ or light rail to be added to an existing scenario.  
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A considerable number of people commented generally that the short time frame was what they liked 

about Scenario A. This was frequently mentioned alongside cost, for example, “It is quick and 

inexpensive”. 

A moderate number of commenters conveyed a sense of urgency about starting work as soon as 

possible. These commenters were in favour of Scenario A as an option that could be implemented the 

quickest. People used phrases such as: “should [have] been done already” and “get on with it 

immediately” to make their point. 

A small number of people were in support of Scenario A for its ability to be added to at later stages if 

necessary. For these people, Scenario A was liked because it is seen as a “good first step”. 

A moderate number of respondents stated that they did not like the time frame for Scenario A. Some 

considered the potential for disruption over extended periods unacceptable for the types of solutions 

this scenario offers. Others simply stated that the building time is too long.  

would prefer to spend more and be finished sooner 

Several commenters conveyed a fear that the changes implemented in Scenario A will not cater to future 

demand, and that further improvements/changes may need to be considered within a decade (note 

that comments of this nature are discussed under Future-proofing in this report).  

A small number of commenters expressed frustration that ‘this type of’ intervention hasn’t already been 

done/started on.  

A moderate number of commenters had suggestions for time frame changes to Scenario A. Three 

quarters of these were about doing it faster (e.g., “do it now”, “NOW”, and “do it sooner”). A few 

commenters had specific suggestions to implement some aspects of the scenario sooner than others 

(as a way to speed up the process). 

i would get on with some things now - there is no reason the vivian st changes can't be made 

immediately.  Fix light phasing and you get better results immediately  

A moderate number of respondents commented in support of Scenario B with a sense of urgency 

regarding its time frame, they included the sentiment that aspects of it should have been implemented 
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already. Phrases such as: “just get on with it”; “we need it yesterday”; and “been a long time coming” were 

used to convey this.  

Several commenters stated in general terms that the time frame for Scenario B was an aspect that they 

liked. These people stated that Scenario B was: “quicker”; has a “faster achieve by date”; and that it can 

be “done relatively quickly”.  

A few people stated that they considered this scenario an initial stage rather than the final plan.   

A substantial number of people commented that the time frame for Scenario B was what they disliked 

about the proposal. The majority made general statements to the effect of: “time frame too long”; “higher 

cost and time”; and “time frame is excessive”. Comments frequently contained mention of cost and 

disruption alongside time frame. A few people acknowledged a dilemma with wanting major changes 

but not wanting the disruption over the long time period required.  

The time frame and the cost but the problem is too big for cheap and quick fixes. 

“Bringing forward the timing”, “make it happen quicker”, and “it needed now” are typical examples from 

the moderate amount of comments on what respondents would change about Scenario B. 

Just want to see more sooner! 

Several commenters addressed the time frame of Scenario C. Opinion was mixed, with some stating 

that the relatively long time frame was justified for the foreseen solution to traffic (some added provisos 

for this, see quote below). Some stated that Scenario C was itself only a stage in a much larger roading 

infrastructure package. 

like the idea of tunnels through the city. I think this is a must and it better for the council to invest 

now rather than allowing the situation to reach capacity before dealing with. considering the time 

allowance of 7-10 years also.  

The time for Scenario C to be implemented was disliked by a substantial number of respondents. Too 

long a time frame was frequently noted alongside other issues, such as cost and perceived benefits from 

the interventions. Again, a few questioned the ability of the scenario to be relevant once changes are 

implemented. 

cost and time. Do the easy stuff now instead. 

Slightly better than option B. Yet, costing a fortune, taking forever, and not solving some of the key 

problems... 
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A considerable number of people commented that the time frame was what they would change about 

Scenario C. Amongst these, a few expressed concerns that the time frame was such that further changes 

would be needed by the time the scenario was completed. However, most commenters simply stated 

that doing it faster was a requirement for them.  

A considerable number of people spoke about the urgency to implement Scenario D. Most of these 

commenters discussed their support of Scenario D despite the cost, they based this on the idea that 

“big problems needed big solutions”.  

Several people recognised the long time frame of Scenario D was necessary. A few people specifically 

stated that they felt staging was not needed, and that Scenario D most adequately addressed traffic 

issues.  

A large number of people stated that the time frame for Scenario D was one aspect that they disliked. 

This was almost always stated in simple terms, such as: “time frame and cost”; “takes too long”, and; 

“construction time”. Several commenters expressed a level of frustration that “something” had not 

already been done.  

A considerable number of people stated they would tighten the time frame for the implementation of 

Scenario D. Most of these commenters expressed this in general terms, such as: “start changes asap”; 

“ten years is too long to wait”, and; “start now”.  

A moderate number of commenters expressed opinions about staging; most of these were in favour of 

starting the stages as soon as possible, while a few stated that staging will simply frustrate more road 

users over the time the project takes to reach completion.   

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 73 

Several commenters discussed Scenario A as being bold, ambitious or a generally positive visionary plan 

for Wellington transport. 

Most of these comments particularly liked the focus on active and public transport over private vehicle 

use. They stated that the vision for Wellington should be one that reduces vehicle use, emissions and 
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considers the future. Some commenters also referred to Wellington’s place compared to other world-

class cities. 

The future vision for Wellington as a world class city should recognise that prioritising private cars is 

a last century response. 

Several commenters suggested Scenario A was not ambitious enough.  

A considerable number of respondents mentioned that they did not like Scenario A due to lack of 

ambition, or bold and future-driven planning. Most commenters generally referred to the scenario as 

being unambitious, without offering specific reasoning.  

Overall it's not ambitious or creative enough. Ambitious and creative design doesn’t need to come at 

a high cost. 

Other participants discussed ambition and vision, referring to concepts such as public and active 

transport, solving congestion, reducing dependence on cars, and reducing emissions. Typically 

comments stated Scenario A was not ambitious enough in solving these four issues. 

not ambitious enough in making the change to low carbon transport centred on efficient public 

transport. Seems to assume that ambition equals more tunnels for cars. 

A moderate number of commenters suggested that Scenario A should be more ambitious. Typical 

comments stated only to “be more ambitious”, “go bigger”, or “be bold”.  

A few comments expanded on this idea and explained preference for plans that; reduce congestion and 

dependence on private vehicles, that extends the Scenario to outer areas/suburbs, and prioritise active 

and public transport. 

Demonstrate that you have factored liveable urban design in your planning. Instead of cars parked 

on every roadway, restrict private parking and promote carshare. Pedestrianise streets. BE BOLD! 

Be bold and inspiring! 

Several commenters referred to the ambition of Scenario B. Most participants were positive and 

commended the plan for its bold thinking and change in the right direction.  

New tunnel - now you’re thinking big - great - real investment change needed 

Deals with all travel modes well. A solid step change. Mt vic tunnel will reduce travel times for those 

going to/from airport and southern areas. 

A few participants stated that Scenario B was a good balanced approach. Comments noted that the 

provisions in Scenario B created better outcomes for all transport users.  
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Several commenters made the point that they did not like Scenario B because it lacks ambition. 

Reasoning for this perception included preference for Scenario A+, reducing emissions, and improving 

road layout and congestion.  

Not bold enough. I believe in A+ plus option. 

not ambitious enough, doesn’t separate SH1 from Wellington city traffic - doesn’t reclaim wellington 

city streets for the city and use by its residents.  SH1 dominates the landscape rather than local 

roads and public transport. 

A small number of commenters suggested that Scenario B should include changes to the transport 

network that are more ambitious.  

I would ramp up ambitious, and see the problems Wellington is facing as requiring a system 

response, rather than a piecemeal one. 

Several participants expressed positive comments towards the ambitious nature of Scenario C. Typical 

comments described the plan as being forward thinking, ambitious, bold and bigger.  

This plan is getting very forward thinking and blue sky. It is bold and would future proof Wellington 

for generations to come. 

A small number of participants stated that Scenario C was preferred because it is a more “complete 

solution”. Commenters discussed how it is a more balanced and holistic approach, which considers and 

provides for all modes of transport, rather emphasising certain modes.  

Good balanced solution.  Road improvements around the CBD, PT improvements to people going 

to the CBD. 

A couple of participants stated that they want a plan that is more ambitious and bold (one a formulated 

response for A+, one stating a more ambitious version of Scenario A would be favoured). 

A small number of participants stated that Scenario C is not ambitious enough. A couple of these 

referred to lack of future vision. The remaining suggested that despite being bigger, Scenario C is still 

not ambitious enough.  

Still need to think bigger. 

We're being asked to make decisions about investing in the future of the city for future generations 

and population growth. This scenario begins to be a bit more visionary on that front. 
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A few commenters mentioned wanting a more ambitious plan. Participants also suggested more of a 

future-driven approach would be favoured.  

I would put much more money into active transport. This plan needs to be ambitious and future 

looking. It should be about being in the city that we WANT to live in. Not just catering to people who 

would like to drive into the city from the Hut and want to do that as fast as possible. 

The balanced, holistic approach of Scenario D was mentioned by a considerable amount of people. 

Participants stated preference for Scenario D due to its consideration for all modes and transport.  

It would be future proofing, moving forward significantly as a city. Would ease transit times, reduce 

traffic in city center and be much safer for cycling and walking. It’s a win for everyone. 

A considerable number of participants referred to Scenario D and its ambitious nature. Typical 

comments stated Scenario D as being bold and ambitious, and favouring its long-term vision. 

A small number of commenters referred to the ambitious nature of Scenario D. A few comments 

suggested that the plan however could be even more ambitious. One-off comments suggested Scenario 

D is too ambitious, and the following quote suggests the need to take a new direction with transport 

planning. 

We do not need new roads in our city. They have been the way of the last century. They do not solve 

congestion. Look at Auckland (and world-wide). Albert Einstein is attributed to this quote “The 

definition of insanity is doing the same thing and expecting a different result” Do not make insane 

traffic choices for our beautiful city. 

A small number of participants again stated that Scenario D is not ambitious enough. Reasoning 

included: need to set ambitious emission targets, a more creative approach, a more progressive 

approach, and better future vision. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 74 

A moderate number of commenters in this topic used part, or all of the formulated responses 

encouraged by FIT Wellington. 
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Several commenters suggested Scenario A+ within their own unique comments. People stated their 

preference for a number of reasons including: would reduce cars, would be a healthier mode of 

transport, reduces emissions, light rail is a fast and efficient transport option, need to focus on public 

transport, and support for light rail generally.  

I therefore wholeheartedly support what has become known as Scenario A+.. including a 

commitment to a Light Rail System.   This is the scenario best suited to the 21st century with our 

need to need to reduce emissions and traffic congestion. 

Several participants simply stated their preference for Scenario A+, including light rail and congestion 

charges.  

I support option A+ as proposed by FIT. 

A moderate number of participants mentioned Scenario A+ in their comments. Around half of the 

comments simply stated preference for Scenario A+. Most of these also specifically stated they would 

support light rail.  

I want the option of light rail as in the A+ proposal from FIT Wellington added. 

The remaining commenters mentioned preferring Scenario A+ over Scenario A because it provides a 

better form of public transport.  

A considerable number of commenters in this topic simply stated support for Scenario A+. Typical 

comments were “Scenario A+”, “I prefer Scenario A+”, “it needs light rail and congestion charges, as 

suggested by Scenario A+” as well as a range of other comments very similar in nature. 

A moderate number of commenters showed support for Scenario A+ for a range of reasons. Participants 

discussed reducing private vehicle usage and roading infrastructure, reducing emissions, having a 

future-proof transport system, and improved public transport as key reasons for their preference. Some 

of these comments also stressed the need for a light rail system specifically, which is why they prefer 

Scenario A+. 

A small number of participants mentioned Scenario A+ in their feedback for Scenario B. These 

commenters simply stated their preference for FIT Wellington’s scenario and the provision of light rail.  

I support the development of mass transit to the hospital and airport. My preference is for light rail 

as set out in Scenario A+ proposed by FIT Wellington. 

A couple of participants mentioned Scenario A+. One of these comments was a pre-formulated 

comment. The other comment disliked Scenario B for not being bold enough, and stated support for 

Scenario A+. 
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Several commenters stated a preference for Scenario A+. Their comments simply stated that they 

preferred this option, or would change all of the aspects of Scenario B to be Scenario A+. 

all of it go back to A plus 

A small number of participants used formulated responses to give feedback in support of Scenario A+.  

A few participants gave more detailed feedback regarding Scenario A+, stating they preferred this 

scenario because it prioritises public transport and does not continue to provide more roading and 

infrastructure for cars. 

Adopt scenario A Plus.  Stop building more roads for more cars.  Rethink the city as a place for 

people, moving people, not cars.  Bikes, public transport, walking.  Not more roads. 

A couple of commenters showed general support for the proposed city tunnel aspect of Scenario C, but 

only after Scenario A+ is implemented.  

Provided that Scenario A+ is adopted first, the option of moving eastbound SH1 from Vivian St to a 

tunnel on the Inner City Bypass route is well worth considering. 

A small number of commenters stated they dislike Scenario C and would prefer Scenario A+.  

Expense and disruption while being built. There are more urgent priorities as in ScenarioA+ 

One comment was a formulated response.  

Several commenters again revealed a preference for Scenario A+. Participants simply stated, “Scenario 

A+” in their feedback.  

Formulated responses made up a small number of the comments in this topic.  

A small number of participants discussed their preference for Scenario A+ further, stating priority for 

public transport and reducing cars as their main reasons. A one-off response discussed their preference 

for Scenario C, but would like to see staging, with Scenario A+ implemented first.  

No comments in Scenario D mentioned Scenario A+. 

A couple of participants mentioned Scenario A+. One of these comments was a pre-formulated 

comment. The other commenter disliked Scenario D and its focus on private vehicles and roading 

infrastructure. The participant stated support for Scenario A+. 
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A moderate number of commenters showed general support for Scenario A+, and stated that they 

would prefer to see it implemented over Scenario D.  

Several comments were formulated responses in favour of Scenario A+. 

A small number of commenters discussed reducing car usage and prioritising public transport as key 

reasons for supporting Scenario A+. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 75 

Most of the commenters wanted more detail on Scenario A before making a final decision on what they 

like. One aspect participants particularly requested information on was costing. There were also a couple 

of comments that wanted clearer visual presentation of information. 

A moderate number of respondents felt that Scenario A did not provide enough information to make 

an informed decision. The biggest issues were a lack of information on: the changing demographics of 

Wellington; the new public transport routes; layout issues at the Basin; costs, and; areas beyond the 

CBD. A small number of commenters did not think there was enough detail about discouraging private 

vehicles, and a similar number wanted more information on cycleways.  

A moderate number of people felt there was not enough detail for Scenario A. They wanted to see more 

information on encouraging people to shift modes (away from private vehicles), and how public 

transport routes could be improved. There were a few comments that requested a light rail feasibility 

study. Again, participants wanted more information on costs and reducing emissions.  

In Scenario B participants felt there was not enough information regarding the extra tunnel and 

movements around the Basin. There were also a couple of comments on the engagement report’s 

diagrams not being clear.  

Several commenters stated that Scenario B is ambiguous. Participants were particularly concerned with 

wanting more detail on costings, reducing car usage, and tunnel plans. There were a couple of people 



 

210   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

who did not find the visual aids informative enough, particularly with regard to the flyovers, bridges and 

tunnels.  

There are no pictures of the east/west separation of movement around the Basin. Is there a 

bridge/tunnel? How is this to be managed? Not enough detail about this vague sentence. I’d like 

separation between pedestrians and cyclists in the tunnels.  

For Scenario B there was suggestion that the information provided needs to be altered. A small number 

of participants wanted information on how mass transit can be incorporated effectively into the city. 

There were also a few comments asking for more information on plans around the Basin, as well as 

cycling and pedestrian experiences.  

Better job of working up scenarios, better detail and focus on how the solution fits into the cityscape 

rather than just being a road solution 

The small number of commenters in Scenario C stated that it was difficult to see the vision of this option 

and understand the true benefits.  

In Scenario C there were three main topics that participants wanted further detail on: costs, tunnel 

construction, and bridges and flyovers. People did not feel informed enough regarding these factors 

when deciding. There were also a few commenters who raised the concern that the visual aids and 

legends were difficult to interpret.  

Several commenters required more detail for Scenario C. A few people felt that the provided information 

was confusing and the images misleading. A small number of people wanted clarification on roading 

layout, plans for mass transit and the potential for light rail.  

A small number of participants wanted more detail on Scenario D. There was some confusion over the 

detail and legends in the engagement report. A few people also wanted more clarity on the tunnels 

before showing any support for the scenario.  

For Scenario D there was the request for more detail. People wanted to know how exactly the proposed 

tunnels would be implemented. A small number of respondents expressed interest in improving public 

transport and developing mass transit. The other key ideas raised were tunnels and flyovers and a 

justification of costs.  
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There were a few commenters who stated that the scenario descriptions were “disjointed” and 

“contradictory” in regard to achieving the aims of the project. Further detail was called for in terms of 

the proposed roading layout and route changes. There were a couple of comments about public 

transport and the feasibility of utilising a ferry at the harbour.  
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A small number of commenters stated that Scenario A was favoured because it had minimal disruption. 

A small number of people liked that it made use of current infrastructure and had a less impact on the 

central city.  

A couple of commenters said that this scenario would be faster if slightly more was spent. There was 

hope it would take less time than expected. 

Respondents were willing to face disruption if it ensured commitment to an effective public transport 

system, which potentially includes light rail. There was specific reference to Scenario A+.  

There were no comments on disruption in this section of Scenario B. 

There was concern that Scenario B would cause delays within the city for a long period of time. A small 

number of commenters stated that the construction and maintenance of a new tunnel would cause 

extensive disruption. Similar statements were made for bridges and flyovers.  

A small number of commenters supported light rail to prevent disturbing the city again in 10 years. One 

comment also recommended SkyWay aerial transit as a less disruptive alternative. 

There were no comments on disruption in this section of Scenario C. 
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Three quarters of the comments did not like that there would be extensive disruption in constructing 

Scenario C. Several respondents noted that this scenario required too much new infrastructure. There 

were a few commenters who specifically mentioned light rail as a cause of long-term disruption.  

One comment suggested having several groups working 24 hours a day to maximise productivity.  

One comment raised concern over the potential “chaos” constructing Scenario D would cause.  

A moderate number of commenters stated there would be too much disruption. A quarter of these 

comments questioned if Scenario D justified the disturbance it would cause. 

A few respondents supported light rail and mass transit being developed to prevent interruption in the 

future. A couple of commenters stated that Scenario D was too disruptive. There was also the suggestion 

of SkyWay aerial transit, as an alternative transport option that could be implemented faster.  
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One comment suggested the need for light rail to access the hospital. Several comments liked that 

Scenario A improved travel times to the airport. There were a few suggestions to improve public 

transport; lower the cost and introduce light rail. There were a small number of comments that 

discussed connectivity between southern to eastern suburbs. Half of the comments stated that refining 

the public transport system would improve connections around the wider region. 

Several comments stated that public transport was not suitable for accessing the hospital. There were 

a small number of comments that wanted mass transit and light rail to be considered. A few comments 

discussed encouraging cycling to the hospital to help with the current traffic issues.  

A substantial number of people stated Scenario A did not do enough to aid people getting to the airport. 

Half of the participants did not think public transport was adequate, nor was it conducive to encourage 

people out of their private vehicles. Several comments supported light rail to the airport. Most 

comments thought there was the need for ‘four lanes to the planes’ or a new motorway heading east. A 

third of comments expressed that this scenario did not do enough to ease congestion issues to the 

airport.  

A considerable number of respondents were concerned about access to the outer suburbs, including: 

Hutt, Porirua, Brookland, Ngaio, Miramar and Te Aro. Two thirds of the comments stated it was 

important to bypass the city and transport planning was currently too focused on the CBD and those 

that occupy it. Several comments stated that the approach did not benefit the wider region.  

Option A is an option that caters for people who live in the Wellington CBD. It’s about making their 

lives easier, not the rest of Wellington and the wider region who need to travel to or through to 

access economic, health, education, airport or other needs each day.  

Several comments stated the importance of light rail to the hospital, linked with the potential to extend 

to the airport. A third of comments mentioned improving public transport and reducing private car use. 

Participants also expressed interest in priority bus and cycle lanes, mass transit, undertaking further 

research, and generally improving access to the airport.  
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A considerable number of participants endorsed light rail to the airport, with a small number mentioning 

Scenario A+. A small number wanted public transport to be more affordable. A quarter of participants 

mentioned the need to improve the road layout to the airport, possible solutions being: motorway, 

separate lanes, tunnels and ferry services. A small number thought that there was a need to reduce 

private vehicles, and in turn lessen congestion.  

A moderate number of participants discussed light rail enhancing connections to outer suburbs. A 

similar amount argued the need to promote active transport modes and install more cycleways around 

the city. Several people mentioned the need to improve or utilise current transport to assist getting 

across the city. Other key ideas mentioned were: park and ride solutions, the potential for a city-airport 

ferry, controlling urban sprawl and car-pooling.  

A substantial number of participants supported Scenario B because it would facilitate better airport 

connections. Some of these comments expressed that routes will improve, while others mentioned 

improved public transport and private vehicle access. A substantial amount of comments stated they 

like the provisions for light rail or mass transit to the airport, as it would reduce private vehicles from 

roads and therefore congestion. A moderate number of participants stated the extra Mt Vic Tunnel 

would reduce congestion and improve travel time to and from the airport. Comments argued this extra 

capacity for private vehicles would improve traffic flow, specifically to the airport. 

A sizeable number of participants discussed connections to outer suburbs and areas. The most 

common aspect was preference for better connections to eastern and southern suburbs. Some 

participants also mentioned public transport and cycle routes. Specific suburbs were mentioned, the 

most common were Kilbirnie and Miramar. Participants discussed both private vehicle connections as 

well as public transport access.  

Better connection to east and south, hopefully fewer bottlenecks 

A considerable number of participants referred to transport connections to Wellington Hospital. The 

most common argument was in support of mass transit or light rail to hospital. Participants also 

suggested that Scenario B reduced congestion, as well as generally improving access to the hospital.  

A considerable number of people felt that the plans in Scenario B do not adequately address access to 

outer suburbs. Opinion was mixed on how the scenario was inadequate, but most made general points 

about access to/from the east, north, south and west. Several argued that various modes were not 

catered for in this scenario, especially private vehicles, but also a few bemoaned the lack of public 

transport provision. 

A moderate number of respondents opposed Scenario B for not adequately addressing access to the 

airport. General statements made up the majority and expressed the view that there is limited 

improvement for trips to the airport. Conflicting comments stated that specific issues would remain with 

bottlenecks and inadequate mass transit.  
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A small number of people commented the aspect of Scenario B they disliked was the hospital was not 

more easily accessed. Again, people had conflicting solutions, with light rail both supported and 

opposed.   

A considerable number of people supported adding light rail/mass transit/rapid transit or other public 

transport routes to the airport. Several of these added that diverting road traffic to light rail would free 

up road space for those who need to use vehicles.  

Several route changes were suggested, but most solutions involved increasing road capacity for vehicles, 

which included “4 lanes to the planes”, and “a clearway directly to the airport”.  

A substantial number of people commented that areas outside the city should be able to access the city 

easier. People stated that they wanted to have more convenient, faster and “better access” to and 

through the city. Almost half of these comments did not specify how they saw access improving. A 

moderate number of participants support light rail (mass or rapid transit). A few supported extending 

cycleways to the suburbs. 

Places mentioned included: Miramar, Newtown, Seatoun, Evans Bay, Porirua, Hutt, eastern suburbs, 

Kilbirnie, Melrose Hill, Island Bay, Ngauranga, Wairarapa, Paraparaumu, and the north.  

A moderate amount of comments wanted Scenario B to provide better access to the hospital. Public 

transport, and light rail were the most often suggested way to achieve this.  

Mass public transport network to include light rail from station via Hospital to airport 

A considerable number of people discussed getting to the airport as an aspect of Scenario C that they 

liked. The main sentiment expressed in these comments was that it is generally “the better one 

[scenario] to get you to and from the airport”. A moderate number were in favour of mass transit options 

to the airport, almost all of which specified light rail as the preferred mode for quick and easy travel.  

A considerable number noted the scenario would generally improve connections to the west, east, north 

and south. In some cases, people included specific comments about how and where improvements 

would be made. E.g., “unlocking access to Rongotai electorate”; “faster travel from Johnsonville”; “reduce 

congestion to and from Eastern suburbs; and “good access to north”. 

Several comments mentioned connectedness to the hospital. Half of these comments referred to the 

proposed mass transit or light rail system, stating this would reduce commuting time and efficiency to 

the hospital.  

Comments were mostly general criticisms of the ability of the scenario to address connections to outer 

areas. A moderate number of comments most often identified commuters, particularly from the 

northern suburbs as those that will suffer if this issue is not addressed.   
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A moderate number believed access to the airport has not improved enough. A few stated this scenario 

got their support only with the proviso that public transport was prioritised.  

A considerable number suggested improving access to the airport. People had a variety of ideas about 

how this could be achieved, light rail being the most often mentioned. Better public transport was also 

noted, as were better/bigger/extended roads (SH1).  

A considerable number of people wanted changes to Scenario C that would improve better access to 

outer regions. People mostly spoke generally of outer places, such as east, west, north or south 

improvements.  

A small number mentioned specific places which they felt could be better serviced, such as: Miramar, 

Masterton, Kilbirnie, Hutt Valley, and Newtown.  

Several comments called for plans to enable better, faster, or easier access to the hospital.  

A considerable number of respondents were in favour of the improved connection to outer suburbs, 

particularly the north. Comments generally supported this with phrases such as “better links north 

would be helpful”. In many cases four lanes (including through tunnels) was noted as an “essential” or 

“needed” aspect of the scenario. In a few cases people mentioned the improved access for mass transit, 

with support provided on the condition that infrastructure would prioritise public transport.  

Of the considerable amount of comments about the airport, two thirds were in support of the proposed 

interventions of Scenario D, because they felt that the connection would be improved.  

Several comments addressed the mass transit focus; respondents stated that they liked the Scenario’s 

focus on light rail (or other mass transit) to the airport. A small number of people supported that the 

scenario seemed to adequately provide for both cars and for public transport. 

It is the only option that reflects the need for a balanced high capacity corridor from the region to 

the airport.   

Several comments highlighted that better access to the hospital (from the regions, and in general) was 

an aspect of Scenario D that they liked. People frequently mentioned the hospital and the airport, 

discussing these destinations as those which require access by many people and many modes.  

A moderate number of people felt that Scenario D in some way did not address access to Wellington 

from the regions. People had a variety of reasons for their opinions, but most often it was stated simply 

in terms such as the following: “not enough integration with northern cities e.g. Lower Hutt” with several 

providing suggestions for public transport.  

A small number opposed the car-centric nature of the scenario, one person stated that a “bigger and 

noisier motorway” was not the solution.  
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Several comments considered the access to the airport as inadequate. A few of those comments 

opposed the focus on roading infrastructure; a few supported light rail; while a few simply felt that the 

interventions proposed would not improve traffic flow to the airport.  

A small number noted that more emphasis should be placed on access to the hospital; two wanted light 

rail, one wanted trams, and one wanted consideration of how masses of people would access the 

hospital in the event of a disaster.  

Over half of the substantial number of comments about proposed changes to airport access favoured 

increasing public transport/mass transit options. Light rail was the most commonly discussed option. 

Remaining airport comments offered a variety of ideas, most of which were about increasing road 

capacity. A few of these wanted better/more roads for public transport use, but mostly comments did 

not specify which mode.  

A substantial number of respondents argued for Scenario D to better connect the regions with the city. 

People wanted better travel from the regions to/from the city. The north was frequently mentioned (e.g., 

“better north/south travel”). The majority supported mass transit options (including better public 

transport, buses and ferries). A large proportion of the comments stated in general terms their 

preference for better access from the regions. 

I'd like to see explicit discussion and consideration of how it can improve regional journeys 

Cycling received a few comments, themed around making cycling safer so that more commuters can 

use this mode to travel further.   

A moderate number of respondents mentioned the hospital in relation to what they would change about 

accessing outer areas in Scenario D. In every comment the hospital was mentioned alongside the 

airport, and most often was part of a general discussion about ease of access. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 81 

A moderate number of people mentioned the built environment. Several of these comments mentioned 

improving the conditions for pedestrians and cyclists. Half mentioned the requirement to improve public 

spaces to make walking and cycling more viable options.  

Several comments stated that Scenario A would improve the attractiveness and liveability of Wellington. 

Half said that it would make the experience of active transport modes more enjoyable. There were a few 

comments that felt it would maintain the character of the city and would have the least visual impact.  
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A small number of people favoured an increase in the connectivity of the city, particularly for pedestrians 

and cyclists.  

A moderate number of participants wanted to see further greening within the city centre. Most of the 

comments supported the focus on greenspaces in Scenario A. 

A small number liked the Basin Reserve being left untouched, and having no impact on built heritage.  

Several comments discussed the need to maintain strong urban form and amenity. Two thirds were 

concerned at the existing environment and amenities that would be compromised by cycleways and 

unnecessary bus shelters.   

A small number noted the aesthetic of the city would be improved with reducing cars. A couple of 

comments mentioned the unique appeal of Wellington Harbour being used by ferry patrons.  

There was a small number of comments that were concerned with Scenario A impeding connectivity. A 

few thought it would be difficult to get cars around the city. There was also concern that public transport 

still would not help move large numbers of patrons across the city (particularly from outer suburbs).  

A few comments wanted to see even greater emphasis placed on greenspaces and landscaping, 

especially near footpaths.  

Participants wanted to see land uses supporting good urban design, and potential pedestrianisation of 

more of the central city with art and seating areas.  

The small number of comments wanted to see good urban aesthetics, and any new builds to be 

incorporated with synergy to the existing environment.  

Several comments wanted to reduce separation of routes, a small number wanted to connect outer 

areas with the CBD. There were a few comments on greater cycleways that will lead right into the city, 

making cycling easier and safer.  

Several contributors expressed that more greenery and trees should be allowed for. Participants wanted 

to see them around footpaths, cycle and bus lanes and next to roads. Respondents suggested this would 

improve quality of life.   

What liked 25 Comments 

A small number of participants stated sending cars underground would beneficial visually. A couple of 

comments appreciated Scenario B has a limited effect on the built environment. Several comments 

discussed urban amenity, over half of them opposed flyovers at the Basin Reserve, as it would be an 

‘eyesore’. A few comments were positive and stated Scenario B would improve the amenity of Wellington.  

A few comments stated that Scenario B would improve connections across the city, particularly past the 

Basin and to the airport.  One comment stated a similar concept to the Arras Tunnel could be adopted, 

with reference to greenspace and landscaping above the tunnel. 
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A small number of comments deemed that Scenario B would not affect the character or heritage of the 

city. There were a couple of comments that stated mass transit was needed, but not at the cost of 

heritage.  

What not liked 60 Comments 

Several comments discussed Scenario B having an impact on the built environment, the main issues 

raised were: destruction of urban amenity; the Basin being visually impacted; lack of public spaces and 

providing for active transport modes.  

A moderate number of respondents stated flyovers, bridges or tunnels would be unsightly in Wellington. 

A small number of people reported flyovers to create unpleasant environments for pedestrians. The 

comments were concerned about ‘ugly’ infrastructure breaking the landscape and losing the character 

of the city.  

Several comments were a prescribed form and stated widening Ruahine St cuts through communities 

and reduces Town Belt, which would create unsafe crossings. A couple of comments thought that 

connection and congestion would not be solved by adding an additional tunnel or increasing traffic 

speed. There was also reference to the east-west and south-north separation at the Basin needing to 

allow for over-height and over-width vehicles to prevent traffic disruption.  

Several comments discussed the potential loss of the town belt (specific apprehension was raised with 

the widening of Ruahine St and Wellington Rd). Participants rejected the loss of greenspace. A couple of 

comments noted the Basin as being a large greenspace, while one suggested relocating it to a more 

appropriate location.  

A small number of comments stated that the heritage value at the Basin could be threatened by the 

installation of tunnels or flyovers. All of the comments were concerned with the potential destruction of 

heritage buildings.  

A small number of comments stated the importance of creating vibrant, pedestrian-friendly public 

spaces. A few people noted the need to connect social activities and businesses to create a more 

succinct built environment. There were a couple comments that discussed the affordability and quality 

of housing.  

A small number of comments noted that tunnels have less visual impact than flyovers or bridges. There 

were also a few comments on other infrastructure having less impact, namely the wires of the trolley 

buses being removed.  

The small number of comments in this section stated that there were connectivity issues in the Mt Vic 

area. There were also a couple of comments that noted that challenge pedestrians faced when travelling 

through the city, particularly with safely crossing roads and wait times.  

A small number of participants supported adding more green spaces to Wellington, to create a vibrant 

and liveable cityscape (additional planting and trees). A couple of comments stated the Basin could be 

shifted or reduced in size.  
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A few discussed the need to celebrate heritage building in future urban design and minimise any 

potential effects on character buildings.  

A considerable number of respondents discussed urban amenity. Most of these comments supported 

improving and beautifying public spaces. A moderate number of respondents expressed approval of 

increasing walkability and cycling routes proposed in Scenario C.  

A small number discussed how tunnels have less of a visual impact and improving the amenity of the 

city. People thought it was important to ‘hide the cars’. A few comments supported removing SH1 from 

Vivian St, which is currently inefficient for traffic and negatively impacts the area.  

Changes at Te Aro were also positively appraised, with the redesign contributing to revitalisation of the 

area and better connection to the city.  

A small number discussed the potential for parks and public spaces above proposed tunnels. A similar 

amount generally supported the creation of more parks, trees and landscaping in the city centre to 

improve the experience of active transport modes.  

A small number of participants queried the removal or shifting of historic houses in the name of creating 

car dominant roading infrastructure. There were a couple comments that did not want anything to be 

destroyed.  

Several of the respondents stated that they did not want to see the Basin Reserve’s visual amenity 

disturbed by flyovers, bridges or tunnels.  

A small number of contributors thought Scenario C had the potential to disconnect suburbs from one 

another. There were a few comments that stated quicker routes would improve connection between 

communities. A couple of comments requested improving pedestrian wait times to help encourage 

walking in the city.  

Several comments discussed the widening of Ruahine Rd cutting through communities and reducing 

the town belt. A few other comments also discussed the loss of greenspace and the town belt. A small 

number of respondents were concerned the proposed tunnel would compromise greenspace within 

the city.  

There were several people who wanted heritage to be protected or enhanced, in particular the 

preservation of heritage buildings.  

A small number of comments stated that Scenario C’s focus on installing roading infrastructure would 

compromise space for housing, shops, offices and public green spaces.  

Several comments wanted to be sure that the amenity of Wellington was not compromised by the 

infrastructure proposed in Scenario C. A few comments discussed flyovers having a negative visual 

impact at the Basin.  
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A small number of participants expressed the need for connected, vibrant public spaces. And a similar 

number discussed the need for retaining or creating more greenspaces. The quote that follows 

summarised many of the arguments that linked transport infrastructure development and 

compromised public amenity. 

…If you make it easier to drive at peak hour, more people drive, therefore increasing road capacity 

can never be an effective or cost-effective solution for congestion. Moreover, increasing road 

capacity reduces space available for homes, shops, office and public green spaces. It also promotes 

urban sprawl, which swallows up fertile agricultural land… 

A moderate number of participants thought that Scenario D was the best solution for connecting 

different areas of the wider Wellington region. Several comments mentioned the improvements of the 

motorway and gaining better access to the northern suburbs. A quarter of the comments discussed 

improving flow at the Basin. A small number of comments mentioned tunnels separating traffic and 

discussed increased access, in particular to the waterfront.  

Several comments stated that Scenario D still focused too highly on private vehicles, with ‘ugly’ 

infrastructure being implemented. A third of the comments expressed general concern for the 

aesthetics of the city. A small number of comments discussed tunnels being a good way to minimise 

visual impact, with suggestions for public spaces being developed above when suitable. 

A small number of respondents discussed the need to create vibrant public spaces. People stated 

prioritising access to the waterfront area, with the focus on developing it further. One comment also 

stated that tunnels would reduce the impact on heritage and Wellington’s built environment.  

A small number of comments supported creating more green space, with a couple of comments 

explicitly stating the need for more trees.  

A few comments discussed the need to preserve heritage buildings, with one comment stating tunnels 

would hopefully have no impact on the character of spaces above ground level.  

A small number of participants expressed apprehension over the loss or damage to the existing built 

environment. Some suggestions respondents made were: removing on-street parking to make the 

streetscape more appealing and safe; develop tunnels not overpasses as they create dark spaces and 

divide spaces; and a couple just made general comments like ‘improve the urban environment’.  

Several comments stated that Scenario D was too car-focused, and the infrastructure required to 

support private vehicles would have a negative impact on the appearance of the city. Comment was 

made that this scenario would ‘destroy the urban fabric’ of Wellington and make it an unappealing place 

to be. There were a few comments that discussed tunnels being ‘ugly’, ‘concrete’ infrastructures that 

would become outdated.  

Half of the commenters stated Scenario D would separate the city and make it difficult to navigate for 

both residents and visitors. There were a couple comments that implicitly stated it would cause a 
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dislocation of the city and communities. There were a small number of preformulated comments 

expressing that widening Ruahine Rd would cut through communities and make unsafe crossings, and 

tensions with SH1. A few comments mentioned that the waterfront was an important accessway for 

many destinations around the city and for exiting the CBD.  

A few comments discussed that Scenario D would see a reduction in the town belt. A couple of 

comments stated that widening Ruahine St will mean a loss of the limited public spaces in the central 

city. There were also comments critiquing adding trees, with one concerned that trees could potential 

obscure traffic signals and create a safety hazard.  

As with the other scenarios, several respondents felt uneasy about any potential destruction or damage 

to heritage buildings. There were a few comments stating that Scenario D has the potential to damage 

the heritage value of the Basin Reserve.  

Several comments stated, it needs to be assured that Scenario D will not have adverse effects on the 

environment. A few suggestions discussed creating attractive living spaces and affordable housing and 

having suitable weather protection to make the built environment more able to facilitate social 

interaction. A couple of respondents discussed tunnels. One thought building under the Basin could be 

suitable like the Parc de Prince in Paris and the also stated that if environments are built on top of 

tunnels they need to be suitable and be able to accommodate the number of people who will ‘flock 

there’. One comment also said that the Basin is old, and needs repaired without stating which aspect is 

out of date.  

Several comments stated that protecting the visual amenity of Wellington is important. There was 

concern over bridges and flyovers by a small number of respondents. A small number had issues with 

a highway being developed near to the Basin. There were a couple comments that stated they would 

not change anything about Scenario D but wanted to keep it ‘aesthetically pleasing’.  

A moderate number of people discussed the connectiveness of Scenario D. Several comments stated 

the need for better spatial connections and transit links that make it easier to move around the city and 

wider region. A small number of comments reported the importance of improving pedestrian and cycle 

access within the inner city and reducing wait times for active transport modes. A couple of respondents 

suggested the potential for pedestrian bridges. A few stated that SH1 needs to be separated from local 

traffic.  

As with the previous scenarios, the need to protect parks and greenspaces was suggested, as they would 

add to Wellington’s character. One comment stated that parking spaces should be removed and 

replaced by gardens or pathways for cyclists and pedestrians.  

A couple of comments stated the need to protect heritage, one felt that the scenario was not worthy of 

losing historic streets and buildings.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 85 
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Respondents approved of the way Scenario A will have some positive effect on the environment and 

address concerns of climate change. Most were in favour of the reduction in carbon emissions through 

the discouragement of car use. 

Of all the scenarios this option appears to be the most environmentally sustainable. If we are going 

to hold Labour to their promise to make New Zealand carbon neutral by 2050, then we need to 

implement systems that move toward this action. 

Some people also noted they were in favour of Scenario A because its construction will have less impact 

on the physical environment than the other three options. 

Respondents argued that Scenario A does not do enough to alleviate climate change or have many 

environmental benefits. Reasons given by respondents included: a lack of greener and more sustainable 

public transport over the long term; innovation in street design for integrating clean transport modes; 

and eliminating private vehicle dependency to reduce the carbon footprint of the city. 

All comments in this section revealed a desire to move toward a greener transport network, with many 

noting that Scenario A is just the start, and that climate change and environmental health should have 

more consequence in the decision-making process. The following comment is a good summary of the 

general sentiment. 

Make explicit the great impact of fossil fuel transport on the environment and roads and vehicles on 

our waterways and highlight the massive saved costs around human health with active and 

communal transport. NZTA has a mandate to address climate change and acknowledges it is 16% 

of our emissions profile - win-win! More money spent on education, please. 

All of the comments on this topic discuss positive effects of Scenario A on reducing the level of carbon 

emissions produced in the city by private vehicle transport. Most of the comments discussed climate 

change and environmental health, as well as improved air quality and its health benefits.  

A considerable portion of respondents stated that more could be achieved toward achieving carbon 

neutrality for Wellington. A moderate number of these people were also in favour of converting the 

existing public transport network to “cleaner” alternatives such as light rail: 

This is my preferred scenario but it could be much better - there needs to be greater reduction in 

traffic so as to reduce transport emissions. This can be done with a firm commitment to light rail. 

Also better management of transport demand. 
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Several comments stated that the existing bus fleet contributes to unhealthy streets due to the fumes 

and noise pollution they emit.  

All comments on this topic mention that Scenario A does not go far enough to lower carbon emissions 

generated in the city. A considerable amount of these respondents claimed that cleaner public transport 

and cycleways should be further prioritised in this scenario. The following comment summarises the 

general sentiment. 

This scenario doesn’t include light rail. Light rail is absolutely crucial to unlocking Wellington's 

potential as a world class city. It would allow for a huge increase in PT journeys which will have 

obvious benefits such as reduced car usage and improved air quality, and it will connect South 

Wellington and the Eastern Suburbs to the CBD in a brilliant and modern fashion. This scenario 

also seems to propose less cycling improvements than the others - cycling improvements should be 

maximised in every scenario, and not be contingent on unnecessary changes that support further 

car usage. 

Some responses asked for emissions targets to be added to the overall transport network vision. 

A variety of changes were suggested to reduce or offset carbon emissions in Scenario A. Such changes 

included: investing in cleaner transport technology such as light rail and autonomous electric vehicles; 

converting the diesel buses back to electric; eradicating cars in the CBD with park and ride options and 

prioritised cycling and pedestrians; encouraging behavioural shifts, and; innovation in freight movement 

technologies. Several comments simply stated more reduction in carbon emissions, while others wanted 

more clarification around NZTA’s emissions targets. 

A small number of comments mentioned environmental aspects of transport planning. A couple were 

happy with the environmental considerations and sustainable transport focus. One participant 

supported an additional Mt Vic Tunnel if it addresses environmental concerns.   

Several comments mentioned that Scenario B does not give enough consideration to climate change. 

Common arguments were that the scenario would worsen climate change, or it does not do enough to 

mitigate climate change. People also argued the car-centric provisions adversely affect the environment. 

With climate change already wreaking havoc on islands in the Pacific and wild fires in the USA, we must 

change our thinking towards mass public transport, such as light rail and some support for electric 

vehicles. Petrol engines are dangerous things from the past. 

A small number of comments mentioned climate change or environmental provisions. Most comments 

argued more “green” and environmentally sustainable transport systems are needed. A couple of 
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comments specifically referenced the Green Party Transport Plan, expressing their support for it. One 

comment stated the need to consider future impacts of climate change within transport planning.  

Responses regarding emissions were split into two groups. Approximately half of the participants 

expressed their approval of the scenario for reducing the level of emissions if the addition of a light rail 

link was included in this option, although some showed concern that private vehicle travel wasn’t 

discouraged. 

I like the prioritization of safety and low pollution transport options. I like rapid transport and the possibility 

of light rail to Newtown. This option would make me more likely to spend more time in the city. 

The remaining half of the comments were in support of the additional tunnel which would separate foot 

traffic and cyclists from the emissions released by cars and trucks. 

Walking connections through Mt Vic without coming through the other side looking like a coal miners 

daughter. 

All of the comments on this topic were in opposition to the additional tunnel proposed in Scenario B, 

making the point that it would encourage more cars to commute into the city, further increasing carbon 

emissions. The majority of these comments also argued transport links should be “future-proofing the 

city”, including factoring in the city’s contributions to climate change, which they felt has not been 

achieved in this scenario.  

Emissions discussed in this section included pollutants affecting air quality for people moving 

throughout the city, urban liveability and general health concerns. Some solutions were offered such as 

incentivising public transport, promoting electric vehicle uptake and congestion charges. 

More road tunnels means more cars--more cars mean more polluting and unhealthy fumes and particles, 

more greenhouse gas emissions, more car accidents and less exercise for passengers. 

The majority of these responses were in favour of more commitment to reducing carbon emissions. A 

few mentioned that noise and fumes emissions should be considered, particularly with respect to the 

changes for Lambton Quay. 

One comment under this topic felt environmental considerations were good, while the other completely 

opposed that there was any environmental consideration. 

Around half of the comments referred to the minimal consideration of the environment in Scenario C. 

The balance of comments stated there needs to be more consideration for the environment.  
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Cost, disruption and environmental impact difficult to justify, until other options mentioned before have been 

implemented. 

A small number of comments discussed both climate change and environmental considerations. The 

main argument was that the scenario needs to better consider the impacts on the environment, and 

future impactse of climate change. 

These comments all showed general support for better travel times, and therefore reduced emissions, 

achieved in Scenario C, particularly through putting State Highway 1 traffic in a tunnel. A small number 

of these comments also pushed for the removal of diesel buses. 

A couple of comments mentioned that less fumes around Vivian St will create a more pleasant 

atmosphere for pedestrians and cyclists.  

Tunelling SH1 traffic to reduce wait times for crossing Vivian St on foot or bike (and reduce associated traffic 

noise and air pollution). 

The comments all expressed their disapproval that this scenario does not do enough to reduce or offset 

emissions, by developing infrastructure which will facilitate an increase of private vehicle transport. 

As with B, still no lowering of emissions! How can you have a modern transport plan and not lower emissions 

sufficiently? Need to lower number of cars in the city. 

Many of the responses critical of this scenario, identified that the emissions and pollutant costs are not 

worth the benefits, particularly when the construction cost is so expensive.  

Changes suggested for Scenario C included a green transport plan, a dedication to mass transit, light 

rail or electric buses, and an incentivising scheme to remove people from private vehicles. As for 

Scenario B, several responses called for a more robust assessment to be made, which includes health 

costs and carbon liabilities. 

One participant stated climate change is the most important factor to consider in transport planning. 

The other comment was satisfied with environmental consideration.  

Several participants argued Scenario D does not do enough to consider or mitigate climate change. 

Slightly fewer participants mentioned environmental awareness and the need to ensure transport 

planning does not adversely affect the environment.  
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It does not address the real issues to the environment that need to be addressed.  It doesn’t push for moves 

to electric vehicles or too many significant improvements in public transport.  Too many detrimental 

environmental and societal effects with focus on providing opportunities for increasing traffic. 

Most participants stated the need to consider the environmental impacts of the transport system, as 

well as the effects climate change will have on future development.  

A few participants suggested transport systems that could better manage environmental impacts, 

including: more park and ride schemes, vehicle charges, electric buses and tram routes, mass transit, 

and incentives for electric vehicles.  

One comment within this group showed general support for Scenario D as a way of reducing the carbon 

footprint of the city. The remaining responses showed opposition to this option for not doing enough 

to counter emissions. Some responses were supportive of Scenario A+, expressing dislike for scenarios 

B, C and D. 

All the comments opposing Scenario D reflected the sentiments discussed for Scenarios B and C. Mostly 

it was due to the scenarios being “too car centric”, and not reducing impact on emissions. These included 

removing or reducing private vehicles on the roads, encouraging mass transit with a greener footprint, 

and improving air quality in the CBD for health and well-being. 

A moderate number of responses that requested changes to Scenario D focused on reducing emissions 

and effects on climate change. Feedback was similar to B and C with suggestions to reduce private 

vehicles, develop a greener transport plan encompassing mass transit, light rail and electric buses.  

Again, a call for a cost benefit analysis of the health and carbon liabilities of this scenario was discussed 

by several respondents.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 89 

A moderate number of participants liked Scenario A because it would increase the liveability of the city. 

There were comments that mentioned Wellington becoming an international city with innovative, 
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attractive public spaces that promote walking and cycling. The following quote was reflective of many of 

these comments.  

Supports a people-friendly city. Puts people at the heart of the city. Protects the feel/spirit of the city. 

A moderate number of people also discussed the physical and mental health benefits of Scenario A. 

Several commented noted that this scenario was the most forward thinking and transformational due 

to the shift away from private vehicles and prioritising active transport modes. A third of the comments 

expected Scenario A to improve the quality of life of the entire population of the city, and a shift in 

transport modes would improve health and reduce congestion. There were a few comments that 

wanted to see a shift away from fumes and emission creating buses.  

Overall, people were supportive of Scenario A due to the positive well-being benefits.  

Several comments discussed the noise, smell or fumes of buses impacting on the well-being of 

pedestrians and cyclists. A third of the comments mentioned the health risks air-polluted areas create. 

A small number of comments noted improving the transport system will improve the quality of life of 

residents and visitors. A few other comments raised other issues: increase in crime from deserted 

streets; inconveniences vulnerable groups experience impact on their well-being; and issues of 

sustainability.  

Several respondents noted health as a priority in the future development of Wellington. Half of the 

comments discussed promoting education on health and moving away from private vehicles and diesel 

buses. A small number of comments stated a need to focus on the ‘liveability’ of the city that supports 

positive social interactions.  

-Call for a plan to create a liveable city with more green spaces, affordable housing and vibrant 

businesses and to make Wellington the most sustainable capital in the world -The plan should 

prioritise walking, cycling, buses and light rail as the be  

A small number of people said that light rail would be a healthier form of transport, which would suit 

most of the population and reduce toxic fume inducing health concerns. A quarter of respondents 

mentioned avoiding streets because of the high pollution; Lambton Quay was noted by a few people as 

being particularly unpleasant. A small number of a more vibrant city.  

Half of the comments in this topic discussed the health impacts of Scenario B. The most common 

argument was the separated tunnel for cyclists and pedestrians would protect people from car fumes 

and pollution. Some participants simply stated Scenario B is a healthier transport plan. 

I like that it looks like the pedestrian and cyclist space is larger and separated from the traffic, 

because breathing in the tunnel at the moment doesn’t feel healthy at all. I feel bad for people who 

have to walk through there everyday. 
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The remaining comments stated Scenario B makes Wellington more liveable. Most comments stated 

prioritising public and active transport would achieve this.  

Liveability was mentioned by a moderate number of respondents. Comments typically stated they did 

not like Scenario B because it does not improve liveability. Other arguments stated that construction of 

roads and tunnels compromises liveability and provision of public spaces. Some stated traffic that runs 

through communities decreases liveability.  

A few comments stated Scenario B does not encourage active transport or provide better health 

outcomes for the public. 

Half of the comments on this topic mentioned the association between health and transport. Most 

comments stated a true cost-benefit analysis that included health benefits and costs of transport modes 

should be included. A couple of comments also discussed the negative health benefits of cyclists and 

pedestrians currently sharing the same tunnel as vehicles and being exposed to fumes and pollution. 

Most comments in this topic stated Scenario C makes Wellington more liveable. Most people generally 

stated liveability as an aspect they liked. However, some comments mentioned the area above tunnels 

being used as an open community space improves liveability. It was argued that taking vehicles off the 

streets and putting them underground makes the area significantly more pleasant for other road users.  

Tunnelling between the Basin and the motorway would unlock the potential of upper Cuba and Mt 

Cook. Introducing new public spaces in areas that used to be choked with traffic would change the 

way Wellingtonians feel apart that part of the city and unlock activity and energy. 

A few comments mentioned health outcomes. Two of these referred to healthier experiences for cyclists 

and pedestrians being separated from traffic and diesel buses.  

A moderate number of comments stated Scenario C would not improve liveability or would make 

liveability worse in Wellington. Some claimed the focus on buildings roads and tunnels would lead to 

less liveable and enjoyable public spaces.  

Health was mentioned by a few participants who claimed this scenario does not acknowledge the health 

outcomes of transport planning.  

This option is incredibly expensive and puts a huge amount of money towards motor vehicle 

transport. If we are serious about New Zealand’s health and climate problems we need to be doing 

whatever we can to incentivise active transport. It is offensive to spend this kind of money on more 

motorways and tunnels when for a fraction of this price you could turn Wellington into the 

Amsterdam of the Antipodes (you are welcome to use that). 
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A moderate number of comments considered aspects of well-being, most stating the liveability of 

Wellington needs prioritisation. Participants argued that roads and vehicle infrastructure compromise 

the liveability of Wellington’s CBD.  

A small number of comments discussed health outcomes. A couple stated they want a future transport 

plan that encourages healthy options. The remaining comments argued for more consideration of 

health costs and benefits in the details of Scenario C.  

Most of these participants mentioned liveability. Typical comments stated Scenario D would provide 

better community and public spaces, which would liven the city and make Wellington more liveable. A 

couple of comments mentioned prioritising public and active transport creates better health outcomes. 

One participants said congestion while commuting into the CBD impacts on mental health.  

Several comments simply stated Scenario D would not improve liveability in Wellington. This statement 

was part of a formulated response for Scenario A+.  

I do not support Scenarios B, C and D as they are too car-centric and do not go far enough to 

reduce carbon emissions and improve Wellington's liveability. 

The other comments about liveability argued the focus on roading and private vehicles did not make 

the city people-friendly or create more liveable spaces. A small number of comments mentioned 

worsened health outcomes, including impacts of pollution and fumes from vehicles, and not 

encouraging active modes of transport.  

Several participants suggested Scenario D does not enhance liveability, acknowledging the focus on 

building roads and tunnels compromises public space and therefore well-being. Some participants 

simply stated liveability should be more of a priority.  

More emphasis on reducing emissions and creating liveable cities. Also public transport and active 

transport and less car centric. 

The remaining comments mentioned health. Key arguments were that Scenario D needs to focus more 

on creating a healthy city, and health costs and benefits should have higher consideration when 

planning. 
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Participants commonly made the point that they liked Scenario A because it would improve pedestrian 

or cycling access to the city. A small number of participants stated Scenario A would improve general 

access to the city and make it “easier to get around”. 

A small number discussed public transport and liked that public transport would be more accessible, in 

terms of both physical access, cost, and reliability.  

A couple of participants argued accessibility for elderly, families and children could be worse because 

they prefer to drive into the city and park close to where they need to go.  

A moderate number of comments stated access to specific places would be made more difficult, notably 

access for commuters from outside the city. Participants argued the wider city and region has not been 

appropriately considered. Other commonly mentioned places that participants felt would be adversely 

impacted through poorer access were: the airport, Porirua, Hutt Valley, Kilbirnie, Rongotai, east-west 

route, traffic coming from the north, Basin Reserve, Vivian St, Willis St and central city businesses.  

Massive inconvenience to private and business vehicles. This may slightly improve bus, walking and 

cycling but it hardly helps to get Wellington traffic moving it'll just increase the congestion on other 

streets. Access to the CBD through Willis/Lambton is vital for businesses, this reduces it severely. 

A few comments stated cycle access could be better. Others said vehicle access and general accessibility 

was not good enough. Access to the city for disabled, elderly and families was a concern for some.  

A considerable number of participants stated they would improve accessibility in Scenario A. Key places 

people would like better access to include: to and from the airport, the hospital, and from outer suburbs 

into the CBD. A couple of participants also stated the desire for better active and public transport access 

within and to the city from outer suburbs. 

Several people supported that Scenario B would give greater access to the city for modes other than 

the private vehicle. Reasons for support were: better pedestrian and cycle access, and prioritising ‘non-

car transport’. A small number of comments approved of Scenario B as it improved access to the airport 

and hospital, and general improved journey times. A few comments liked improved access to the outer 

suburbs. 
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A small number of commenters expressed scepticism about the ability of Scenario B to cater to those 

who want to enter the city by car. People mentioned several groups who they felt would need to use a 

vehicle in the city: inner city businesses, the elderly/frail, and those with disabilities. 

I certainly wouldn' take my groceries etc on a bus, or cycle in a 40knot northerly storm. 

People who commented on accessibility issues for Scenario B mostly did so regarding specific modal 

access to specific areas. A small number of people commented about the scenario needing to better 

address the access of the city from outer areas, including the airport. 

Several comments addressed better access for non-car modes of transport. Most of these were in 

relation to pedestrians, a few were about cycling.  

Several comments spoke directly of the interventions in Scenario C improving accessibility to the airport, 

and the hospital.  

A small number of people stated that the access to the city from outer areas was what they liked about 

this scenario; access to surrounding areas (in general) was mentioned, as well as north, south and east.  

A few respondents stated their concern about Scenario C’s ability to increase accessibility to the north 

and east. A few stated that they feel the interventions proposed are too expensive, and will deliver few 

accessibility gains. A few commented about specific areas they feel the scenario does not address, such 

as the north-bound on-ramp by Molesworth St, and “the CBD side of Mt Vic. 

Two thirds of the comments were about specific changes that people offered as solutions to accessibility 

issues. Comments covered support for both private vehicle users, and for users of other modes. 

The remaining third of comments were about changes to improve general access to the city. Most 

comments called simply for “improved accessibility”, which applied to pedestrians, cyclists, vehicle users 

and public transport users.  

A considerable amount of comments stated generally that people liked improved access or improved 

access to outer suburbs. Access to the north was considered important for several, in a few cases this 

was noted as an imperative for disaster resilience.  
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A moderate amount of people liked the improved access to the waterfront Scenario D offers. The 

majority of these comments did not specify which mode access was improved for; the few that did either 

approved of improvements for pedestrians, or for “all modes”. 

Several comments argued Scenario D was best placed to provide access to the airport or hospital.  

The main criticism was the focus on infrastructure which around half the comments in this section 

discussed as an inappropriate way to improve people’s access to the city. A few suggested that increased 

traffic volumes that this scenario brings, would hinder city accessibility for non-vehicular modes. 

This plan suggests an aim to reduce vehicular congestion by enabling the movement of a higher 

volume of vehicles. This flies in the face of nearly all recent research on the topic. 

Several people objected to the reduced lanes, or reduced access to the city. They stated this would 

make access to the city difficult for drivers and potentially obstruct their ability and will to do business 

in the CBD.  

A few of the general comments were about ensuring cars could still enter the CBD under this scenario. 

General comments included the use of phrases such as “better access from the north is needed”. 

Specific comments mentioned a variety of measures that people felt would address accessibility issues. 

These included electric vehicle access to be prioritised/accommodated, pedestrian bridges, and allowing 

less traffic to the Quays to increase access for others. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 93 

A substantial number of comments in this section expressed approval that Scenario A is creating a safer 

network for pedestrians, cyclists and those catching public transport. 

I like the focus on making active modes and public transport more attractive for everyone. Ideally, 

give each road a key purpose and ban or disadvantage other uses. Make sure that cycling is safe 

and comfortable with protected cycle lanes that form a cohesive network across the whole CBD and 

link to each suburb. 

People also approved of the safer network promoted by Scenario A because they perceive it would add 

to visual amenity, reduce emissions and noise pollution, and enhance liveability. Some respondents also 

believe that less cars in the central city will reduce pedestrians’ wait times and encourage “more legal 

crossings and less accidents”. 
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A moderate number of respondents claimed Scenario A does not propose enough to ensure the safety 

of pedestrians, cyclists and those catching public transport. A shared bus and cycle lane was rejected 

for this reason, by many of the commenters in this section.  

Buses and bikes are not compatible modes of transport. As a competent cyclist, I am still terrified 

cycling around them. One mistake (from any party) results in serious injury/death. 

Several comments expressed concern that there will still be too many cars in the central city under this 

scenario, with some adding that aspects of the plan, such as the removal of on-street parking will 

degrade the feeling of safety. 

A considerable number of commenters used a pre-formed response taken directly from the Scenario 

A+ site, which called for safety improvements, comfortable and convenient CBD walking and biking. 

Several responses reiterated their support for separated pedestrians, buses and cycleways, as well as 

more space on public transport to hold bikes. Other commenters were less specific; simply stating the 

desire for cyclists and pedestrians to be able to travel around the city safely. The following comment 

offers a neat summary: 

Do not mix bikes and buses and consider that a safe cycling network. Bikes and buses may be able 

to share in places, for access purposes, but a proper biking network needs protected cycle lanes, so 

novice or occasional cyclists do not have to share with vehicles, especially the biggest ones in town! 

Complement protected cycle lanes with quieter, traffic-calmed streets to make the whole CBD more 

people-friendly. Make cars wait longer at traffic lights and make pedestrians wait less. 

A large proportion of these comments were in favour of the additional tunnel proposed in Scenario B, 

and the element of safety it would afford cyclists and pedestrians. 

They also approved of the added priority given to pedestrians and cyclists in the city, however a couple 

of people mentioned the reduction of speed limits as an “absolute minimum”. One person believed that 

a safer network will not be assured under this option. 

Comments suggested changes to the transport network proposed in Scenario B will make it less safe 

for pedestrians and cyclists, with the central argument being that this option is too car centric.  

Another respondent perceived that a mass transit option may also decrease the feeling of safety in the 

CBD. 

A variety of changes were presented, these included: more cycling friendly streets within and outside 

the central city; lowering the speed limit; better pedestrian connections around the new Basin road 
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layout; the separation of SH1 traffic from local roads, and; lighting and security on public transport, 

particularly at night time. 

There was general approval for the safer network proposed in Scenario C, particularly regarding 

separating SH1 traffic, and making the area more pedestrian and cycling-friendly. A few also mentioned 

that separating the traffic from heritage buildings susceptible to earthquake damage (Vivian St and Kent 

Tce) is a good idea, favouring the increased resilience of the proposal. The removal of SH1 traffic from 

local roads would also diminish some feeling of community severance in suburbs like Aro Valley. 

A variety of concerns were raised within these few comments. Some of the safety concerns toward 

implementing Scenario C included: grade separation between cyclists and vehicles along Vivian St needs 

to be continuous; the increase in carbon emissions and fumes from motor vehicles will affect public 

safety, and; the encouragement of streamlining cars through the city might have adverse effects on 

speed and pedestrian/cyclist safety. 

The majority of changes were for the benefit and safety of cyclists on the road. Other comments showed 

their disapproval of the expense of this scenario, and the dead spaces that may be created because of 

some of the proposed infrastructure. 

I think we should avoid using bridges wherever possible - they will change the cityscape considerably, 

create dark and dangerous spaces the city doesn' currently have, and are not a great “roading legacy”; 

to leave for our children (parks and open spaces are a much better legacy). 

General approval toward a safer network afforded by Scenario D included: better flow and safer 

crossings near the waterfront; making active transport safer in the CBD by diverting through traffic; 

promoting healthier and safer modes of transport, and; reducing car usage by promoting public 

transport.  

There were a couple of respondents who shared concerns for resilience of Scenario D, particularly 

regarding the risk of sea level rise and flooding events. 

Some of the concerns raised by respondents toward Scenario D included statements such as 

“dangerous and inefficient”, while a few people simply asked for further improvements to make it safe 

and comfortable for pedestrians and cyclists, by reducing private vehicles in the CBD.  
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A few people called for the aging and disabled population to have more influence in designing spaces, 

arguing that changes might add risk to their safety. Others called for seamless mass transit, making it 

safer for people to walk and bike around the city with less cars moving through the CBD. Pedestrian 

tunnels were also suggested as a potential change, which would add to the safety and comfort of 

pedestrians. One person stated that cycleways are unsafe, putting both vehicle drivers and cyclist at risk, 

and should be merged with pedestrian footpaths. 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 95 

Slightly less than half of the comments on this topic referred to quicker public transport journeys due 

to more public transport priority in the CBD. A couple of participants argued for light rail or mass transit 

as a more efficient mode of public transportation.  

Shorter wait times for pedestrians at street crossings were favoured by several participants. 

Respondents stated that it would improve pedestrians CBD travel times. 

Quicker car travel was mentioned by a small number of participants. In particular, quicker peak journeys, 

faster commute in outer lanes, and improved travel time from the Terrace Tunnel to the airport.  

A moderate number of participants stated that they did not like Scenario A because it does not shorten 

commute times. Participants stated that their specific route, or mode of transport would not be 

improved by this plan, or they were doubtful the provisions of Scenario A would deliver on more efficient 

travel.   

I do not believe you'll be able to achieve more reliable travel times for personal motor vehicles if you 

are forcing them to take alternate routes that are not as direct. Cutting off Willis to PMVs, for 

example, forces them to take already clogged alternatives. 

Over three quarters of comments on this topic discussed public transport efficiency and commute 

times. Participants suggested more detail about how public transport trips will be faster should be 

included, more priority given to buses on CBD streets and intersections, and location and frequency of 

bus stops should be reconsidered. A couple of comments also stated light rail and mass transit as more 

efficient modes of public transport. A few comments stated that travel by private vehicle needs to be 

faster; two specifically mentioned SH1.  
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Most respondents favoured more efficient public transport, particularly prioritised transport lanes for 

both buses and light rail. A small number liked how transport times to the airport would improve. A few 

made the point that commuting from eastern suburbs to the centre city is currently a ‘nightmare’, and 

a small number discussed how an additional Mt Vic Tunnel and alterations at the Basin will help release 

bottlenecks. A couple favoured the idea that travelling by car will be faster, while a few favoured 

pedestrians waiting less time at traffic lights. 

Responses on this topic were largely mixed. A few did not like how buses would be sharing lanes with 

cars as this would not improve travel times. A few argued roading will not decrease travel times and 

emphasised the need to focus on active and public transport instead.  

A couple of comments suggested Scenario B will not address key travel time issues and is too similar to 

Scenario A. A few other statements discussed cost as a disincentive to driving, the need to prioritise 

flexible work hours and to disperse peak traffic.  

Different suggestions were presented for changes to Scenario B, including: focus on transport from 

Johnsonville to the airport to reduce congestion; promote flexible working hours to adjust peak traffic 

times; remove traffic from the Golden Mile to increase bus network efficiency; make everything faster; 

connect the airport to train station with fast light rail; invest in bus rapid transit opposed to light rail.  

Several comments discussed decreased travel times in Scenario C. While most did not specify the type 

of travel, a reduction in private vehicle travel times was implied. A couple noted reduced congestion 

would be much more pleasant for commuters and it would be far easier travelling to the central city 

from southern suburbs. A small number favoured the increased efficiency of public transport, with one 

respondent noting this would make public transport more appealing and ultimately remove cars from 

the road. A small number liked the idea of reduced travel time to the airport. One comment particularly 

liked the idea of light rail, claiming it would give Wellington a more modern and metropolitan feel. 

A couple of respondents argued the additional Terrace Tunnel would simply divert congestion 

elsewhere. A couple noted Wellington already has expensive roading infrastructure that has not reduced 

travel time, they suggested to instead prioritise investment in public transport, walking and cycling. One 

respondent reported that safer, quicker ways of crossing SH1 for pedestrians were required to address 

the long wait times. 
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One respondent argued cars are still a necessary part of life and imposing cost, time and traffic controls 

will encourage people to move to more accessible cities. They wanted to see a strategy that makes car 

use as efficient as possible. One discussed a need to invest in mass transit to remove vehicles from the 

road. One suggested construction of a tunnel from the Basin to the motorway to completely bypass the 

central city. Another would like to see the economic benefits of each of the scenarios. One advocated 

for particular focus on travel between Johnsonville and the airport. 

The majority of respondents discussed travel time improvements in Scenario D. Many people liked how 

Scenario D alleviated all major choke points in the city, which would reduce congestion issues. A small 

number discussed the increase in lanes on the motorway, suggesting this would provide much needed 

capacity. A small number supported additional Terrace and Mt Vic Tunnels.  

A small number specifically favoured improved travel times to the airport and hospital and improved 

public transport times.  

A few respondents disliked the idea of reducing capacity at the waterfronts. One acknowledged that 

while some waterfront traffic is only passing through, the majority is going to the city and a reduction 

would cause more congestion. A few also argued that the cost is high for such small reductions in travel 

time, claiming the new infrastructure focuses on cars. 

Cost and not really dealing with congestion. Car users will save a few minutes in the congestion for 

all rate payers to be lumbered with a massive debt. 

One noted light rail may be a better investment than an additional tunnel as it would transport people 

quickly and efficiently as well as remove vehicles from the road. 

The main suggestions for changing Scenario D’s efficiency were: improved public transport times to 

make it more appealing than private vehicle use, especially to key destinations like the airport, hospital 

and suburban centres; develop overpasses or underpasses for pedestrians at the quays to reduce wait 

times, and; advocated for separated buses and light rail throughout the city. 
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Respondents referred to European cities in approval of Scenario A.  

This is best practice internationally.  It's what we love about smart cities like Copenhagen or 

Amsterdam or Berlin.  Build a system around people rather than the motor vehicle.  Future-proof it 

for when cars become far less common. 

Many of them added that there is still room for further improvement and used illustrations from 

overseas to argue how public transport and cycling infrastructure could be more widely integrated. 

This is a good starting point. The solution is not just roading but cultural and public transport 

changes. Having recently been in Amsterdam, Bremen and Berlin this year and experiencing their 

public transport and cycling provisions, we can learn from these cities and create the city 

Wellingtonians /NZers want for the future.  

Other cities mentioned included Paris, London and Copenhagen for their targets set to reduce carbon 

emissions, or countries such as the Netherlands for inspiring safer cycling networks.  

Many of the comments in this section state that light rail has been overlooked, and nod to overseas case 

studies for why it should be included in Scenario A. Case studies include Melbourne, Portland, and 

“throughout Europe”, however one participant points closer afield to Auckland. 

Busses are still the primary mode of public transport. Alternative options, such as light rail, must be 

investigated to ensure the long term viability of the CBD connection with the outer suburbs. 

Melbourne does this well, why can't we approach the problem with their experience in mind and 

develop it further and more appropriately to our needs? Busses are not pedestrian friendly, 

environmentally friendly, or able to transport as many people as a light rail system can manage. 

A remaining portion of feedback argued that Scenario A should investigate banning car usage in the 

CBD altogether, primarily for the sake of urban amenity, although several include reducing emissions as 

an incentive. Others expressed their concern that current behaviour in New Zealand will stymy “future-

thinking” and needs to take more inspiration from overseas cities. 

I am worried that cycleways have a bad name here in Wellington even though they are incredibly 

successful throughout Europe and that people will vote for more roading for cars. 

Several of the comments made by respondents argued for changes to include the implementation of 

light rail in Scenario A, and they used major international cities to support their case for why it would be 

essential. 

Investing in light rail like Vancouver, Zurich, Basel, Prague etc etc - thriving cities all over the world 

have it except Copenhagen where a huge proportion of travel is conducted by cycling. 
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Linked cycling routes across the city and into outer suburbs were also reinforced in the feedback, with 

examples from the Netherlands, Germany, Denmark illustrating why it might work locally to create a 

more “inviting”, “vibrant” and “liveable” city. 

London was used several times as a precedent. In case for successfully installing congestion charges, 

and in the other for its ambitious target set for 80% of trips made in the CBD to be walking/biking/public 

transport by 2041. 

Much of this feedback was provoked by perceived issues of congestion, health, environmental concerns, 

and lack of human-centric design in the scenarios. 

Firm commitment to prioritize future transport investment public transportation/active transport 

and deprioritize expansion of the road network. Resolve basin conflicts in favour of public 

transportation/active transport. Follow international best practice and research to build a 

productive, healthy, vibrant city 

A small number of people like the idea of light rail and mass transit, drawing comparisons from Sydney, 

Europe and other advanced world cities. 

I love the idea of light rail, Wellington/NZ are behind with this area compared with Europe who use 

light rail to ferry passengers from A to B around their CBD's. Other countries I have visited use a 

combination of buses, light rail and trains with a one ticket system that is interchangeable. 

One respondent referred to San Francisco as a reason why flyovers are unsuitable in earthquakes. One 

person favoured tunnels, referring to Singapore and Auckland for examples of successful tunnels.  

A small number of people referred to their overseas experiences when discussing issues with Scenario 

B. A couple mentioned that overseas evidence suggests building more roads does not solve traffic 

congestion issues. One did not favour light rail, claiming buses are much more flexible and overseas 

they drop people off directly to their houses. One respondent wanted safe routes for pedestrians and 

cyclists to schools, drawing on examples from the Netherlands. Another thought Wellington’s roading 

layout was fine having lived in London and suggested the problem was single occupant vehicles. 

A small number of people would like to see a commitment to light rail. One respondent argued how light 

rail has proven to work for most cities around the world, these cities included: Melbourne, Tokyo Bay 

and China. A couple discussed the liveability of European cities, reiterating the importance of reducing 

private vehicles in central city.  

Have changes about people driving to the city centre. Most European cities similar size as 

Wellington have park & ride options, congestion charges, cheap public transport, higher fuel prices, 

people grow up taking public transport. Many families don t even own a car...still they have 

flourishing and vibrant city centres. 
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One stated that Wellington is not Holland, arguing it is not flat and too windy to place such an emphasis 

on cycle lanes. 

One respondent liked the idea of following in Europe’s footsteps and becoming more bike dominant. A 

few others discussed light rail and other public transport. One mentioned light rail connecting key 

destinations is something other successful cities have done. Another mentioned public transport is used 

extensively overseas, yet this needs to be adapted to the Wellington population and provision of cars is 

still necessary. Another respondent made the point that underground light rail has become necessary 

in international modern cities. 

A few respondents did not like the focus on additional roading infrastructure in Scenario D and noted 

overseas research indicates new roads simply bring in more cars, rather than solve congestion issues. 

Similarly, one respondent was unhappy with the focus on motorways while overseas, an electric 

transport and cycling revolution is occurring. One argued light rail does not suit Wellington as their 

overseas experience indicates it is only appropriate for much larger cities. One used London as an 

example for the need to implement congestion charging. Another referred to Sydney and Auckland to 

advocate for the use of tunnels as opposed to bridges. One respondent suggested Wellington should 

strive to become more like Amsterdam, implying more investment is needed in cycling and public 

transport. 

A few referred to areas in Europe, including Sweden, the Netherlands, France, Germany, Austria and 

Copenhagen to highlight a need for prioritising public transport, cycling and walking. One made the point 

that many of these places have populations far greater than Wellington, and yet have very little 

congestion due to efficient public and active transport systems. A few discussed light rail. One was 

against it, claiming it has only worked for larger overseas cities, a couple were for it, referring to Tokyo 

and Jerusalem as examples. One would like to see proper focus on connections to the airport, referring 

to Frankfurt, where you can easily get on a train from the airport to the central city. 

One respondent favoured the ambition of Scenario D, stating compared to Australia, New Zealand towns 

have suffered from a lack of ambition in the past. Another respondent stated that we could learn from 

places like Melbourne and use this project to shape Wellington’s culture. One claimed the second 

Terrace Tunnel is essential and the fact it has not been built yet is one reason Wellington has suffered 

from greater congestion compared to overseas cities of similar size. Another respondent used the 

example of Bogota to highlight the benefits of limiting traffic on inner-city streets.  
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One of my favourite city centres - Bogota, Colombia closes streets off to vehicle traffic on the 

weekends and the city centre buzzes with pedestrians, cyclists, and roller skaters. It's a vibrant place 

to be, so I welcome this concept on reducing traffic near the waterfront. 

A small number argued that building new roading infrastructure will simply add to congestion issues, 

drawing on examples from Auckland and America. These respondents also noted the rest of the world 

has moved on from the private motor vehicle and is now experiencing a cycling and electric transport 

revolution. A few discussed light rail, one mentioning that their overseas experience suggests light rail 

will not work for a city as small as Wellington, while a couple supported light rail, using examples of 

Melbourne and Singapore. One suggested building a new public transport hub like Christchurch. 

Another would like to see more park and ride facilities, claiming they are effective overseas. A couple 

mentioned they did not like the cost, although compared to Auckland, the cost is very similar.  

A small number of people discussed the European model as a model to strive for. Typically, this involves 

compact towns that are well connected with walking cycling and pedestrian infrastructure. One 

suggested cycle lanes should go on footpaths as they are less expensive to keep than on roads, while 

another referred to Freiburg as a place that actively discourages vehicle ownership. A few discussed 

light rail. One against, using the example of Edinburgh, which has spent a lot of money on a tram system. 

A couple for, using Toyo and Singapore as example. A couple discussed Auckland as an example where 

Wellington does not want to make the same mistake by building more motorways. One mentioned 

Nottingham, where a workplace parking levy has helped pay for an extensive electric bus fleet. One was 

in favour of a tunnel under the Basin, using the example of the Parc de Prince in Parise. Another 

suggested the North American idea of building extensive motorways will reduce vibrancy in Wellington. 
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All but one of the respondents were in favour of reducing speeds in the inner city in Scenario A. Most 

did not specify a reason. A moderate amount, however, suggested this would vastly improve safety for 

pedestrians and cyclists. A small number also suggested lowering speeds would improve pedestrian and 

cycle access and enjoyment. 
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Half of these respondents were opposed to reducing speed limits in the central city. Many claimed 

slowing speed limits does not solve traffic problems and will likely enhance them. Others stated that the 

area is slow enough to traverse and slowing speed limits would just frustrate motorists. 

Do not slow the overall speed limit down to 30. Cars will be with us for a long time and most people 

like to use them so it is also important to have fast  good arterial routes. 

A small number were in favour of slowing vehicles. One advocated for shared roads with a slower speed 

limit. Another claimed the slow speed limits were the only good thing for cyclists in Scenario A. Another 

would like to see slower speed limits extended throughout the city. 

A few were worried about the removal of parking on Vivian St, believing this would speed up traffic and 

ultimately be unsafe for cyclists and pedestrians.  

A small number would like to see speed limits lowered in the central city. The majority of these feel that 

30km/h would be a safe and pleasant speed for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Slower 30k speed limits in the city, people need to get the message that the city is for people not 

cars. 

In contrast, several respondents did not want to see any speed limit changes. One respondent argued 

slow traffic is not necessarily better for bikes and things run much more smoothly if everything is 

travelling the same speed. Others stated that speed limits should be adjusted for the time of day to 

avoid inconvenience or suggested specific ways to divert traffic, rather than slow it down. 

A couple discussed Vivian St. One suggested narrowing the road after removing parking to avoid 

speeding, the other did not want parking removed at all, claiming it would not greatly reduce capacity. 

A single comment stated that “reducing speed limits in the CBD is key”. They felt 50km/h speeds in the 

inner city are dangerous.  

A small number of comments opposed the reduction of speed limits, for a variety of reasons, including: 

slower traffic will slow down buses; speed “naturally adapts to conditions anyway”; and that slower 

speeds are counterintuitive to the idea of enabling faster movement through the city.   

A small number of respondents supported reduced speed for vehicles in the inner city, most for the 

safety outcomes predicted. One person stated that speed limits should also apply to cycle lanes.  
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Both respondents reported that decreased speeds were an aspect of Scenario C that they liked. Neither 

comment included supporting reasons.  

Lower speed limits are opposed by a few respondents, and a few respondents stated that they support 

lower speeds in the city.  

All comments in this section were in favour of reduced speeds in the CBD. Almost half mentioned cyclists 

in their comments, with the view that reduced speeds should apply also to that group. Comments stated 

safety as a desired outcome, and accessibility was implied (e.g. “slow, shared streets”). 

Two people supported the lowering of speeds in the city, as one outcome of Scenario D.  

Almost all the comments agreed that lower speed limits were a good idea. Many felt that this was an 

effective safety measure, and others were in favour of this for the traffic-calming outcomes lower speeds 

are projected to produce. 

A few respondents did not like that speed limits would be reduced: one disliked that limits are ignored 

by drivers, they felt that plans ought to address people’s behaviour; and another was against the 

reduction of inner city speed limits generally.  

The majority of comments supported slower CBD speeds, a few raised the idea of the potential for 

increased SH1 speeds (if it were separated). When a reason was given, respondents most often stated 

safety, in addition, reduced speeds were viewed to reduce traffic (particularly for through traffic). 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 98 

Several comments stated that encouraging walking will have positive economic impacts. A third of 

people also said that improving flow and parking for traffic will encourage people to travel to retail areas. 

Participants discussed active transport encouraging people to buy locally and from nearby stores.  
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A moderate number of people expressed concern for the loss of central city parking, and the impact 

this could have on businesses. Respondents noted the loss of easy accessibility could drive people to 

travel to more convenient shopping centres in outer suburbs. There were several comments regarding 

Lambton Quay and Willis St needed vehicle access, especially for service vehicles.  

Restricting cars on Lambton Quay and Willis Street is a bad idea. Makes it too difficult to do 

business and shopping in the city. Will be the death sentence for weekend shopping on Lambton 

Quay.  

A small number of comments stated that bypassing the city and displacing car parks could put stores in 

jeopardy of closing or being forced to move. There was reference to successful pedestrianised cities 

globally improving their economy, examples were: London; Milan; Berlin; Mannheim and Strasbourg.  

Participants thought parking was an issue so often it was easier to travel to shopping centres in different 

areas. A few respondents wanted economic instruments to be utilised to control traffic, such as road 

tolls. A few comments mentioned the need to improve public transport access to the city. 

A few comments stated that improving accessibility will have positive economic benefits. One comment 

noted that “Wellington will become an economic breakwater” if a second Mount Victoria Tunnel is not 

built to allow traffic to get to the airport.  

A small number of respondents were concerned that Scenario B could prevent people entering the CBD, 

which would have a negative impact on business and tourism. There were also a couple of comments 

that discussed the need to move away from focusing on private vehicles, as they are inefficient means 

of travelling and impact the economy.  

A couple of comments stated that it was important to focus on service vehicles entering the city, 

including taxis. There were a couple of comments that stated the need to change the plan to bypass 

areas of business with tunnels and flyovers. One comment expressed the need to explore the potential 

for a business park at the airport. There were a few comments that wanted to ensure Wellington focused 

on affordable housing and long term financial prosperity. 

Respondents stated that Scenario C could provide opportunities for urban development and increase 

property values. A few people noted it would prepare the city for growth and having long-term economic 
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benefits. One person thought it may have an adverse effect on their business but recognised it as ‘the 

ideal solution’.  

A small number of participants thought that parking was essential to businesses and shops in the central 

city and removing them would be detrimental to the economy. A couple of respondents stated that 

public transport was not practical for all users, and often it was challenging to get into the central city.  

A few suggestions were made for improving business in the central city, including: improving accessibility 

for all mode users; commercial businesses supporting conversion to electric vehicles by establishing 

charging stations; and converting carparks to accessways for pedestrians and cyclists.  

A few respondents discussed the need to boost business confidence in Wellington. A couple noted the 

current infrastructure feels like a drain on the economy. One respondent liked the employment 

opportunities of Scenario D.  

A few respondents believed motor vehicles have a negative impact on business, contrary to this there 

were people who thought reducing private vehicle access and parks made it more difficult to access 

inner city stores and cafés. There were also people who were concerned with Wellington having a 

sustainable economy, and the outer suburbs paying for central city benefits.  

A few comments discussed the importance of having affordable housing and urban development. There 

were also a couple of comments that discussed the change in society and how people are beginning to 

work from home, causing a shift in infrastructure demand.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 100 

A couple of comments mentioned the need to develop a resilient city and prepare for earthquakes (with 

reference to Lambton Quay as an evacuation path).  
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A couple of comments stated a need to plan resilient roading networks. One comment acknowledged 

the loss of hundreds of car parks due to the recent earthquake.  

A few comments simply stated the need to be resilient, while a couple discussed earthquakes. One 

comment thought the current grandstand at the Basin was an earthquake risk. Another comment urged 

for the reopening of parking buildings that were closed in the 2016 earthquake. 

A small number of respondents reported the desire for a resilient roading network. A few of these 

comments recognised the need to develop earthquake strengthened infrastructures, raising concern 

over flyovers (with reference to San Francisco losing a flyover in an earthquake).  

Several participants noted the proposed infrastructure in Scenario B could compromise the resilience 

of the network. There were a small number of comments related to the second tunnel, specifically 

mentioning earthquake risk and further disruption to the city. A few people were concerned the tunnel 

would block of eastern suburbs. There were also a couple comments that thought light rail was too 

fragile for Wellington conditions. 

A few comments expressed the desire for a resilient transport network. A couple of participants noted 

the importance of being prepared for earthquakes during the construction process. One comment 

stated that light rail was not a priority due to being prone to cuts and breakdowns.  

A few comments discussed creating a resilient network, with forward planning for earthquake risks. A 

couple of contributors thought State Highway 1 (SH1) has a vulnerable location as it is flanked by 

buildings susceptible to earthquake damage.  

Several participants discussed the potential for an earthquake in Wellington and the need to plan for 

this. There were similar comments regarding Scenario B; large scale infrastructure increasing risk of 

damage. A small number of comments mentioned tunnels endangering the resilience of the network. 

And a few people stated that light rail is not a viable option.  
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A small number of commenters discussed the importance of planning for earthquake prone areas. A 

few people expressed the necessity to develop thorough evacuation plans at vulnerable points in the 

central city.  

Several contributors expressed the need to create earthquake strengthened roading facilities. A small 

number of comments stated the need for people to feel safe on the road. Half of the comments noted 

a shift towards public transport would create a more resilient network. 

Two thirds of the people noted earthquakes as a major risk to the Wellington transport system. There 

were several comments that deemed light rail too vulnerable due to proneness to power cuts and lack 

of flexibility of routes.  

A small number of respondents thought Scenario D’s proposed routes could cause issues if tunnels 

became closed off.  

Several contributors claimed that earthquake strengthening should be a priority. A small number of 

comments stated the need to create suitable, alternate routes if a natural disaster were to occur. There 

were a couple of comments stating light rail is not a suitable option.  

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 101 

A small number of comments stated that it is important to facilitate the transport needs of the less able. 

A few comments mentioned the need to accommodate the elderly and children and make public 

transport more accessible. A couple expressed concern that reducing private vehicles could cause 

congestion and impact people with disabilities. 

Several comments stated that public or active transport modes were not suitable for everyone, 

including: young families; people with shopping; late night travels alone and the elderly or disabled.   

How is a mother with very young children supposed to get across the city on a bike or on public 

transport? I do not think we are part of the equation at all. All the improvements are focussed on 
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catering to cyclists and pedestrians and users of public transport but none of these options are in 

any way practical for someone like me (a mother with a toddler and a baby) … 

A small number of comments expressed the importance of taxis for getting people into the city. There 

were also a few comments that discussed Wellington’s aging population and the dangers of mixing 

cycling with vulnerable pedestrians (children and elderly). 

Several comments recognised at times, some people must bring private vehicles or taxis into the CBD. 

Participants recognised it is important to allow for this by installing disabled parking and accessible 

facilities. A small number of comments thought that footpaths should be widened to be suitable for 

wheelchairs. There were also a couple of suggestions to subsidise public transport for children, students, 

elderly and people with disabilities.  

One comment appreciated that Scenario B allowed less-mobile people to efficiently travel around the 

city.  

A few comments stated that the scenario description does not adequately address the requirements of 

people with disabilities on the public transport network. A few people mentioned that restricting vehicle 

access into the CBD will negatively impact the elderly, people with disabilities, and young families or 

children.  

A small number of participants expressed that the central city needs to be more accessible for 

vulnerable groups. There were a couple of comments that noted that vehicle access should only be for 

those that are unable to travel by other modes. 

One person stated that it was good to see improved footpaths for people with disabilities.  

As with the previous scenarios, commenters stated that access for people with disabilities needs to be 

a priority. A couple of comments stated the need to improve public transport access for vulnerable 

patrons with disabilities, the elderly and children.  

A small number of comments stated that private vehicles should be discouraged, except for those that 

require it. Some additional facilities were required, such as disabled parking in vital areas. A couple of 



 

250   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

comments noted that subsidising or providing free public transport for students and people with 

disabilities would improve accessibility.  

A couple of participants discussed the reduction of vehicles in the CBD. One participant stated taxis 

were vital for the elderly and people with disabilities.  

A couple of comments stated that the elderly and vision impaired rely on public transport, but at times 

there are challenges with accessing services. There were also a couple of comments that Scenario D 

would cause challenges dropping children at school and sporting games.  

A small number of comments stated that Scenario D did not acknowledge people with disabilities or the 

elderly enough. A few people suggested making changes to enable them to engage with the core of the 

city, one suggestion included additional disabled parking. A couple of respondents also discussed safety 

of the road network, with the following point being made.  

Light rail and cycle lanes are not safe and restrict use of roads especially for those with mobility issues. 

Ageing population must be considered more. Please! 

Click to return to summary discussion, page: 102 

A few comments were made on the geography of Wellington, predominantly discussing the weather 

having an impact on people choosing to cycling or walk, the compact nature being conducive of a vibrant 

centre city, and light rail being suitable due to the topography of the city.  

Several comments mentioned that Wellington’s weather and topography was not suitable for walking 

and cycling all year round. Participants felt it was unreasonable to plan the entire city based around 

transport that was not always suitable. A few comments mentioned that public transport needed to be 

equipped to hold more bicycles on the days when the weather changed.  
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A few commenters wanted suitable walking conditions, with a pedestrian shelter from wind and rain and 

street design that does not create wind tunnels suggested. A couple of comments stated that public 

transport needs to be a priority to accommodate poor weather conditions. 

There were no comments on weather or topography for Scenario B.  

A small number of comments stated that the weather and topography of Wellington makes cycling an 

impractical option for a lot of the population, and therefore will be an option not a total shift. There were 

also a couple of comments that stated the need for shelters for pedestrians and bus patrons.  

One comment stated the need for sheltering cycle and pedestrian pathways. It was also suggested the 

introduction of electric bikes may make steeper routes more accessible to cyclists and can now be 

considered in planning efforts. 

A comment stated that due to the wet, cold and windy Wellington weather conditions, cycling will remain 

a niche option that will not be adopted by much of the population.  

A few comments noted that Wellington’s topography is not suitable for light rail and there is a shortage 

of land for a depot. A couple of people expressed that Scenario A ignores weather conditions and 

Wellington’s topography, making it impractical to cycle. There was also concern that underpasses or 

flyovers would create a wind tunnel effect at the Basin.  

A couple of comments suggested the geography of Wellington determines peoples’ choice in travel 

modes. It was also questioned whether light rail is a viable option due to residents living on hilltops.  

One comment stated that Scenario D is suitable for Wellington and its geographically diverse 

environment. Another commented noted if a ferry service was developed it would need a vessel suitable 

to withstand the extreme weather conditions Wellington experiences.  
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A small number of comments noted that Wellington’s poor weather and steep topography means that 

cycling is not always a viable transport mode. There were a couple of comments on light rail and the 

city’s topography – one in support and one against. One respondent also reported that the current 

public transport system was not suitable for the ‘horrible weather’.  

Participants suggested Scenario D incorporate more shelter for pedestrians. A couple of comments 

wanted pedestrian tunnels to protect people from the weather. Another solution was installing an 

elevated rail system that, “could double as a pedestrian/cycling shelter for the adverse weather 

conditions…”.  
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The discussions below presents a full synthesis of all comments made by respondents in answering 

“Why?” the respondent preferred the particular scenario they selected. A summary of the comments 

made explaining why respondents selected a particular Scenario is contained in the body of the report. 

Click to return to Scenario A discussion, page: 105 

A very large number of people talked about public transport in their discussion of why they would go as 

far as Scenario A. People overwhelmingly stated that prioritising public transport was important to them, 

and this is one of the reasons they supported this option.  

Of these comments, almost all agreed that public transport was an effective solution to Wellington’s 

traffic issues. They made statements in support of public transport provision in the scenario (e.g., that 

they admired the “priority for PT”; “lots of extra support for…PT”), and in addition, respondents called for 

greater prioritisation of that mode to preclude spending on roading infrastructure. Comments in this 

vein included: “better and cheaper public transport”; “improvements to public transport”; and plans that 

“genuinely prioritise public transport”.  

Public transport is the natural partner to a great walking city and Wellington has some of the best 

in New Zealand with high patronage rates and a great culture of using buses and trains. 

A moderate number of respondents were in favour of a better connected public transport system in 

which patrons could efficiently transfer between modes. They felt that this would enable users to save 

time and encourage use generally.  

A large number of participants discussed mass or rapid transport as a potential public transport mode. 

Most of the comments said that mass transit was a better option than private vehicles and was far more 

efficient and capable of transporting large numbers of people at any time. A substantial number of 
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participants stated that mass transit would prepare Wellington for the future and was a bold and 

ambitious option. There were a moderate number of comments that simply stated the need to “prioritise 

mass transit” and to begin preparing for it.  

A lot of comments noted that if mass transit is implemented and is successful it will reduce or completely 

remove the need to invest in roading infrastructure, including tunnels or flyovers. Most people thought 

this would be a better investment than any alternative. Several comments also discussed the need to 

encourage a change in people’s travel behaviour and perceptions toward the public transport system. 

Respondents also said that any mass transit that is introduced to the city needs to be sustainable and 

to help reduce emissions rather than produce greenhouse gases. There were a few comments that 

specifically discussed rapid bus transit.  

Overall, it was evident that participants thought that the addition of mass transit or rapid transit would 

improve Scenario A and make it more suitable for the population growth and lifestyle changes of 

residents and visitors to Wellington.  

A very large number of respondents discussed the potential for light rail to be added to Scenario A. 

There were multiple reasons why participants supported light rail and considered it the best solution to 

the problems with the Wellington transport system. A considerable number of respondents appreciated 

the large capacity of light rail. Respondents felt that the promotion of light rail would dramatically reduce 

the current high use of private vehicles, therefore helping to reduce congestion issues. People thought 

light rail was an attractive, clean and sustainable mode of transport that would hopefully be more 

appealing to the public than buses or the current trains.  

There was a substantial number of people that noted implementing light rail as a priority would help 

future proof the city for the long-term. Commenters were concerned that if light rail was not soon 

implemented then it will be too late and too costly to retrofit. People felt that taking the risk now would 

help prevent further problems and would make Wellington innovative and add to the unique character 

of the capital. Participants said that Wellington needs to embrace technology and stop planning for 

outdated transport.  

Scenario A with light rail. This will reduce emissions on the urgent timeframe required, and deal with 

population growth. It is a unique chance to take the city towards an exciting future, rather than lock 

into old models premised on unchecked growth of single occupancy vehicles…Light rail would not 

only be a transport solution, it would have profound positive urban amenity effects, transforming 

the city and how people access, it, shop in it, live in it. 

There was a moderate amount of responses that supported light rail as being more accessible to elderly, 

children and people with disabilities. Participants also discussed the capability of light rail to hold cycles, 

which meant that it could assist both pedestrians’ and cyclists’ movements around the city. Light rail was 

thought to be a reliable means of transport and only a few people were concerned about its flexibility 

to Wellington’s geography. There were some comments about light rail improving access to the hospital 

and airport – two problematic destinations. Some people also stated that light rail would be a far 

superior option than the diesel buses that operate in the current public transport network.  
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There was a considerable number of people that referred to Scenario A+, which suggests introducing 

light rail and congestion charging.  

Buses were discussed by a sizeable number of respondents in a number of different contexts. Most 

often, buses were mentioned as one part of the public transport network that could be improved to 

increase patronage (for some this was viewed as a way to eliminate or delay the need for roading 

infrastructure spending).  

I would support a light rail, but it may not be necessary if investment into the bus system was 

heavily increased. 

The current bus system is viewed by a moderate number of respondents as inadequate for the following 

reasons: overcrowded; outdated (as creating air and noise pollution); too expensive; too infrequent, and; 

too susceptible to delays from general road congestion. Respondents suggested that if improvements 

could be made that addressed these issues, buses would be utilised by more people.  

Several felt that buses ought to be prioritised so that they are one of only a few types of vehicles allowed 

in the city centre. However, a small number of people stated that buses, as pollutant emitters, should 

not be prioritised. It is within this context that the few who supported electric buses made their case.  

A moderate number of participants discussed trains. Of these, most contained the idea that a well-

functioning public transport system (including trains) was preferable to more roading infrastructure. A 

small number noted their desire to have a more integrated transport system with better connections, 

and with ticketing that is easily transferred between trains and buses.  

Wellington is SO ripe for great transit connections, more frequent trains...better connectivity 

between trains and the rest of the city via better walking routes, bus services, bike lanes 

There were also a few comments that stated buses need to have efficient routes to the railway stations.  

There were a small number of comments that stated the need to explore ferries as a potential mode of 

public transport. Respondents felt this would be an efficient way to access the airport from the CBD.  

A very large number of respondents favoured going as far as Scenario A because it did not encourage 

the use of private vehicles and instead encouraged active and public forms of transport. These 

commenters expressed that private vehicles are a major cause of congestion in Wellington, 

environmentally unfriendly, and a less healthy option for the public compared to active forms of 

transport.  

I broadly support the essence of Scenario A… because unlike B, C, and D, it doesn’t induce further 

traffic growth, contribute to increased carbon emissions or potentially destroy important Wellington 

heritage, recreation and environmental assets 
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A large number of respondents stated that the other proposed scenarios were too “car-centric” and 

would not solve congestion problems in the future, therefore they supported Scenario A. These 

respondents made the point that Scenario A would encourage people to choose different modes of 

transport. A couple of commenters supported Scenario A as it removed private vehicles from public 

transport lanes, which would improve public transport efficiency. Although a couple of respondents 

argued for the need to accommodate some private vehicles, they still supported Scenario A as it “could 

still cater for those who do need to drive.” 

It was also noted by a considerable number of commenters that money should not be spent on 

solutions that promoted the use of private vehicles. A small number of respondents expressed that they 

supported the implementation of Scenario A and to assess its impact on congestion in Wellington before 

committing to aspects of Scenarios B, C, and D. 

A substantial number of respondents supported Scenario A as it was more environmentally friendly for 

the above reasons. A small number of these commenters noted that they supported scenario A as it 

was the only proposed option that would reduce carbon emissions to international and national targets.  

A considerable number of commenters stated that they supported Scenario A as it would promote car 

sharing options by reducing the accessibility of private vehicles in the central city. Suggested car-sharing 

options included “a 500+ city-wide car-share fleet” or incentivise car-sharing.  

Several respondents expressed their support for Scenario A as it promoted a healthier lifestyle for 

Wellington residents by encouraging active transport. A small number of people specifically stated that 

encouraging this behaviour would benefit people mentally, physically, and socially by enhancing the 

community feel. 

A very large number of respondents cited aspects of cycling as a key reason for their preference of 

Scenario A over all the other scenarios.  

A large number of participants mentioned the improvements for cycling as their reason for going as far 

as Scenario A. Cycleways were mentioned by a considerable number of participants. These comments 

commonly stated that they preferred Scenario A because of the cycleways which are included. Many of 

these comments also argued that there should be additional safe, separated cycleways, or 

comprehensive cycling networks. 

Introducing better cycle ways and public transport will help ease congestion in the central city. This 

will in turn help change public mind sets in a world where we need to be less dependent on fossil 

fuels. 

Around one third of the comments referring to cycling improvements stated they either liked that 

Scenario A included cycleways, or thought that it could include more cycleways or cycling routes. A 

sizeable amount of comments simply referred to improvements for cyclists provided by Scenario A. 

Respondents liked that Scenario A would make Wellington a more cycle-friendly city; it would make 

people feel comfortable cycling, would improve the experience of cycling in the CBD, cycling would 

become easier, and that Scenario A was the best option for people who want to cycle. A moderate 
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amount of comments stated preference for Scenario A+, favouring the aspects of Scenario A, but 

requesting further improvements for cycling. 

Scenario A is the best option for walkers, runners and cyclists. It is also the most economic option 

and the best for the environment. I would like to see you adopt Scenario but also include light rail 

network to south and east Wellington and congestion charging. 

A large number of commenters stated that the priority of cycling within Scenario A was the reason it was 

their preferred option. Many of these comments also supported priority for walking and public 

transport, or active and public transport as a key aspect of the scenario that they favoured. 

Because this is the scenario that most clearly priorities pedestrian/cyclists/public transport 

involvement and therefore is the scenario that has the most environmentally friendly focus 

Some comments stated that even more priority could be given to cyclists (as well as pedestrians and 

public transport), especially with the money that is invested into roading for other scenarios.  

Cyclist safety was mentioned by a considerable number of respondents. Participants liked that Scenario 

A would improve the cycling environment in the CBD, making it safer, and encourage those who may be 

frightened to cycle on busy CBD streets to try it.  

I'm all for anything that supports cyclists and walkers. This option is also cheaper and the 

timeframe is far quicker than the other options. I love to bike, and would bike more if  i felt safer on 

the roads. Happy to walk too. 

Several comments that mentioned safe cycling were formulated comments from FIT Wellington’s 

concept of Scenario A+. These comments stated “I support Scenario A+ with the improvements to public 

transport, walking and cycling in the central city in Scenario A, PLUS… More improvements to make it safe, 

comfortable and convenient to walk and bike to and around the CBD”.  

A considerable number of participants liked that Scenario A and its provisions for cycling would 

encourage more people to use cycles, and less to use private vehicles for their commutes.  

Active transport good for the environment and health. We should be increasing spend on active and 

public transport, and at the same time making it less desirable to travel by car. 

A large number of commenters stated that they preferred Scenario A because it prioritised pedestrians 

and made improvements to walking in the city. Respondents also suggested that the encouragement of 

walking as a mode of transport was something they favoured. General priority for pedestrians, as well 

as specific prioritisation in central city streets surfaced as a favoured aspect of scenario A. Many 

participants showed support for prioritising cycling and public transport in conjunction with their 

comments in favour of walking.  

We support Scenario A, because it is the only one that gives priority to walking, public transport and 

cycling. We do not support Scenarios B, C or D as they invest in and prioritise motor-vehicle travel. 

That is not desirable in a forward-looking plan for a compact diverse city. 
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Other comments typically stated preference for better, improved, easier and increased walking as a 

mode of transport in Wellington. A moderate amount of participants made the point that they liked the 

way that Scenario A would make Wellington more people and pedestrian friendly.  

Prioritising the environment and making it easier for people to travel sustainably by public 

transport, bicycle, and foot. 

A considerable number of commenters asserted that further improvements could be made for walking 

in Scenario A. A high proportion of these comments came from the formulated responses by FIT 

Wellington for Scenario A+. Key stakeholders such as Living Streets Aotearoa and Green Party Rongotai 

Branch also argued for more improvements for walking.  

The mode shift away from cars to walking was favoured by a considerable number of participants. These 

respondents liked that Scenario A makes it easier for people to walk as their primary mode of transport, 

and explicitly stated that the subsequent reduction of vehicles was something that made Scenario A 

preferable.  

Because we need to prioritise walking, cycling and public transport to get fewer people in cars, and 

therefore fewer carbon emissions. If we simply make driving easier, we will not make any changes to 

our carbon footprint. It needs to be easier and affordable for people to walk, cycle or bus/train, 

otherwise they will continue to drive everywhere. I still think we could do even better than this, 

particularly by introducing a light rail link to the airport and other major destinations. 

Safety for people who choose to walk as their selected mode of transport was discussed by a 

considerable number of participants. Around half of the participants who mentioned safety stated that 

Scenario A+, as proposed by FIT Wellington, would be preferred as it aims to further improve walking 

and safety. Most other comments also stated safety could be improved further than stated in Scenario 

A, with a few satisfied with Scenario A making walking safer.  

I support scenario A and take it a step further to A+ which is 'add light rail to link major destinations 

AND introduce congestion charges'. We need to learn from overseas examples of future-proofing 

city design and in the process encourage sufficient public transport options and safe cycle and 

walking routes. Thank you 

A considerable number of participants discussed the importance of moving away from cars. People felt 

that Scenario A promoted the greatest shift away from private vehicles. Issues referred to included; 

easing congestion, the positive long-term effects for the population (particularly regarding health and 

wellbeing) and reducing emissions. Once again, it was clear that respondents thought the high cost of 

roading could be better spent on improving the facilities for public and active transport modes. A quarter 

of the respondents expressed the need to encourage people onto public transport, walking and cycling. 

People thought that improving all three of these modes would create a more integrated transport 

network, which would improve efficiency, safety and have additional health benefits. There were a lot of 

comments that discussed the need to promote sustainable means of transport.  
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Scenario A, because this scenario prioritizes walking and cycling and public transport over more 

roads and more cars. Wellington is a very walkable city. I also think that light rail through the city is 

a much better public transport solution than more buses and bigger buses 

A quarter of people also supported the need to encourage public transport, with over half mentioning 

mass transit, light rail or Scenario A+. Respondents stated that increasing the frequency and reliability 

of public transport will make it a more viable option for people, and it needs to be made significantly 

more appealing than private vehicles to promote a behavioural shift. Several commenters supported a 

mode shift to walking or cycling, with a small number discussing the need to improve cycling networks 

from outer suburbs.  

There was a moderate number of contributors who argued that a general behavioural shift is vital, and 

residents need to be enabled to make educated decisions about their mode of transport in Wellington. 

They supported this argument with the notion of a more vibrant and liveable city. The remaining 

comments discussed incorporating green spaces into networks, creating better connections for further 

out suburbs and the potential for other services like Uber. 

A small number of respondents discussed the importance of allowing goods and service vehicles into 

the central city. A couple of comments stated that taxis should be moved away from Lambton Quay. 

One person wanted “tradies” to have priority in the CBD.  

One respondent stated the need to have a complete cycle network and suitable education to ensure 

that there is no conflict between cyclists and pedestrians, and said cyclists need to keep off footpaths.  

A large number of people supported Scenario A due to its low emphasis on roading infrastructure. 

People liked the focus on active and public transport, and frequently mentioned this as a more suitable 

alternative to roads. 

All other options involve road building/widening for general traffic which is simply doubling down 

on the existing traffic problems. It is reprehensible that these options are even being considered.  

A large proportion of feedback in support of Scenario A argued traffic problems will not be solved by 

building more roads. In addition, a substantial amount of people stated they would like to see a firmer 

commitment to light rail. 
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A moderate number of respondents included specific layout change suggestions. Cycle Aware 

Wellington and Living Streets Aotearoa provided detailed layout suggestions which, in their view, would 

enhance Scenario A. Examples of specific changes include: “making Featherston St two-way”; closing off 

streets to cars (Manners St between Taranaki St and Cuba Mall); raising the standard of footpath 

infrastructure; introducing more “countdown clocks” at pedestrian crossings; and public transport “spine 

reconfigurations".  

There was considerable opposition to tunnels. Participants felt constructing outdated infrastructure 

would encourage people to travel by private vehicle, rather than deter them. Participants were also 

concerned about the high cost of tunnels and noted that the funding could be better invested elsewhere 

(mostly in public and active transport). Many comments made the point that in the future, tunnels, 

bridges and flyovers might not be necessary.  

If we are trying to limit congestion and push Wellington into the 21st century city it should be, we 

should be investing in a reliable, decent public transport system and walk-friendly city centres. 

Building more tunnels and bridges just encourages more cars onto the roads.  

Respondents opposed further tunnels due to the disruption during construction. Many discussed 

emissions and climate change and the unpleasant environment cars make in tunnels for pedestrians 

and cyclists.  

A moderate number of people supported tunnelling, but most of them thought that it should be 

prioritised for public transport and active transport modes. A few respondents stated another Mt Vic 

Tunnel would help with congestion around the Basin and to the airport. A couple of other commenters 

recommended new potential tunnel locations, these included: “A tunnel starting on Mein Street east of 

Daniell Street” and Vivian Street.  

A substantial number of participants who elected to go as far as Scenario A made comments about 

congestion in their response. People were overwhelmingly of the opinion that congestion would not be 

solved with the addition of new roads to the system. Comments included: 

…more feeder roads into the CBD will not remedy the situation. 

The city can only take a certain amount of cars at any time - it doesn’t matter how many we can 

bring in on roads - the city will still be the 'bottle-neck'.   

Respondents frequently mentioned shared modes of transport, often framed as the viable solution to 

congestion. These people had a preference for reducing the total number of cars coming into, and the 

number of cars moving about the city, and viewed active and shared transport modes as the way to 

achieve this. In several cases, people mentioned congestion charging alongside the prioritisation of 

public transport (often light rail) as a way to combat congestion.  

There was overwhelming opposition to a flyover from those who selected Scenario A as their preferred 

option. A considerable number of participants who opposed the flyover or bridge proposed in Scenarios 
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B, C and D, stated a preference for Scenario A because it does not include one. Participants felt 

passionately that a flyover would be detrimental to the character of Wellington.  

A is the best option by far. Perhaps add light rail. I am against BCD as they are encouraging more 

traffic and there is still a possibility of a dirty great monstrosity of a flyover 

The Board of Inquiry in 2014 was also discussed, and respondents felt it was “surprising” that a flyover 

was being proposed despite having been previously rejected. A small number of participants thought a 

flyover would separate communities and create unpleasant spaces for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Comments also stated building flyovers would only encourage car use.  

Commenters who discussed both tunnels and flyovers stated that neither would help improve 

Wellington traffic. A few people mentioned the cost of flyovers and thought it was unnecessary. One 

respondent supported the potential for a flyover but thought a tunnel may be a better alternative.  

A considerable number of respondents supported the removal of parking, both on-street and off-street, 

to provide more space in the city and disincentivise private vehicles in the CBD. Participants also 

supported increasing parking prices. Many respondents thought space in the centre city could be better 

utilised, and that removing parking would improve the urban environment.  

…Removing carparks will free up space for public transport, walking and cycling, and deliver the 

funds to enable high quality public transport to be offered. 

A small number of comments discussed the potential for park and ride in Wellington, although there 

was still some apprehension as to whether it would be successful. A couple of respondents sought a 

change in parking policy (minimum requirements) and parking buildings. One comment said there was 

a need for more parking to alleviate Wellington’s “parking woes”.  

A moderate number of participants discussed the need for mode or grade separation. A third of people 

thought it was important to have separated cycleways that are not mixed with pedestrians. A small 

number stated that pedestrians need safe environments raised from cyclists, cars and buses. A similar 

number of participants stated public transport should have priority lanes and not be mixed with private 

vehicles on congested roads. A couple of comments reported the need for priority lanes for commuters 

that carpool or require a car for mobility. One participant suggested a priority lane should be for taxis 

and service vehicles.  

A substantial number of participants were highly supportive of introducing congestion charging to 

dissuade private vehicle use in the central city. Participants particularly wanted to encourage single 

occupancy private vehicle users out of their cars and onto public transport or other modes of transport. 

There were several formulated comments that discussed using congestion charging as a way to fund 
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sustainable transport modes and make cars less appealing. Several comments supported Scenario A+ 

or travel demand management (TDM).  

Living Streets Aotearoa supported Scenario A as it encourages people to use active transport, and 

suggested enforcing congestion charging to do this. The group also stated support for Scenario A+. 

Cycle Aware Wellington also reported that, “Congestion charging is the stick to the match,” and would 

help invoke a shift to cycles.  

Among the support for congestion charging, participants also discussed other road charges, these 

included: Petrol tax; road pricing; road tolls; and travel demand management. There was no stated 

objection to congestion charging by those who selected Scenario A.  

A moderate number of respondents felt that the current public transport system is too expensive. All of 

the participants wanted the price of public transport to decrease and to be subsidised for some groups. 

The most discussed groups were elderly, under 19-year olds, beneficiaries and people with disabilities. 

One participant said elderly need free buses to the centre city and the hospital and that it is important 

to prepare for the aging population. Several formulated responses said they supported Scenario A and 

“would like to see better and cheaper public transport”. A small number of comments noted parking 

fees and congestion charging should be used to subsidise public transport. A few commenters 

discussed the need to integrate public transport ticketing across services. A couple of comments 

stressed cheaper fares will encourage patronage and get people out of cars.   

A moderate number of participants were supportive of increasing parking fees within the inner city as it 

would discourage private vehicle use. Several formulated answers encouraged the use of parking levies 

“to discourage solo car trips and help fund sustainable transport options”. A couple of people said 

changing the policy could help disincentivise long-term parking in the CBD and so less space will be 

occupied by cars. The remaining ideas were: remove parking, install parking meters and make parking 

on the peripheral cheaper to promote park and ride.  

The general sentiment was a ‘future-focussed’ city would seek to change public transport habits and 

disincentivise the use of private vehicles. Several respondents would go as far as Scenario A, simply 

stating it is more future-proofed. Many comments however, noted Scenario A is a good start, but it 

needs to go further to prepare for the future. A considerable number of respondents supported the 

development of an efficient and modern mass transit system as the best way to future-proof the city. 

Just over two thirds of these respondents would specifically like to see light rail implemented. Mass 

transit was described as an attractive method to reduce emissions and get people out of cars. A small 

number suggested it is needed to accommodate population growth. For similar reasons, a considerable 

number of other respondents believed prioritisation of active and public transport is also needed. 
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Scenario A needs to go further to embed walking, cycling, and public transport. Facilitate a cultural 

shift towards the city Wellington we want in 21st century, great public transport, safer walking 

cycling, lower emissions thereby future proofing our city. 

A moderate number of respondents selected Scenario A as it puts minimal investment into private 

vehicles and roading infrastructure. Many noted Scenarios B, C and D prioritise the private motor vehicle, 

which was described as 20th century thinking and not the way to move into the future.  

If we do not want to have to keep revisiting this transport issue in the future, we need to place a 

sustainable, desirable, public transport network at the top of Wellington's priority list before 

building any more roads. 

A small number noted Scenario A has the lowest cost and therefore will not be a waste of money as 

future technology changes the transport system. A similar amount believed Scenario A does the best in 

reducing emissions, and a future-proofed transport system is one that is healthy and carbon zero. 

The majority of respondents discussed the emergence of electric and autonomous vehicles to justify 

choosing Scenario A. Some noted Scenario A is a good starting point to build on as new transport modes 

and needs arise. Others suggested greater provision is needed for electric vehicles and charging 

stations. Some argued Scenario A is best as it does not favour private vehicles, which would soon be 

outdated. The rest argued that despite electric vehicles reducing emissions, there is still a need for 

measures to alleviate congestion. 

Several respondents discussed how Scenario A is the most conducive to cycling and with the emergence 

of ebikes, cycling will become much more accessible for the wider public. As such, additional measures 

must be taken to prioritise cycle safety and enjoyment. 

A couple of respondents believed Scenario A is most likely to benefit from technology changes, while 

two others suggested upgrading the bus system to make it electric, with Wi-Fi and charging ports. 

A large number of respondents specifically referenced “Scenario A+”, as proposed by FIT Wellington. 

Frequently these comments were identical suggesting a common point of origin. Scenario A+ calls for 

Scenario A with the addition of light rail and congestion charging as a way to facilitate the movement of 

more people without the need for more roading infrastructure.  

I recommend the suggestions from Scenario A+ (A plus), as a good start. They add in light rail, 

linking some key destinations, and some congestion charging measures. 

In addition to the comments specifically referring to Scenario A+, a considerable number of respondents 

supported Scenario A with the addition of light rail (a main component of FIT Wellington’s proposed A+ 

scenario). 
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A large number of people discussed the cost of Scenario A. A substantial number stated the funding 

would be better spent on active and public transport facilities. Respondents were supportive of 

encouraging a mode shift and wanted to create better public spaces.  

Because it prioritises what we have asked for -improved PT and walking. Not spending big on roads. 

It is easier and cheaper and can be done quickly.  

Of those that were supportive of improving public transport, a moderate number of participants 

mentioned the need to prepare for light rail or mass transit and use the budget proposed for further 

scenarios to fund these projects. A considerable number of participants supported Scenario A as it was 

less costly than Scenarios B, C and D. Over half of the comments in this section discussed that it was a 

better use of funding than providing for private vehicles that are unsustainable and will soon become 

outdated. Contributors did not want to see large sums of money invested in roading infrastructure. A 

small number of commenters felt Scenario A was the best value for money and had the potential to 

grow in a more sustainable way than other scenarios, which are all heavily focused on roads. 

A few people wanted to see more precise costing, so the public could make accurate, informed 

decisions.  

A substantial number of respondents made comparisons with various aspects of other scenarios in 

support for Scenario A. The majority of these stated in simple terms their opposition to Scenarios B, C 

and D. Around half of those who opposed Scenarios B, C and D also stated their preference was for 

Scenario A, with the proviso that it included one or more aspects from another scenario. Most often this 

was the inclusion of light rail, as proposed by FIT Wellington’s A+ proposal. 

I am totally supportive of the boldest initiatives of Scenario A – they are good and are welcomed, 

Rather than persisting with the intrusive developments envisaged in Scenarios B, C and D give 

priority to minimising their significant impacts by adding + to Scenario A  

Other provisos that included features or outcomes from Scenarios B, C or D included: less traffic on the 

quays (as in Scenario D); better walking/cycling PT across SH1 (as in Scenario C).  

Other things from Scenarios B, C and D will help e.g. cycleways on other roads, light rail, but 

doubling up tunnels will double up your traffic and not achieve your aims. 

A substantial number of respondents commented on the timeframe of Scenario A. Just over half of these 

spoke in general terms, commonly using phrases such as: “cheap and quick”; shortest or reasonable 

timeframe; and “provides earlier and better return”.  

Just under half of the comments supported Scenario A for its ability to be a first, or initial step, in what 

they viewed as a potentially multi-staged process. They liked that it has the flexibility to be added to at a 

later stage, and it could accommodate changes that are as yet unknown (for example improvements in 

technology). Many of these comments displayed a preference for the initial stages including priority for 

mass transit.  
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Does not preclude other changes at late date. 

We need to max out option A first and then work out what infrastructure is needed to further 

support mass transit 

A few people stated that it was imperative to get started on this as soon as possible.    

Several participants believed a shift in priority is needed in the proposed scenarios. Respondents were 

supportive of reducing the focus on private vehicles and creating more innovative plans – most 

preferring walking and cycling prioritisation, while a few discussed the need to consider public transport 

and light rail.  

Several commenters stated they require more information to make informed decisions. A small number 

of respondents said the information that was provided was either inadequate or has been supplied to 

the public in the past. A quarter of comments discussed the engagement process itself; stating it was at 

an inconvenient time or too short. One person felt the consultation was meaningless and in the past, 

information from the public has not been considered. Another person felt the question “How far would 

you go?” was difficult to comprehend and provide feedback. 

A moderate number of respondents felt Scenario A does not go far enough. Some made the point that 

it was a ‘compromise’ to select A because it is the least focused on cars and shows potential for 

improving walkways, cycleways and public transport. The Green Party Rongotai Branch said Scenario A 

was not ambitious enough, but the remaining scenarios were also not suitable.  

The LGWM Scenario A isn’t ambitious enough. Scenarios B, C and D are incompatible with Green 

Party policies on climate change, transport, the environment, social equity, and health and safety.  

Participants noted the need to focus further on improving the public transport system, reducing cars 

and considering the health benefits of extending A. There were again a couple of commenters who 

suggested Scenario A+ should be adopted.  

Several respondents supported Scenario A but felt that more ambitious and innovative ideas could be 

incorporated to improve the current public transport options and mindset of Wellington residents.  

…Wellington needs to be radical, and really look to change current thinking, moving away from cars 

and buses, to new, more eco-friendly solutions… 

Several of these commenters stated they supported Scenario A because the other proposed options 

were “focused on dated, carbon emitting methods of transport”. Conversely, Scenario A could be 

upgraded with bold and future-minded ideas, such as light rail and integration of transport modes. A 

small number of commenters favoured Scenario A because it did not prioritise cars, however they felt 

more innovative ideas could also be implemented to adjust the mindset of private car users. 
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Several commenters preferred Scenario A because it will cause the least disruption during construction. 

People stated that because the scenario does not include a lot of large-scale roading projects, it will be 

relatively easy to implement.  

A small number of people said they would appreciate more detail about the design of Scenario A. People 

were interested in how public transport priority would operate. There were also requests to make the 

visual aids clearer. A couple wanted more detail on how light rail could be incorporated into the 

transport system.  

A moderate number of respondents supported Scenario A as it improves the built environment of 

central Wellington and is likely to provide a lively and creative feel to the city. Several commenters stated 

that the other proposed scenarios involved building more roads and flyovers, and they felt this did not 

improve urban design and would turn Wellington into a “polluted concrete jungle”. One of these 

respondents stated they did not support the other scenarios because they include building more roads 

which “will make it impossible to do good public space management”.  

A small number of respondents favoured Scenario A as it would improve the environment for 

pedestrians, however, they felt more could be done. A couple of commenters suggested footpaths 

should be upgraded to meet “standard footpath requirements” and include shade, seats, and drinking 

water. One person also added that laneways and public shortcuts through blocks would make it easier 

to walk around.  

A moderate number of respondents supported Scenario A as it had the potential to improve connectivity 

for pedestrians and public transport-users across Wellington, while separating different modes of 

transport. These respondents stated Scenario A could ease movement for pedestrians across busy 

roads, to and from the airport and harbour, and connect suburbs to central areas and local destinations. 

Some of these respondents also stated that encouraging walking would improve social connectivity, 

while more roading “divides neighbourhoods and communities”. A small number of commenters 

supported Scenario A as it improves public transport connectivity from the suburbs to central 

Wellington, while separating private vehicles from public transport routes.  

Several respondents stated they supported Scenario A because it would create more aesthetically 

pleasing spaces and add amenity by reducing private vehicles from central Wellington. These 

respondents wanted a more attractive city that was functional, liveable, and tourist-friendly. A small 

number of commenters expressed their disapproval of roading infrastructure proposed in the other 

scenarios, claiming these would not be aesthetically pleasing. Some of these respondents expressed 

their concerns that more flyovers, tunnels, and roads could harm the heritage and character of 

Wellington, and therefore they supported Scenario A. 
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Several respondents favoured Scenario A as it could accommodate more green spaces in Wellington. A 

small number of commenters suggested adding greenways that connected central areas to local 

destinations, such as schools or the airport, to Scenario A. One respondent noted that Scenario A 

supported the possibility for more trees and native vegetation along public walkways and cycleways.  

A substantial number of participants indicated a preference for Scenario A as it did the most to reduce 

emissions and address climate change. The most common reason people supported the scenario was 

because it focused on encouraging walking and cycling and creating networks that would make them a 

more viable option. Respondents also felt Scenario A would improve the public spaces and remove 

pollution, fumes, noise and unpleasant smells from areas in the central city. Commenters believed public 

transport will be encouraged by Scenario A, which will help reduce the number of private vehicles 

around Wellington.  

Less emissions, more public friendly options such as public transport that bring people together 

and encourage pedestrians, bikers, skaters etc to commute in a more healthy, environmentally 

friendly way 

A moderate number of contributors said more could be done to help reduce emissions and greenhouse 

gases. There were a range of suggestions on how emissions could be mitigated, including: disincentivise 

private vehicles by reducing parking opportunities; subsidise public transport to make it a more 

appealing travel option; further promote active transport modes; remove diesel buses and establish 

more sustainable public transport; and a few general comments that stated a need to reduce emissions 

and decarbonise the city. Several commenters noted a need to further promote light rail. They consider 

it a clean, sustainable option for public transport that has the ability to move a large number of people 

each day.  

A moderate number of people said Scenario A was the only legitimate option because Scenarios B, C 

and D were too car-focused and would result in high emissions, moving away from the Government’s 

goal to reduce emissions.  

The majority of respondents favoured Scenario A as it helps create a place for people and not for cars. 

There were many arguments as to how this would benefit wellbeing, liveability and the vibrancy of the 

city. Some pointed out the potential for social interaction through the development of green spaces and 

social hubs that would otherwise be used for vehicles. This would ultimately make for a much more 

unique and exciting city. Other commenters noted the health and safety benefits of prioritising people 

over cars. The environment would be much cleaner with reduced vehicles on roads, producing less 

emissions and associated pollution. Some pointed out that less vehicles also means less accidents and 

greater safety outcomes for the general public. Some commented on more efficient land use, where 

land that would normally be used for roading could be set aside to accommodate Wellington’s growing 

population.  

A considerable amount supported Scenario A for the benefits of prioritising healthy activity such as 

walking and cycling. A mode shift to active transport would have great health outcomes for the public. A 

considerable amount favoured it for the potential to develop public transport or mass transit, with many 
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arguing it is more affordable, safer, social and better for business. A moderate amount of these 

commenters specifically identified light rail as it is a more efficient and resilient form of transport; it 

improves ambience in the city as it is quieter; reduces emissions; and helps create open spaces. 

A moderate amount would go as far as Scenario A for its environmental outcomes and reduction in 

emissions. These respondents recognised the scenario would discourage private vehicles and has great 

potential for public transport developments. Many noted the importance of playing the part to reduce 

emissions and striving to become carbon zero in the future. 

Streets are for people, not for cars. Prioritising mass transit and active transport will make people 

healthier safer and happier. The city will be cleaner, quieter, and more social. Streets could be 

places to congregate and share and build community rather than for noisy traffic. 

A considerable number of comments discussed the potential for light rail to the airport. Participants 

said light rail would solve a lot of issues with congestion and has been successful in other cities overseas 

such as Sydney. Light rail was favoured due to it being a sustainable mode of transport and would suit 

the topography of the trip to the airport. Several comments stated public transport to the airport needs 

to be improved. One participant experiences difficulties lifting bags in the airport shuttles, so argued 

trains would be a better option. A small number of comments wanted mass transit or rapid transit to 

be considered for the airport. A similar number of participants noted the routes for active transport 

need to be improved. One participant specifically discussed the greenway from the Brooklyn shops. The 

remaining comments suggested the potential for a tunnel to the airport, or a ferry service through the 

harbour and one even stated the need to consider relocating the airport.  

A moderate number of comments discussed improving connectivity to outer suburbs. Participants listed 

a range of places that need improving. Some of the most common were: around the Basin, eastern 

suburbs, Miramar, Newtown, Kilbirnie, Hutt, Porirua and Kapiti. Respondents said a lot of these places 

need improved public transport and even the potential for light rail. There were also suggestions for 

implementing park and ride facilities. A couple of people discussed Ngauranga and felt it needs more 

attention to improve access into the city. Comment was also made for the potential of mass transit and 

the improvement of walkways and cycleways.  

Similar to comments regarding access to the airport, the majority of suggestions to improve access to 

the hospital included light rail. Several participants thought this would be the best way to address the 

issue and make the hospital easier to get to. A small number of participants wanted to see 

improvements made to the current public transport system and a few suggested using rapid transit or 

mass transit. A couple of commenters said the current rail just needs to be upgraded.  

A substantial number of participants preferred Scenario A because it promotes sustainability and is the 

most environmentally-friendly. Participants felt that supporting active transport modes and attempting 

to make them a priority for residents and visitors would help reduce carbon emissions. Living Streets 

Aotearoa said prioritising pedestrians and cyclists would have less of an impact on the environment, 

while improving the health of residents. Comment was made that climate change is a critical issue the 

Government needs to consider, and Scenario A is the only proposal that does this. People also thought 
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in the long-term that improving the quality of the environment would improve living conditions in 

Wellington.  

Too much congestion in town -and lots of cars only have one person in them. Having more 

walk/public transport friendly options is in the best interest of everyone and the environment.  

A moderate number of comments expressed that Scenarios B, C and D were unsuitable options as they 

still cater for cars, which are unsustainable and are having a detrimental effect on the environment. 

Looking into the future, none of those scenarios were deemed suitable by respondents. Several 

comments argued Scenario A needs to do more to reduce greenhouse gases by implementing light rail 

and suitable cycleways. Some reference was made to Scenario A+ 

A considerable number of participants stressed the need to create a safer transport network in 

Wellington. A moderate number of people wanted to see cycling and walking conditions made safer and 

separated from cars. Living Streets Aotearoa mentioned the need to lower speeds in the city to 30 km/h 

and to create safer crossings, particularly near schools and areas where children often go. Cycle Aware 

also wanted to see more crossings or under/overpasses for cyclists in the city.  

Several comments emphasised “improvements to make it safe, comfortable and convenient to walk and 

bike to and around the CBD”. This was a general idea supported by many respondents who thought that 

public transport system could also be improved along with facilities for active transport. Several 

respondents favoured general improvements for public spaces and for them to become safer and more 

social. A small number of comments noted the need to reduce private vehicles, reduce emissions, and 

believed Scenario A has the potential to reduce the number of road deaths that occur in Wellington.  

A considerable number of respondents who supported Scenario A compared Wellington’s current or 

possible future transport situation to other national or international areas. A considerable number of 

comments were made suggesting Scenario A could be enhanced by improving current or additional 

public transport options to standards observed in Auckland and cities in other countries, specifically 

Sydney, Melbourne and London. 

A moderate number of commenters favoured Scenario A as it reduced private vehicle use while 

encouraging active transport options, like many European cities. Several people also noted Scenario A 

would provide a modern, world-class, “future-proof” city design that encourages socialising and active 

transport. 

A moderate number of respondents supported reducing speed limits, particularly within the inner city. 

Living Streets Aotearoa said speed can affect the experience for a multitude of modes, but has the 

potential to increase the chance of a pedestrian receiving an injury. Most participants discussed the 

proposed 30 km/h within the city and argued it will make it easier for pedestrians and cyclists to move 

around. Cycle Aware also wanted to see speeds reduced and said it will “provide quieter biking links to 

complement the main biking grid”. 
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A small number of people also stated e-bikes travel at a higher speed than cyclists, something that will 

need to be addressed in the future so conflict does not arise between the two modes and pedestrians. 

These participants, however, emphasised the increase in speed will help make cycleways more efficient. 

A small number of comments sought better speed limit enforcement, and made reference to the Smart 

Motorways.  

A moderate number of respondents discussed the economic impacts of Scenario A. Several 

commenters supported a shift towards focusing on pedestrians, cyclists and public transport as more 

effective ways to travel into the CBD. There was also the suggestion to plan for mass transit, which 

participants thought would improve business. Respondents believed encouraging people out of private 

vehicles and removing long-term on-street parking, which sometimes creates barriers in the centre city 

would benefit the economy. 

A small number of comments discussed tourism and appeal to Wellington’s visitors. A few stated light 

rail would make the city feel more like an international city. Respondents suggested promoting 

sustainability would create more pleasant spaces to visit and walk around the city.  

A moderate number of participants discussed the potential to improve accessibility in Wellington. The 

participants felt that access to public transport, walking and cycling specifically needed to be addressed. 

The current bus and train routes are compromising accessibility and respondents believed if the buses 

took better routes, it would make them more appealing and reliable. Living Streets Aotearoa agreed with 

this and suggested more maps and signs should be erected around the city to help with wayfinding. 

They also wanted to see better access to the railway stations, the Basin Reserve, the Interislander 

terminal and other areas of the CBD. A couple of respondents discussed the need to improve routes to 

the hospital and airport. One comment also stated mass transit would improve accessibility and would 

be good for both the environment and economy.  

Some who chose Scenario A did so because of its comparatively lower emphasis on roading 

infrastructure. A small number discussed how mass transit is a much more efficient way to commute 

and an excellent way to remove vehicles from roads. A small number further emphasised that roads are 

not the answer and will only serve to increase travel times by encouraging private car use and 

corresponding congestion. A few favoured aspects of walking and cycling prioritisation, claiming they 

were efficient modes of transport and would not cause significant delay. A small number argued that a 

focus should be placed on improving consistency and frequency of public transport to remove vehicles 

from the road and enhance travel times. It was suggested that this could be achieved through priority 

lanes, efficient ticketing and less intersections on routes. A couple made the point that Scenario A would 

be more efficient but did not provide specific detail as to how. 

Option A is the most practical starting point, but it needs fleshing out with actual public transport 

proposals, and better development around a transition plan to get more motorists off the roads, 

having the same effect as adding more direct traffic routes, but more cheaply than building tunnels. 
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A small number of respondents favoured Scenario A as it had the potential to increase accessibility for 

all people moving around Wellington by improving pedestrian connectivity. A couple of commenters 

noted that Scenario A could be adjusted to benefit the movement of less abled people by widening 

pedestrian routes, implementing puffin crossings (sensor controlled green light timing) to allow people 

to cross roads at their own pace, and providing disabled parking close to central areas in the absence 

of other private vehicles. One commenter also noted the light rail option in Scenario A+ provides better 

accessibility for all users due to level boarding. 

A small number of comments discussed the weather and topography of Wellington and how it affects 

the success of the transport system. A couple of respondents stated Wellington’s unique topography 

means it is suitable to walk and cycle in the central city, but there is a need to cater for the hills and wind 

with reliable public transport. There was also reference to ebikes making it possible to travel by cycle 

where it has not been possible in the past. One comment said the built environment, particularly 

between high-rise buildings and roads has interrupted walking pathways, exposing people to the heat, 

rain and wind. It was suggested that improvements should be made.  

A small number of respondents discussed that the transport system needs to be resilient. A couple of 

comments stated there is a need to shift away from roading; currently the city is too heavily dependent 

on private vehicles; and tunnels also pose a risk. 
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Click to return to Scenario B discussion, page: 107 

A considerable number of participants suggested potential changes to improve the public transport 

system in Wellington. A lot of the key improvements were in regard to extending routes and better 

transport nodes in outer areas. Several comments discussed the need to prioritise public transport to 

make it a more efficient option. Most of these comments said that public transport needs to be 

separated from general traffic, so it is not susceptible to congestion. Several comments also mentioned 

that the frequency and reliability of public transport services needs refining, with a lot of comments 

about accessing the airport. People made the point that having a more reliable public transport system 

would make it more appealing. A small number of comments discussed the pricing of public transport, 

all of the comments stated that it needs to be made more affordable.  

Participants often discussed active transport alongside public transport, saying that it is important to 

encourage a behaviour change in people’s transport choices. 

A considerable number of respondents discussed the potential for mass transit, rapid transit, or rapid 

bus transit. Most of the comments argued that this was a suitable option and should be further 

investigated. The Wellington City Youth Council (WCYC) made the point that Scenario B “has a much 

more comprehensive audit of Wellington’s transport system, providing for greater mass-transit 

connections to key hubs outside of the CBD”, these locations included the hospital and the airport.  

Participants stated that mass transit has the ability to move a lot more people than the current bus 

system. There were a couple of comments that did not think bus mass transit was a suitable solution, 

but overall it was favoured by most of the commenters. 

The priority needs to be mass transit to inner city areas like Newtown as a first step. Spend the 

money and go straight to Light Rail. That will create a system that can be expanded.   

A considerable amount of comments discussed light rail, making it the most commonly referred to form 

of mass transit. Almost all of these people wanted to see light rail introduced to help ease the current 

congestion issues. Several respondents said that it would be worth investing in light rail and added that 

it would be better value than further constructing roading networks for private vehicles.  

A lot of comments asserted that light rail will help prepare the city for future growth and facilitate large 

numbers of people daily. A small number of comments said that light rail would improve access to the 

airport and hospital. There were also a small number of comments stated that light rail was not suitable 
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for Wellington, due to the population density and geography of the city. A few people said improvements 

should be made to active transport pathways and current public transport before light rail is considered.  

Several participants discussed buses, some of the comments were positive while some suggested 

potential changes. Half of the comments thought that the current diesel buses result in toxic fumes and 

unpleasant smells and noises and were not reflective of the Government’s goals to reduce emissions. 

There were a small number of comments that mentioned a separated tunnel for the buses would 

improve the public transport system. Respondents also suggested priority lanes and the potential for 

magnetic tracks (like in Europe). A few commenters said that buses need to be replaced with more 

efficient and sustainable modes of transport. And a couple of comments reported being upset by the 

removal of the trolley buses, requesting that they be reinstated.   

A small number of comments wanted to have improved accessibility to the train stations and thought 

that Scenario B could make this happen. A couple of people said that the trains need to be made faster 

and more reliable to ensure that people will use them, rather than private vehicles.  

There were a few comments discussed the potential for a ferry service within the city. The comments 

stated that it would be an “economical and beautiful way to travel,” and improve accessibility to the 

airport and eastern suburbs by way of the Miramar wharf. One comment said that it would create a 

unique feature in Wellington and help ease congestion.  

A considerable number of participants stated preference for Scenario B, believing it would reduce or 

discourage people from using private vehicles as their primary mode of transport. Typical comments 

perceived that Scenario B had a good mix of transport options to encourage mode shift, prioritising 

alternative modes of transport. Some stated the importance of reducing private vehicle usage or stated 

that Scenario B could go further to discourage use.  

Improves public transport, pedestrian and cycle ways, and adds mass transit to the airport. Doesn ’t 

have the roading enhancements of C and D which I feel would just encourage people to keep using 

their cars. Let's encourage everyone to use their cars less! 

A moderate number of comments were in favour of having less focus on private vehicle infrastructure 

and solutions in Scenario B. Participants preferred prioritising active and public transport as a way of 

mitigating congestion. 

Focusing on moving people, not cars, is the most economic and environmentally efficient approach. 

Option B would be the most likely option to make me spend more time in the city, safely and 

conveniently. 

Several participants stated they chose Scenario B because they do not want to provide more 

infrastructure for private vehicles which will only lead to induced demand and increased congestion. 
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If we add more room for cars, people will bring ever more cars, and we will be back in this situation 

again in 5 years. I select option B because I wouldn't mind an extra Mt Vic tunnel but only if one is 

prioritised for public transit. Light rail from train station to airport will be essential. 

Conversely, some commenters approved aspects of Scenario B that provides for private vehicles. The 

extra Mt Vic Tunnel, better transport to the airport, greater Wellington suburbs, and improved Basin 

layout were supported by a moderate number of participants.  

A considerable amount of people favoured provisions for cycling. The majority of these comments 

expressed general support for prioritising cycling, improving cycling and creating a more connected 

network. The idea being that this might encourage people using cars to choose a cheaper and cleaner 

form of transport. A small number discussed safety and wanted to see separated cycle lanes. One noted 

how it is currently unsafe to cycle down Jervois Quay and wanted a cycle lane developed, while another 

simply said the scenario does not go far enough to accommodate cyclists.  

I think providing safe cycle and walk ways is essential to encourage the public out of cars and to 

improve the health of our population.  Being able to cycle and walk is cheaper, healthier and better 

for the environment.   

A couple of participants however wanted to see less prioritisation of cyclists. 

A considerable number of respondents specifically favoured Scenario B due to its improvements in 

walking. A moderate amount expressed general support for prioritising and encouraging walking or 

making walkways more connected. It was noted that this would likely discourage private vehicle use.  

A few people favoured improved walking connections to the east with the new pedestrian and cycle 

tunnel. A few commented on pedestrian safety and favoured the separation of pedestrians from other 

modes. A couple of comments liked the idea of lower wait times at crossings or wanted to see pedestrian 

overbridges for busy roads. One wanted to see more covered areas for walkers and one suggested the 

scenario does not go far enough in supporting pedestrians. 

A moderate number of participants reported the need to encourage people away from private vehicles 

and toward using alternative transport modes. Most of the commenters noted that active transport 

modes would be the most ideal shift, as it would dramatically reduce congestion and have positive health 

benefits for those who walk and cycle. To do this, contributors offered ways to make this a more 

attractive option, suggestions included: extending and upgrading walkways and cycleways; improving 

accessibility; separating cycleways to improve safety, and; landscaping to improve the aesthetic of these 

pathways. Respondents realised that active transport is not always a practical option and therefore it is 

important to promote the use of public transport. People thought this would be a better investment for 

the future than roading infrastructure.  

Focusing on moving people, not cars, is the most economic and environmentally efficient approach. 

Option B would be the most likely option to make me spend more time in the city, safely and 

conveniently.  
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A couple of comments made the point that changes need to occur because currently there are conflicts 

between modes. Both participants stated that pedestrians should be kept away from all other modes, 

while one participant said that cyclists also need to be separated and removed from fast moving traffic 

to ensure it is safe for all users.  

There were no comments about service vehicles or taxis in this scenario.  

A substantial number of respondents favoured Scenario B as it included the addition of new tunnels. A 

considerable number of these people were specifically supportive of the new Mt Victoria tunnel. A small 

number of respondents made a special note supporting the separation of those using active transport 

modes within the Mt Victoria tunnel. Modification or addition of other tunnels, such as the Terrace 

Tunnel, was suggested as an addition to Scenario B by several commenters. On the other hand, there 

were several who supported Scenario B but rejected the idea of building more tunnels. Most of these 

participants claimed that focussing on tunnels would only increase private vehicle usage.  

A considerable number of participants mentioned congestion issues. Around three quarters of 

comments stated congestion would be eased by Scenario B. Common areas of support included: the 

prioritising of active and public transport to ease congestion; improvements to the Basin layout and Mt 

Vic tunnel; and connections to eastern and southern suburbs and the airport.  

I think it improves the existing traffic flow, takes account of walkers and cyclists with the least 

impact on the city. We want to retain the city not make it just a network of roads 

To the contrary, several comments suggested more could be done in Scenario B to improve congestion. 

Some participants pointed out that there would still be specific points of congestion, while others stated 

priority for alternative modes of transport is the only real way to ease congestion.  

Most feedback related to layout was specific comments about layouts or routes that participants were 

either particularly satisfied with or felt could be improved further. A considerable number of participants 

who made suggestions for better layout, referred to areas such as the motorways, tunnels, pinch points 

of congestion, east and south connections, Basin Reserve and inner-city streets. Comments varied 

significantly in topic and level of detail given; from general suggestions to improve layout in certain areas, 

to specific requests.  

Duplicating the Mt Vic tunnel, either alongside the present tunnel or in another location, should be 

the top priority. Another tunnel may not even be necessary, if there was enough vision and boldness 
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to cut through the small hill at the top of Wellington Road and divert all city-bound traffic through 

Newtown or along the southern side of the hospital grounds. 

A small number of participants who supported Scenario B approved of flyovers at the Basin. A similar 

number of people were against this suggestion. A few respondents who favoured the active transport 

prioritisation aspect of Scenario B also suggested adding bridges or tunnels for cyclists and pedestrians 

near the waterfront.  

Several participants discussed parking. Most mentioned the removal of off-street parking to discourage 

the use of private vehicles, especially in the CBD. A small number of comments noted the potential for 

park and ride facilities, to enable residents from outer suburbs the opportunity to use public transport 

to enter the central city without their cars. A few respondents thought parking needed to be retained 

and were concerned with it being removed.   

A small number of comments stated implementing mode or grade separation will improve the safety 

and experience for all modes. Most comments noted pedestrians and cyclists are the main modes that 

should be separated from other traffic and pedestrians should specifically be kept away from all other 

modes.  

A couple of commenters said separated cycleways will promote cycling for all levels of experience by 

removing threat from cars, but they also need to be kept away from buses. A couple of comments 

argued buses need to be separated from car traffic.  

One respondent wanted to see parking prices increased to alleviate congestion. Another suggested, 

however, that this approach would just increase traffic. One simply stated parking prices are too high in 

the central city. 

All of these respondents would like to see congestion charging to alleviate congestion issues. 

A few respondents supported the idea of public transport subsidies, saying this would encourage more 

of the public to use public transport. 
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Several respondents showed preference for Scenario B for its ability to remain flexible for future needs. 

Respondents reported they are uncertain about what will be needed, but are certain that lifestyles will 

change, resulting in different transport habits and requirements. They supported Scenario B for its lack 

of infrastructural investment that is fixed to certain modes. 

Private vehicle transport will undergo substantial changes in the next 20 years. How, is uncertain at 

this time. Large investment on private vehicle transport infrastructure, such as extra tunnels (except 

Mt Victoria) are high risk. 

A few of these respondents also noted population growth as an issue that would affect future travel and 

lifestyle patterns.   

Several respondents noted technological innovations may have an effect on traffic patterns in the future. 

The majority of these people supported Scenario B for its perceived ability to absorb potential 

technological changes to the way people move about a city. Others urged:  

It is economical and could be done in 7 years by which time we may have a different scenarios in 

terms of elastic vehicles, mevos and driverless cars. 

Automotive transport is undergoing significant technology change. Tunnel construction is expensive 

and in view of uncertain evolution of automotive transport technology it is of uncertain benefit. 

A considerable amount of respondents favoured Scenario B because they believed the cost was 

affordable or reasonable. Responses included; Scenario B has a good balance, is affordable but still 

achieves improvements, or is value for money and a compromise between cost and benefits. Many from 

this group believed Scenario A did not go far enough in solving problems, but Scenarios C and D come 

at an unjustifiable cost.  

A small number, however, felt the cost of the project could be better spent elsewhere, including public 

transport and inner-city housing to reduce commuters. One believed the cost was not viable as the 

scenario would not make a big difference. A small number believed the construction of a new tunnel is 

too costly. One believed the cost estimate provided is incorrect. 

A moderate number of commenters expressed that Scenario B could achieve the best outcome for a 

reasonable time. People thought the ten years or more proposed for Scenario D was too long and would 

present too many problems in the interim. Many comments simply said, “quick to do” or “fast” or “realistic 

timeframe”. Only a few thought the timeframe was unreasonable for the benefits it would provide.  
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Several comments discussed staging and said Scenario B should be established first, and then over time 

introduce aspects from Scenarios C and D. People thought Scenario B was a good immediate fix but will 

require further solutions. It was clear most people wanted something done now with no further delay.  

Effectively all these could be done as they are all building on each other. . . Why not just start with A 

or B and see how it goes? B is a good amount of work to take on without over commiting and 

letting wellingtions down.  

A considerable number of participants stated preference for Scenario B by comparing it with aspects of 

other scenarios.  

The most common arguments were: Scenario A is not enough and Scenario C and D are too car-centric, 

cost too much, take too long, or aspects are not needed; other scenarios do not focus on the right places 

or issues the way that Scenario B does; would go between Scenario A and B, or B and C, which is why 

participants selected Scenario B, and; should implement Scenario B first, evaluate and decide whether 

Scenario C and D are worth it before spending more money. 

Scenario B represents a good compromise in terms of how much time and money it would take for 

improvements to be made. I do not feel the current situation is bad enough to warrant the expense 

of scenarios C or D, and the timeframe is for those scenarios is so long and the disruption likely to 

be so great that I think it would be detrimental to the city in the medium-term. 

Several comments discussed the engagement process, stating there were some aspects where the 

public felt their voice was not being heard. The removal of the trolley buses was discussed by a couple 

of participants who said it was a “disgraceful decision” to remove them. People also wanted further detail 

and costings to be presented in the engagement booklet to make better decisions.  

A small number of people who elected to go as far as Scenario B, criticised some or all the scenarios for 

not going far enough in a variety of ways. For example, Wellington City Youth Council stated Scenarios A 

and B do not factor in “commuting private vehicles”, and others mentioned pedestrians and cyclists are 

not catered for enough.  

A few people selected to go as far as Scenario B reluctantly, stating that it is the least objectionable. A 

couple challenged the lack of detail in the plans.  

A small number of respondents supported Scenario B for the perception that it provides the most 

balanced solution to traffic problems. People weighed up timeframe, cost, outcomes, and the extent of 

infrastructure interventions in their assessment that Scenario B offered the most balanced approach.  

Because it has the right balance, adds public and active transport options without adding 

congestion inducing car infrastructure  
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There were a small number of participants who simply stated the need to be bold. These participants 

thought the plans needed to be more visionary, “to achieve the level of awesome”. A couple of comments 

mentioned a need to stop planning for cars and create an ambitious plan that will encourage mode 

shifts.  

A couple of respondents supported Scenario B for the proposed timeframe for construction. They 

stated that the disruption to city traffic and life by other scenarios was unwarranted and unjustified.  

A couple of people suggested the implementation of lane rules to better facilitate the movement of 

people about the city. These included: a bylaw to keep cyclists to cycle lanes (where they exist), and “t2, 

t3 charging models” for improvements to vehicular flow. 

A moderate number of respondents favoured Scenario B as it improved connections to outer areas; 

several commenters specifically noted that the Mt Victoria Tunnel would greatly improve their 

connection to the central city. A few respondents who lived in northern Wellington areas supported 

Scenario B as they felt it would improve their connectivity to the city via public transport. 

A considerable number of commenters supported Scenario B as they felt it would increase access to 

the airport from the central city and outer areas. A considerable number of respondents were in favour 

of Scenario B as it provided a mass transit connection to the airport and hospital from a variety of 

locations in the Wellington region.  

A few respondents favoured general safety improvements made in Scenario B. A small number liked the 

improvements to pedestrian and cycle safety, particularly separated cycle lanes. A couple suggested 

greater safety improvements are needed for cyclists, with one identifying Jervois Quay as currently 

unsafe to bike. A couple mentioned that the reduction in inner city traffic would reduce conflict between 

pedestrians and cars. One favoured the development of a new Mt Vic Tunnel, claiming the current tunnel 

is unsafe. 

Several commenters supported Scenario B as it improved accessibility throughout Wellington by 

‘opening up the city’ and improving ‘through-city movement’. A couple of participants made a special 

note that the new Mt Victoria tunnel proposed in Scenario B would provide better access to the central 

city. A small number of commenters also stated that they favoured Scenario B as it improves accessibility 

to key locations, such as the airport and ferry terminals.  
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Several respondents discussed amenity in their comments on why they would go as far as Scenario B. 

People were concerned about the impact infrastructure proposed in the other scenarios would have on 

the surrounding environment; both in appearance (i.e., those against the ‘urban jungle’ look), and its 

impact on the existing built environment (including heritage buildings). One person preferred Scenario 

B for its use of tunnels as opposed to bridges, which they viewed as causing “social and physical 

severance”.  

A small number of people mentioned vehicle emissions. The majority of these admired Scenario B for 

its reduction in emissions (a couple lamented that it did not go far enough in this regard). A couple of 

people noted the serious nature of emissions, both for their irritation (e.g., “diesel buses belch out 

noxious fumes”), and their impact on climate change.  

These respondents who cited Scenario B as the preferred option perceived that reductions to 

congestion and/or traffic generally would: preserve the “sanity of residents”; improve “Public Health of 

our people”, and; reduce the levels of “stress and pollution for adults and children to suffer”. A couple 

of respondents felt the scenario’s focus on active modes would contribute to improvements in general 

health of the population. One person favoured Scenario B for the time it would take to implement and 

not having extended impact on “quality of life” in the city. 

A small number of participants stated Scenario B would help make commuting more efficient. Most 

comments referred to improvements in public transport and the provision of mass transit. Some also 

stated alternative transport modes would become “easier”. A couple of participants commented that 

private vehicle commuting would be faster.  

Public transport that is affordable and efficient is the only way forward. No parking worries, 

minimal emissions. Opening the city to become more pedestrian/cycle friendly is paramount.  

Getting to the airport is the trickier bit, hence I’ve selected B. But reducing vehicle traffic is a must. 

A small number of respondents made the connection that efficient access to key locations (such as 

airport and ports, and the CBD’s “shops and businesses”) is economically important to the city.   

A small number of comments made comparisons to other cities and their transport systems. A couple 

of participants referred to Auckland, stating the cost of the Harbour Bridge was a necessity and talking 

about the Waterview Tunnel. Adelaide, Sydney and Tauranga were also discussed regarding trams, 

walkways and cycleways and bridges (in that order).  
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A couple of commenters supported Scenario B as they felt prioritising active transport options would 

reduce Wellington’s impact on climate change. 

One respondent stated an additional Terrace Tunnel will improve the flow of cars into the city and 

improve resilience. 

One person stated there is a need for better shelter for pedestrians, particularly around the waterfront 

where people are currently “getting soaked” when it rains. 

There were no comments about disabilities in this scenario. 

There were no comments about speed in this scenario. 
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Click to return to Scenario C discussion, page: 107 

A substantial number of participants discussed the need to prioritise public transport. Most of these 

comments said this will help reduce congestion. While respondents noted that public transport should 

be a priority, they also discussed that public transport should be improved to make it more reliable, 

efficient, cleaner and therefore more appealing. Comment was also made that public transport should 

have priority lanes. A moderate number of the respondents wanted to see people discouraged from 

bringing private vehicles into the city.  

A moderate number of participants claimed that mass transit should be introduced soon to help ease 

congestion and other traffic problems in Wellington. The Capital and Coast DHB said they supported 

Scenario C because it allows for mass transit and will help connect the railway stations. Most of the 

respondents appreciated the capacity of potential mass transit and thought it would help move more 

people around the city. Several commenters noted that they wanted to see fewer cars in the city and 

other modes to take priority where possible.  

It has the potential to make Wellington a much greener and quieter city, with the combinations of 

the new spaces above the tunnel, and mass transit.  

A moderate number of participants supported the introduction of light rail as the most common form 

of mass transit. Respondents thought that light rail would help solve a lot of traffic issues and create a 

more attractive mode of public transport. A lot of comments said that it was an innovative option which 

would provide the network with flexibility for future growth and development. Participants thought that 

light rail would be much better than buses.  

There were a small number of people who were opposed to light rail, as they did not think it was flexible 

or resilient enough for the layout of Wellington. Concern was also raised that light rail could pose a risk 

for pedestrians and the tracks may create dangers for cyclists.  

The general sentiment that emerged however was that participants liked Scenario C, but light rail would 

improve it even further. 

Scenario C is the best one as it future proofs the problem of congestion from the airport. The 

addition of light rail will also help the city. There is no need to do Scenario D as it is just more 

money for less traffic lanes on Jervois Quay.  
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Several contributors reported that buses need greater priority in the city, with separated lanes. 

Participants stated that the bus routes need to be more extensive to cater for the whole population. A 

couple of comments said to simply improve the current bus system, rather than proposing the 

introduction of light rail. Comment was also made for a bigger push to get people on public transport 

and away from cars. A couple of people requested for more sustainable buses, one using Tokyo’s 

hydrogen buses as an example.  

A small number of comments claimed that the trains need to be upgraded and given more of a focus in 

moving forward with Wellington’s transportation network. Currently, a lot of train routes mean that 

patrons must switch transport modes during their journey. Because of this, participants thought that an 

integrated ticketing system needs to be explored. People also wanted quicker and more reliable service.  

There were no comments on ferry services in this scenario.  

A considerable number of participants showed their preference for Scenario C because of the provisions 

to reduce or discourage car usage for alternative modes of transport. A few participants stated that 

Scenario C has a good balance of transport modes, future-proofing vehicle infrastructure, while also 

improving cycling, walking and public transport. 

I strongly believe we need to get through traffic out of the CBD and separate traffic by the Basin. I 

don' agree with light rail and I don' agree with limiting access to cars on Willis Street. 

Several commenters however discussed the improvements for vehicles as a key reason for preferring 

Scenario C. Some participants mentioned general improvements for private vehicles while others 

specifically mentioned the improvements to: Karo Dr, Mt Vic Tunnel, Terrace Tunnel, Basin Reserve, new 

city tunnel, Te Aro, and connections to the airport and hospital. 

I think option C delivers the best value-for-money for Wellingtonians and addresses the bulk of our 

transport options. I like the idea of a tunnelled Vivian Street and reclaiming that part of the city 

away from the grey waste that it currently is. I’d reconnect that part of the city and enable Victoria 

Street to properly flourish as it was meant, and filling in that whole part of town as a destination 

and not just a thoroughfare desecrated by complicated roads and furious traffic.  

A small number of participants suggested that while Scenario C is beneficial for private vehicle users, 

more focus on improving traffic flow would be favoured.  

A considerable number favoured encouraging and prioritising cycling. Respondents noted a need to 

remove people from private vehicles and encourage clean and healthy transport modes. It was believed 

that Scenario C provides a good balance between additional roading and cycle provision, where 

congestion would be alleviated but more cars would not be encouraged.  
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The tunnel bypass was favoured as many believed this would help create much more pleasant and safe 

areas for cycling. 

Having more reclaimed space in Te Aro and making it a place people look forward to walking and 

cycling would be extremely valuable 

Several comments discussed cycle safety, with respondents advocating for safer cycling options or 

separated cycle lanes. A few however made comments expressing negative views towards cycle 

prioritisation. 

A considerable number of respondents favoured aspects of pedestrian priority and enjoyment 

proposed in Scenario C. These comments often noted how more pedestrian priority will encourage 

additional people to travel on foot. Many discussed the proposed city bypass tunnel and how it would 

create an opportunity to develop and create great pedestrian spaces above.  

How can it be that the traffic planners have mixed up pedestrians and cyclist with a motorway 

intersection? Clearly this road needs to go underground and the space on top used for green space, 

pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. 

A small number favoured the improvements to pedestrian safety and discussed the benefits of 

separating pedestrians from other traffic and putting private vehicles in tunnels below ground. A few 

other respondents believed walking provision is fine and does not need to be improved.  

Several participants stated preference for Scenario C because it would incentivise more active and public 

transport. Some participants stated this was because of the increased space as more roads are 

proposed to be tunnelled.  

Creates more space for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles in the city, without opening roads too 

much (this will only encourage more people to drive and result in the same congestion issues as 

currently). Incentivise active travel and public transport as much as possible! Make it easy for people 

to not drive. 

One other comment suggested encouraging more of the public to use a motorcycle as their primary 

mode of transport. 

Four participants discussed mode conflicts. Two participants argued Scenario C would reduce conflicts 

among different transport modes. The other couple of respondents commented on existing conflicts 

between motorways and other users, or cyclists and other users, which still need to be addressed in 

Scenario C.  

It reduces the conflict between users of the road space therefore reducing the risk to those who 

chose active modes 
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A sole commenter stated the need to consider the “impact of freight loads getting through the inner city 

to the sea terminals”.  

A considerable number of respondents supported Scenario C because they liked the proposed 

additional tunnels at Vivian Street and Mt Victoria. In most cases, these comments emphasised 

improvements to congestion tunnels would provide.  

Several commenters were against installing new tunnels in Wellington as they felt these were not 

needed, or would encourage private vehicle usage. Several commenters who supported Scenario C also 

wanted the second Terrace Tunnel proposed in Scenario D to be included. 

A considerable number of respondents reported the need to address congestion issues in Wellington. 

Vivian Street was mentioned by several participants and seems to be a specific area that faces gridlock. 

About a third of comments thought Scenario C would help ease congestion. A small number of 

comments expressed the notion that public transport or light rail has the potential to reduce private 

vehicle use, which in turn will help reduce congestion.  

Contributors also referred to the Basin Reserve as being a problematic area that Scenario C should help 

address. A small number of commenters thought traffic to the airport is worsening congestion issues.  

…Basin reserve bottleneck needs sorting and state highway 1 needs upgrading to an actual high 

way with some tunnels. Transport from the north to the airport is key to get the traffic that does not 

need to be stuck in the city, out of the city! 

In this section, participants often made specific and detailed comments about layout and route changes 

they wished to see in the roading network. A moderate number of participants suggested changes to 

be made to State Highway 1 and around the Basin Reserve. Some commenters discussed the potential 

location for tunnels and walking/cycling pathways. Many suggested layout changes, including separation 

of motorways from local traffic and separation of north-south and east-west. The following comment 

reflects several suggestions.  

Road transport will always be required and needs to become more efficient, done in a way that 

prioritises walking, cycling and public transport. We have to separate N-S and E-W traffic, e.g. at 

Taranaki St 

Half of the comments on this topic stated separating vehicles and traffic from pedestrians and cyclists 

is important.  
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I support separating vulnerable road users where possible and dedicated routes for high-volume 

traffic.  

The remaining commenters discussed grade separation. Participants would like Basin Reserve and some 

central city streets (Cuba, Willis, Victoria and Taranaki) to be grade separated.  

A few respondents supported flyovers at the Basin, however the same number were opposed to this 

idea. One commenter noted the implementation of tunnels and bridges for pedestrians and cyclists 

would improve accessibility for active transport around Wellington. 

One respondent favoured Scenario C as it prioritised active transport, noting this would reduce the 

requirement for inner city, on-street car parks. Another respondent expressed an opposing view and 

wanted more car parking buildings in the central city. Another commenter suggested more park and 

ride options would be required if Scenario C was implemented, especially if they utilised electric vehicles. 

One participant favoured lowering fares. The comment stated rail transport from Hutt was more 

expensive than driving, which does not help encourage public transport uptake.  

There were no comments about parking prices in this scenario. 

There were no comments about congestion charges in this scenario. 

A moderate number of participants mentioned they prefer Scenario C because it gives the most 

consideration of future needs. Comments typically stated: like that it’s future proofed; effective long-

term solution; and effective 21st century transport system.  

It seems to be adequately future proof with the ability to accommodate the growth anticipated 

without being too excessive (e.g. removing traffic from quays). It also allows re-development 

opportunites, and at a lower cost and timeframe forecast. 

A small number of comments mentioned future population growth. Participants argued Scenario C 

accounts for the projected population growth well.  

I'd vote for D if I thought we could pay for it. We need to do at least C to have any hope of handling 

the projected growth in the next few decades. If all those new residents traveled in their own privates 
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cars the city will grind to a halt. We need to encourage the view that the city is so easy to get around 

in by other means that most people living in or near the CBD do not NEED to own a car.  

One participant suggested new transport technologies could be better accommodated. This included 

park and ride for electric vehicles and parking provisions for autonomous vehicles.  

A considerable number of respondents supported Scenario C because they felt it was a cost-effective 

solution to solve Wellington’s transport problems. Several of these respondents stated they would have 

chosen Scenario D, but they felt it was too expensive for the proposed outcomes.  

A small number of commenters were concerned about the cost of Scenario C, with one person arguing 

some ‘high-cost infrastructure changes may be rendered pointless’ in the future.  

Several comments compared this scenario with Scenario D. Mostly they said they preferred Scenario C 

because it is cheaper than D, but had similar benefits and thought D is a step too far. Scenario B received 

a lot of support, but people thought it would make more sense to do the extra step because B and C 

were so similar.  

A couple of comments claimed they did not support Scenario A as it did not make a big enough 

difference as Scenario C. Other comments were made, including people expressing support for B, C and 

D; saying each scenario was a great progression on the last, with the potential for light rail. 

The timeframe of Scenario C was mentioned by a moderate amount of participants. The most common 

point was Scenario C gives the best benefits within the timeframe considered. Participants discussed 

Scenario D being too long and earlier scenarios being too short-term. Other arguments were Scenario 

C is the best and quickest solution for Basin Reserve issues, and NZTA should just “get on with it”. 

I think it is important to invest in future improvements rather than just short term solutions which 

will cost more in the long run 

A small number of comments suggested staging the scenarios would be preferred. The idea was 

Scenario D could be implemented only if evaluations of earlier scenarios saw it justified. Some, however, 

suggested staging scenarios prior to Scenario C.  

Scenario C with the plan to move to Scenario D with the options for better connection from the city 

to the waterfront by undergrounding parts of Aotea Quay and stopping putting so much building 

actually on the waterfront. Why? Scenario C it is the first option  that removes SH1 from Vivian 

Street and undergrounds SH1 allowing the city to develop as a better place for walking and cycling 
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A small number of comments wanted further, more detailed consultation to provide the public with 

more clarity on the proposals. A few commenters said some policies will need to be altered to help with 

the progress of roads.  

A small number of comments stated Scenario C was the most comprehensive, multi-modal, balanced 

approach to resolving Wellington’s transport issues.  

This provides a comprehensive package that allows for future development of transport options. 

A small number of respondents thought it would be good to go even further than Scenario C, or have 

more ambitious aspects. Some believed this scenario was the most ambitious and would celebrate the 

character of Wellington the most.  

It’s the most adventurous, taking into account emissions, heritage values, cyclists and pedestrians, 

and if light rail is added it is heading the right direction. D is simply stupid. A and B plus light rail 

are ok but not visionary.  

A few participants suggested Scenario C is the best option in terms of how far it goes to solve transport 

issues. Participants largely favoured this scenario over D, which they felt went further but added no extra 

benefit. 

A couple of participants stated not enough detail was given regarding this scenario. One participant 

expressed concern about port accessibility and freight issues.  

One participant argued a second Terrace Tunnel would be “immensely disruptive”. 

A moderate number of respondents discussed the ways in which Scenario C connects Wellington to 

outer areas generally. These are, in order of the most frequently mentioned: the southern suburbs, east 

and north. Additionally, a few respondents noted other places they wanted to be better connected 

(“across town”, and “east-west vs north-south” travel). 

The airport was a place of importance for several respondents, all of whom expressed that the airport 

needed to be better connected. Many of these suggested mass transit as the solution.  

We need mass transit from rail station to airport via lambton, cambridge tce, newtown 
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The hospital was identified by a small number of respondents as an area of significance that requires 

attention. The Capital and Coast District Health Board Sustainability Steering Committee noted reliable 

travel times and good connections are needed for staff (as well as patients) to access the hospital.  

A moderate number of people cited aspects of urban amenity in their reasoning for going as far as 

Scenario C.  

Several commenters approved of the effects on the built environment. Most stated their case in general 

terms, for example: “a better environment” would be created by the changes in the scenario, or the 

“social value of public space” was improved by the scenario. A few perceived that heritage values would 

be preserved under this scenario, however the standard of “liveability” was a concern for some. 

Greenspace and general aesthetics were a concern for several others, whose comments conveyed the 

sentiment that places people move through and congregate, influence their experience of that place. 

These people agreed a pleasant environment involves less car-dominated spaces, and more greenery. 

One person pointed to the divisive effect of large roading infrastructure on communities.  

Several respondents highlighted the wellbeing aspects of Scenario C. Words and phrases such as: vibes, 

feels, improved atmosphere, healthy city and liveability were used when describing the outcomes from 

Scenario C.  

Making it safer and offering a higher quality of life in the inner-city. 

Several commenters were in favour of Scenario C as it would improve accessibility throughout the 

central city and outer areas of Wellington. A small number of respondents supported aspects of 

Scenario C that prioritised cyclists and pedestrians, stating this would enhance the accessibility of active 

transport to more areas in Wellington. Other commenters claimed improvements to public transport, 

proposed in Scenario C, would enhance accessibility throughout Wellington.  

A small number of respondents discussed travel times and the efficiency of the transport network. A 

few individual comments addressed travel to key locations such as the airport or hospital, in both cases 

noting the importance of reliable travel times for meeting appointments or flights. A couple of 

commenters raised the need to ensure transport networks are. 

One person suggested looking at Amsterdam’s policy on the reduction of traffic in the city centre. This 

suggestion was made in the context of re-prioritising key central city streets for walking and cycling. 

A small number of people noted safety as a concern. Most felt Scenario C improves safety for cycling 

and walking.  
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A small number of people referred to environmental concerns. sustainability, a greener city and more 

sustainable modes were all mentioned as outcomes of the scenario. One person felt issues of climate 

change ought to be prioritised more.  

A couple of respondents discussed vehicle emissions in their comments about why they would go as far 

as Scenario C. One stated this scenario appears to encourage car use, which will not reduce emissions. 

The other stated the reduction in idling vehicles (brought about by free-flowing traffic) would lessen 

emissions.  

A couple of participants discussed the economic benefits of Scenario C, including more work 

opportunities in Kilbirnie/Rongotai and the attraction and retention of people and business. 

A couple of comments stated accessibility must be better accounted for, for people with physical needs, 

or who require a wheelchair.  

One comment mentioned parents and those with heavy loads require cars in the CBD, so private 

vehicles should not be totally removed.  

One person stated interventions proposed in Scenario C would be effective in the event of a seismic 

event. Another mentioned earthquakes as an impediment to rolling out Scenario C, and made the 

suggestion of “upgrading to C later (pending earthquakes)”. 

One comment noted the weather conditions in Wellington discourage the use of cycles. 

One respondent did not support the suggested reduction in speed proposed by Scenario C. 
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Click to return to Scenario C discussion, page: 108 

A considerable number of participants who selected Scenario D as their preference, supported the 

proposed improvements to public transport, or suggested going further. The Road Transport Forum 

(RTF) specifically preferred Scenario D because of the improvements to the public transport system.  

A considerable number of commenters felt that it was important to prioritise public transport, with no 

specific mention of mode types or actions. The participants stated that providing public transport lanes 

or separate routes will help to make the services more appealing due to their increased efficiency. 

Respondents also emphasised public transport should be separated from private vehicles to prevent 

them being stuck in congestion.  

There was a similar number of respondents who thought improving reliability and frequency was 

important, and several commenters thought the public transport network should better cater to airport 

and hospital routes. Scenario D was preferred by The Johnsonville Community Association because of 

the dedicated public transport route from Island Bay through the Basin and CBD to the Hutt Road. They 

also supported improvements to the reliability of services. Respondents felt that reliability, and having 

faster connections for public transport, will align Wellington with international best practice and have a 

positive effect on the quality of lives of residents.  

There were several commenters who said that public transport was not always a suitable option for 

people. The main reasons provided were: trades people who require their vehicles; young families and 

mothers with babies, and; shopping in the central city is impractical on public transport. A small number 

of respondents discussed the need to make public transport cheaper and have integrated ticketing 

between buses and trains. There were a few other ideas raised, such as the need to prepare for electric 

or self-driving cars, and the need to invest in public transport now rather than in the future.  

A considerable number of participants stated the importance of considering mass transit for the future. 

Respondents felt that if mass transit became more of a focus, there would no longer be the same 

urgency to build further roading infrastructure. Participants discussed the high capacity of mass transit 

or rapid transit and its ability to move large volumes of patrons around the city. Having priority lanes 

and routes for mass transit was another suggestion to make the mode more successful. Comments 

were made about grade separation being a potential solution to prevent public transport from being 

stuck in congestion along with cars and other private vehicles. There were a moderate number of people 

who thought it would improve accessibility to suburbs further out of the central city. 
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…A long term transport plan for Wellington should be broad in scope, addressing not only one 

problem area, and include increased mass transport systems such as light rail and buses. Future 

proof the expanding city by creating a comprehensive development plan.  

Several commenters stated that any mass or rapid transit that was introduced to the city should be 

sustainable and not rely on fossil fuels. There was a lot of focus on preparing for the future by 

constructing routes now, a sentiment reinforced by the Road Transport Forum (RTF) who agreed that it 

is something that should be planned for even if it cannot be adopted immediately. There were a small 

number of people opposed to mass transit, thinking it is more important to improve roads and current 

public transport systems.  

A substantial number of comments expressed support for light rail. Respondents discussed the need 

to implement light rail now or allow for it in the future. Light rail received the most support in relation to 

future-proofing Wellington. People thought that light rail was a better alternative to building more roads 

and tunnels for private vehicles. A moderate number of participants stated that it would improve 

accessibility to a lot of areas, including the airport. Respondents also said that light rail facilities are 

suitable for most people’s needs and would accommodate young families, elderly and people with 

disabilities, who at times find it difficult to board other modes of transport.  

A moderate number of people also discussed that light rail is a sustainable, clean, green mode of 

transport that would help to shift away from diesel buses and other fossil fuel reliant vehicles. Comment 

was also made that light rail seems like a luxury option, which means that it would be more appealing 

to both residents and tourists. There were some people who said it is important to integrate light rail 

into the transport network, but it needs to be considered now.  

It would make Wellington a more pleasant place to live and commute. Let’s solve this now before we 

end up like Auckland, plus we’re the coolest little capital so let’s live up to it with some clean green 

light rail and easy access everywhere 

Several participants were opposed to light rail and felt it is not the solution needed to improve the city’s 

transport network. People thought light rail is not flexible enough for Wellington, particularly due to the 

hilly topography and the city being earthquake prone. Comment was also made that light rail is prone 

to power cuts, which can shut down systems. The participants thought that electric buses would be a 

better option, rather than light rail. There were a few commenters who were apprehensive about light 

rail but did not have a strong opinion.  

Several participants stated the current rail system needs updating. People said the current timetables 

and irregularities of trains made it a difficult mode to rely on and people that live out of the central city 

find it easier to travel by private vehicle. Participants also suggested there is a need to connect the trains 

to the airport, and to provide better access in general to the railway stations.  

A considerable number of participants discussed buses, over half of the comments were supportive of 

maintaining the existing buses. However, most of these comments contained suggestions for how to 
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improve the bus network and make it more appealing to patrons. A moderate number of people wanted 

to see the bus system become more successful by making them more reliable, efficient and easier to 

access for everyone, while having more extensive routes. Comment was made that there are some outer 

suburbs that do not have suitable bus stops and make it difficult for people who cannot walk far to use 

the system.  

A moderate number of people mentioned private vehicles are currently more practical, but would like 

to see a shift in people’s attitudes. To do this, buses need greater priority and separation from general 

traffic. There was also mention that bringing in the new diesel buses was a step backward and they 

create an unpleasant environment for other modes such as cyclists and pedestrians. People were 

supportive of buses due to their flexibility and ability to change routes easily in an emergency. The 

argument was made that we need to prepare for further population increase and developing an efficient 

bus system will do this.  

Several commenters discussed the potential for an inner-city ferry service. Participants thought that the 

harbour was a vital aspect of Wellington that should be harnessed to improve congestion issues and 

create a unique transport mode, not just for tourists, but for daily commuters. It was clear people felt it 

was a possible solution for travelling to the eastern suburbs and the airport, which is currently 

problematic to access.  

A substantial number of commenters stated they preferred Scenario D because of cycling 

improvements.  Over half of these comments simply stated they liked better access, improved, better, 

easier or more cycle friendly aspects of Scenario D. A moderate number of participants supported 

Scenario D because it is the best overall solution for a mix of transport modes. Comments typically 

stated this scenario proposed improvements for public transport, cycling, walking, and motorists and 

other vehicles. Participants recognised that multimodal transport is important, but some people need 

to use cars and congestion also needs to be solved. A small number of comments suggested cycling 

should be favoured, and a similar number approved of Scenario D giving more space to cyclists in the 

CBD through roading projects such as tunnels and key route changes.  

broadest and most comprehensive; deals with all the tricky questions such as tunnel under the 

Basin Reserve, a second terrace Tunnel. even with the advent of more people using public transport, 

cycling etc, we have to allow for growth and this is the option that does everything 

Cycleways were favoured by a moderate number of participants who typically requested cycle lanes 

along key routes and improved cycle connections. Some also stated cycleways stimulated increased use 

through making cycling safer. Several participants generally supported improvements to cycle safety, 

with some stating more could be done.  

Prioritisation of cycling in Scenario D was liked by several participants. Comments generally showed a 

preference for cycling priority, often alongside walking and public transport.  
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Wellington is ideal for prioritising  walking & cycling became of its compact nature, let’s encourage 

all those people currently not in active transport by removing the perceived and sometimes real 

danger of having to mingle with traffic. 

There were a moderate number of comments which opposed cycling provisions in Scenario D. Most of 

these comments stated it was one aspect of the scenario they would prefer not to be included. 

Arguments included; “Scenario D, but without cycling”, people won’t or do not want to cycle in Wellington, 

and cycling should be a secondary or complementary investment, after roading for private vehicles.  

A considerable number of respondents supported Scenario D as they felt it would be the most beneficial 

option for private vehicle users. These respondents expressed that only option D would improve 

congestion and flow on Wellington’s roads for people who needed or wanted to use their private vehicle. 

A couple of respondents went even further, stating that although they supported Scenario D, even more 

needed to be done to prioritise private vehicles in future infrastructure plans. A small number of 

commenters who favoured Scenario D did so because it would improve accessibility to central 

Wellington, the airport, and the hospital for families, disabled people, and workers who required a 

private vehicle. 

On the other hand, a substantial number of respondents supported Scenario D as it aims to reduce 

private vehicles in central Wellington and change the transport mode of many commuters. They viewed 

this as a physically, mentally, and socially healthy alternative to private vehicles.  

Several commenters specifically mentioned they favoured Scenario D as it would reduce private vehicles 

along the waterfront. Several respondents stated they supported Scenario D but felt it was too “car-

centric”. 

A considerable number of commenters stated the improvements to walking made Scenario D their 

favoured scenario. Participants typically referred to walking as being easier, better, more accessible, 

connected, enabling, more space allocated, and encouraging more people out of cars.  

A moderate number of respondents supported Scenario D specifically because it prioritised walking. 

Comments typically argued for a general emphasis on walking within the future transport scenario, or 

the prioritisation of CBD streets for walking.  

A moderate number of commenters stated that Scenario D is more comprehensive, and considers the 

benefits to all modes of transport, including walking. Participants typically stated Scenario D is good for 

everyone, naming private vehicle users, public transport, cyclists and pedestrians.  

Safety was a concern for a moderate number of participants. Comments were in favour of walking 

improvements that would subsequently make walking a safe mode of transport.  

My key concerns are improving things for pedestrians, cycles and public transport. We need things 

to be much safer and easier for walkers and cycles, and good reliable public transport so people get 

out of cars. Yes, a fear that building roads will bring more cars. But we need safer city with better 

amenity, we need to think big and long term now 
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A small number of comments specifically showed support for Scenario D because it would improve 

walkability in the city. Typical comments used the terms pedestrian friendly, people friendly, and 

walkable city.  

A moderate number of commenters suggested Scenario D would help encourage a mode shift in 

Wellington. Most were regarding a shift from private vehicle use to active or public transport. A smaller 

proportion of respondents simply stated changing general transport choice and behaviour was 

favoured. Participants commonly argued that investing in infrastructure and improving active and public 

modes of transportation would encourage more people to change their transport behaviour. 

Participants liked that Scenario D would help Wellington move away from being too “car-centric”. 

It also goes the furtherest to improve the efficiency of our public transport and to prioritise more of 

our city spaces, including the waterfront, for cyclists and pedestrians. Option D will do the most to 

encourage more people to travel by active or public transport modes. 

A few discussed conflict with buses. One suggested separating public transport corridors from human 

traffic. Another simply stated people and buses do not mix. One claimed there is not enough room in 

inner city streets for buses and cyclists to share. 

A few discussed conflict with active transport. One respondent wanted physical separation between 

walkers, cyclists and motor vehicles, not just painted lines. Another wanted better facilities for walkers 

and bikers as this would solve many traffic problems. The remaining respondent was concerned with 

recent proposals to establish parallel car parks along Oriental Parade, as opposed to angled parks, as 

these pose greater risks to cyclists who must swerve to avoid opening doors. 

A couple favoured the reduction in vehicle use in Scenario D. One supported less vehicles on the quays 

to free up movement for pedestrians and cyclists. The other favoured a tunnel under Te Aro to reduce 

conflict above. 

A few discussed light rail. A couple favoured it as it reduced conflict by taking vehicles off the road. One 

did not support it and claimed it was hazardous for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Several respondents supported Scenario D as it would improve efficiency and accessibility of service 

vehicles around Wellington. A small number of these comments noted improvements to the road 

infrastructure would increase productivity and connectivity of freight and goods and services vehicles 

regionally, nationally and globally, therefore encouraging economic growth. A couple of people, however, 

noted that removing general traffic routes in Wellington may impede access for service vehicles into the 

central city. 

Heavy vehicles must retain access to the central city to service retailers and businesses 
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A large number of participants were in favour of tunnels as a solution to congestion and other transport 

issues.  

A considerable number of comments suggested tunnels as a general solution was beneficial. Those who 

preferred tunnels perceived them as a good way to increase traffic capacity and ease congestion and a 

way to free up land above for public spaces, walking, cycling and public transport. Some participants 

simply showed general support for the “two tunnels”. It can be assumed comments were referring to 

the Mt Vic Tunnel and Terrace Tunnel, however participants did not explicitly state which.  

A substantial number of commenters mentioned specific tunnelling projects from Scenario D that they 

were in favour of. The most popular tunnel, with around 50 comments was the Terrace Tunnel. 

Participants liked this aspect of Scenario D because it would: ease congestion, generally as well as in the 

central city and waterfront quays; improve access to and from the north; create positive spaces above 

the tunnel for alternative transport modes and public space; it considers and provides for future growth; 

and the current Terrace Tunnel has limited capacity. Around 30 comments mentioned the Mt Vic Tunnel, 

which was favoured for similar reasons to the Terrace tunnel, especially easing congestion. It was also 

noted that increased capacity of the Mt Vic Tunnel would assist in easing Basin Reserve congestion and 

traffic issues.  

The extra Mt Vic and Terrace Tunnels are a no-brainer given that they both currently have only one 

lane at least in one direction. 

A small number of participants mentioned the city tunnel and a Basin Reserve tunnel. Preference for 

tunnels was expressed and comments suggested tunnelling under Basin Reserve as a favoured 

response to congestion issues there. Participants liked the city tunnel because it would ease congestion 

and reduce central city conflicts between modes.  

A small number of participants who supported Scenario D stated they do not approve of the proposed 

tunnels. A couple of these were due to concerns about earthquakes and seismic stability.  

A large number of respondents noted congestion in their response to why they would go as far as 

Scenario D. People felt Scenario D would alleviate current congestion issues, either completely for its 

increased capacity for private vehicles, or in part as an interim measure while people transitioned to 

shared modes. 

this option also provides best future solutions for public transport, cycling and walking because it 

minimises traffic congestion. 

In addition, a moderate number of respondents simply stated that current congestion issues are bad, 

or getting worse. The sentiment was a solution is urgently needed. What that solution is however, is 

unclear for respondents, many of whom have differing opinions.   



 

297   | Page               Let’s Get Wellington Moving – Public comment analysis 

 

A sizeable number of respondents framed their support for Scenario D in terms of the infrastructure 

and layout changes Scenario D proposes. They expressed general support for the level of infrastructure 

and its layout, with statements to the effect that substantial infrastructure interventions are needed, are 

needed now, and are needed to set Wellington up for future demand.  

We have to get the core infrastructure done and done properly or else we'll still be talking about this 

in five years time 

This is a chance to rectify some of the serious shortcomings in the transport network and allow 

better connections across the whole region. 

For a small number of respondents, four lanes to the planes was viewed as imperative. A similar number 

of respondents had suggestions for specific route changes they thought would alleviate traffic problems, 

and again, a small number felt that Scenario D was good, but further infrastructure was needed (tunnels 

the full length of SH1 or more infrastructure for cars). A few respondents selected Scenario D, yet in 

their explanation of why, stated they felt the scenario too infrastructure-heavy.  

A moderate number of participants mentioned flyovers or bridges. Several comments supported either 

flyovers and bridges in Scenario D. Some generally stated support for either concept, including those 

who supported a Basin Reserve flyover, while some suggested alternative ideas such as a harbour bridge 

and Mt Vic flyover.  

Because it is a City with geographical and topographical restraints. It needs more tunnels and 

bridges it needs to think and act boldly to mitigate those disadvantages. Do it once comprehensively 

and it won't be an ongoing issue. Cheap half fixes fix nothing long term 

Several participants expressed disapproval of a flyover or bridge. Most of these referred to the Basin 

Reserve flyover concept.  

Several commenters expressed general support for grade separation, or specifically favoured the inner-

city bypass. Respondents argued grade separation is needed to solve congestion issues, or putting 

roads underground generally makes for a more pleasant urban environment. Those who specifically 

favoured the inner-city bypass discussed the severance made by SH1 in the city. Removing this would 

create a more pleasant and safe pedestrian experience and make all forms of transport more efficient. 

A small number of comments discussed separating transport modes. Reasons were mainly related to 

efficiency. One believed separating modes would help define which are most important. Another 

suggested separation will make the transition to driverless public transport more viable. One argued 

separation of cars and buses on Lambton Quay is urgently needed as this is a major block for public 

transport. 

A small number of respondents who supported Scenario D did so because they liked the removal of on-

street parking in central Wellington. A couple of these respondents stated this would change public 
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behaviour and desire for parking close to their destinations, while also improving the feel of central 

Wellington. Conversely, a couple of respondents that supported Scenario D expressed their concern 

that deprioritising parking in central Wellington would push private vehicle parking into the suburbs.  

Of those who supported Scenario D, a small number of respondents expressed the need for improved 

park and ride facilities from the suburbs into central Wellington. A couple of respondents suggested 

increasing free parking facilities near suburban railway stations. This might accommodate the removal 

of on-street private vehicle parking proposed in Scenario D, as well as reducing parking congestion on 

the city fringes.  

A small number of participants discussed the need for cheaper or subsidised public transport. 

Contributors thought lowering the price would make public transport more affordable and more 

appealing. A few people said the current transport system is too expensive. There were also a couple of 

commenters who mentioned there needs to be integrated ticketing between buses and trains.  

A small number of participants were supportive of introducing a form of road pricing or congestion 

charging. People thought it would improve the city for other modes of transport and reduce the use of 

private vehicles in the CBD. The Road Transport Forum said they were open-minded to the introduction 

of road pricing.  

A small number of commenters said road tolls need to be developed in Wellington. The main reason for 

supporting road tolls was to reduce the number of private vehicles in the CBD. People also thought 

revenue from road tolls and petrol taxes could be used to fund other projects in the city and improve 

public transport and facilities for pedestrians and cyclists.  

One person said they would like to have a cap placed on private parking companies so daily parking is 

not over $10 a day and to have parking outside of buildings.  

A very large number of people felt Scenario D was the most suitable for preparing for the future of 

Wellington. Upper Hutt City Council (UHCC) stated the scenario will help provide people with transport 

choices and enable successful growth of the region. Over half of the comments argued Scenario D 

should be done at the bare minimum as we need to prepare for further population growth and have 

the suitable transport options. Comment was made that Wellington is definitely going to grow and it is 
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necessary to prepare now. Participants also wanted people to have sustainable transport options that 

will help reduce emissions.  

Scenario D is the minimum that is required to futureproof Wellington’s transport network, to cope 

with further population growth and associated services which will be required. Ad hoc and 

minimalist approaches are unlikely to meet true requirements which suggests a bold approach is 

required, despite the higher price tag associated with scenario D 

A moderate number of respondents noted the high cost and investment now will result in an advanced 

city with innovate transport systems. It was evident people who supported Scenario D supported it 

because it improves the roading conditions for all modes of transport, although several thought there 

is still too much focus on cars. Some comments discussed the need to introduce light rail or mass transit 

to have a more cohesive system.  

A moderate number of people stated the need to prepare for potential technological innovations that 

will help improve the congestion and traffic issues in the city. Several commenters said light rail should 

be planned for and will be a more sustainable mode of public transport. Several respondents discussed 

the potential for driverless, autonomous or electric cars that will most likely require changes to the 

roading system. One person however made the point electric cars will not reduce congestion problems 

because they still require a similar amount of road space to motor vehicles. A few comments discussed 

the potential for car share fleets (of electric vehicles). Other modes suggested included: ebikes; 

driverless mass transit, and; a couple of participants thought there was more to come that would truly 

provide suitable solutions.  

A large number of respondents supported Scenario D as they felt it was the most “future-proofing” and 

“long-term” option. These respondents often expressed the need to be future-minded when planning 

Wellington’s transport infrastructure, with some of these people noting electric vehicles will soon be 

common-place, or future requirements for mass transit options, such as light rail, need to be 

considered.  

There is a need to look forward WAY past the needs of the present and anticipate the needs of the 

future so that the decisions of today are not made almost immediately irrelevant 

A moderate number of respondents expressed their frustration that at least some of the aspects of 

Scenario D had not be implemented yet, and emphasised the need to begin work immediately. However, 

several commenters thought that Scenario D was a good start yet needed even further future foresight.  

A moderate number of commenters supported Scenario D as it could be completed in stages. Some of 

these people claimed this would allow the residents of Wellington to see transport improvements early 

in the proposed construction timeframe. A few respondents suggested different aspects of Scenario D 

that should be constructed before other parts; for example, prioritising public transport before 
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beginning construction on roading infrastructure. Several commenters did not support staging the 

construction of Scenario D.  

A substantial number of respondents would go as far as Scenario D and believed that, despite the cost, 

it would provide the best outcomes for Wellington. Many of these respondents wanted to do it once 

and do it well, and believed Scenario D was the only scenario that would meet the needs of all modes 

of transport.  

It's is the only fully integrated solution that benefits all road users and gets private traffic away from 

the CBD. $2 billion seems a lot, but when you consider that there is about $100 million in lost 

productivity a year due to traffic holdups it would 'pay' for itself in 20 years. 

Several respondents made the point that other scenarios only provide short-term fixes that would 

eventually cost more. 

The issue of funding was raised by a small number of respondents. A few were concerned about where 

the funding would come from, while others would support road user taxes, tolling and private-public 

partnerships to help gather funds. 

Several other comments were made. A couple would go as far as Scenario D, but noted the high expense 

and priority to cars. A couple wanted to see a more robust cost/benefit analysis for each scenario. A few 

respondents would like to see Scenario D with less provision for public transport and cyclists, believing 

these were either unaffordable or a waste of money. One suggested removing the Basin Reserve as it is 

bringing the city to a halt at huge economic cost. 

A substantial number of people discussed the importance of having a visionary and bold plan for 

Wellington. A considerable number of comments specifically said Scenario D was visionary and 

ambitious. Most comments in this section stated the scenario adequately planned for future needs of 

the transport system and was a suitable investment to enable the progress of the city. There was a lot 

of support regarding D having the most aspects, which help cater for all modes.  

A smaller, yet still considerable number of respondents said the Scenario D was not visionary enough 

and more still needed to be done. People felt there was a need to be more visionary for sustainable 

means of transport, particularly walking and cycling with some consideration of cleaner public transport 

networks. Many were concerned Scenario D still did not suitably plan for the future of the city and would 

place a burden on future generations. A few comments made the point that in the future there may be 

more innovative solutions, and to try and have some preparation for these.  

Let’s sort the issue for a generation. .. and give people a genuine choice.  

Overall, it was clear that respondents supported Scenario D because they felt it would do the most to 

ease current traffic issues and would also future-proof the city.  

A considerable number of respondents favoured the completeness of Scenario D, with many expressing 

the need to do it once and do it right. The point was made that approaching the problem in a piecemeal 
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fashion would likely delay future problems and Scenario D appeared to address all problems at once. A 

moderate number wanted action now, suggesting these solutions could have been achieved long ago 

and Wellington cannot afford to wait any longer. 

A moderate number favoured Scenario D as it looks to the future and creates solutions that will last for 

generations. Some argued decisions are often made based on present problems and often do not 

address the future. A few favoured Scenario D as it aims high and is a bold approach. 

Other respondents would like to see transparency, effective consultation, stability in a plan and all 

options considered before the project progresses. 

A moderate number of participants supported Scenario D because it provides a balanced holistic 

approach and would have overall greatest benefit for those who use the city. Respondents claimed 

introducing all the components of D would ensure the transport system was resilient and would future-

proof the city. Several commenters noted the radical changes should all occur at once to prevent a 

‘piecemeal’ development that constantly disrupts the roading network.  

A moderate number of commenters chose Scenario D because it would accommodate all the different 

modes of transport. These participants thought it was important to cater for pedestrians, public 

transport, cyclists and cars (usually in that order) and create a cohesive network that enables them to 

move around each other.  

Maximises the improvement, caters for future demand, benefits all modes of transport and areas. 

Long overdue! 

It was clear people thought Scenario D should start immediately to be prepared for growth, and to 

enable all modes of transport to move more efficiently through Wellington.  

A substantial number of respondents referred to the other scenarios when justifying the preference for 

Scenario D. A moderate group of commenters said D was superior to Scenarios A, B and C because they 

are not ambitious enough, and would not solve the wider issues within the network. People felt quite 

passionately that settling for anything less than Scenario D would ultimately fail.  

…Anything less would be a band ait at best and likely not improve anything.   

Several participants noted Scenario A would become outdated and ineffective almost immediately after 

it was implemented. However, half the comments supported the pedestrian and cycle focus of Scenario 

A and wanted it to be incorporated into Scenario D. Several commenters also referred to Scenario B as 

either outdated, or a part of a solution that would require the improvements of D eventually. The small 

number of commenters who discussed Scenario C suggested it would be more beneficial to go with 

Scenario D. Overall, Scenario D was preferred because it was future-thinking and had a wider goal. 

A moderate number of people thought Scenario D does not go far enough to solve the current roading 

problems. Most of these comments said they selected Scenario D because it was the most progressive, 

but felt it still did not do enough and was not particularly innovative.  
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Forward planning is needed. Short sighted short term thinking has got us where we are. We need 

better for our capital city 

Respondents thought more sustainable and technologically innovative suggestions could have been put 

forward. A few people said there is a need to heavily invest to prevent an even higher expense in the 

future for similar solutions.  

A small number of commenters stated more detail was required for the scenarios. A few specifically 

made the point that answering the question, “How far would you go?” was difficult because they wanted 

to go for a mixture of improvements from various scenarios.  

A small number of people were concerned about the disruption during the construction process for 

Scenario D. However, most understood it is necessary to improve the condition of the transport network 

and would result in a future-proofed city in ten years’ time. There were also a couple of commenters 

who said if any disruption must occur, it would be better to do it all at once, rather than in stages over 

an extended period of time. One comment noted it may be necessary to change the current form of the 

Basin.  

A few participants discussed the need to implement rules to help with the traffic issues in Wellington. 

Suggestions included placing a cap on the price of parking, remove the helmet law to make cycling more 

attractive like in European cities and to increase the price of parking.  

A substantial number of respondents who supported Scenario D did so because it improved 

connectivity to outer areas. In particular, a moderate number of commenters stated they thought the 

improvements made in Scenario D would provide better connections from northern areas, such as 

Upper and Lower Hutt, the Kapiti Coast, and Porirua. Several commenters supported Scenario D as it 

improved connectivity to eastern suburbs. 

A large number of commenters expressed their support for Scenario D as it would improve connectivity 

from the central city and other suburbs to the airport and hospital. Several of these comments noted 

the proposed adjustments to the Basin reserve would be vital for these connections. A moderate 

number of respondents who supported Scenario D did so as it could provide a reliable form of mass 

transit to connect the outer areas and central city to the airport and hospital. 

A substantial number of commenters discussed the need to improve accessibility to some areas. A 

considerable number of people said reducing private vehicles will help improve access and mobility for 

pedestrians and cyclists and make more pleasant public spaces. Many referenced the waterfront and 
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the quays. Respondents thought Scenario D would improve the liveability of Wellington by providing 

better opportunities for people to enter the city. Several said it is important to have extensive cycleways 

and walkways to enable people to travel by those modes from further out of the centre city.  

The whole hog. This is what the city will need to improve mobility and liveability.  

Several comments discussed the need to improve access to certain areas of the city. The key places 

suggested were the airport, Upper and Lower Hutt, Ngauranga Gorge and around the Basin Reserve. 

Comment was also made that the tunnels would improve access around the city.  

A substantial number of participants discussed the urban amenity aspects of Scenario D. 

The aesthetics of Scenario D was commented on by a moderate amount of people. Key arguments 

included: it would create a more attractive environment for people; it would enhance areas of the CBD, 

such as the waterfront, by reducing traffic; building tunnels is a more attractive and less intrusive roading 

solution, particularly compared to flyovers; maintaining the character of Wellington; and generally better 

visual amenity.  

A moderate number of commenters mentioned the built environment. Common arguments were an 

improved transport system would provide urban development and regeneration opportunities, 

improved city spaces, changes to the built environment and reduced inner city housing and 

infrastructure pressures due to better outer connections.  

Scenario D delivers the most benefits, including travel time savings and opportunities to regenerate 

and develop the city, and builds the infrastructure that Wellington needs to make our transport 

network work. 

Several comments discussed either the connectivity or separation caused by transport systems. Usually, 

commenters referring to connectivity discussed regional and outer suburb connections to the CBD. Te 

Aro and the waterfront were mentioned as areas divided by roading and intrusive infrastructure.  

Green space was mentioned by a few participants who all suggested one benefit of tunnels would be 

the opportunity to create green spaces above them. 

These respondents favoured Scenario D for the improvements in efficiency and travel times. Many 

commented on the gridlock seen daily in the city and suggested Scenario D was the only way to alleviate 

the congestion. It was also noted that this scenario does the best in improving commute times from 

outer suburbs such as Hutt and the Wairarapa. A moderate number of respondents supported 

improvements for general travel. Several specifically stated they favoured the enhanced travel times by 

private vehicles. A small number liked the improvements in public transport efficiency, while a couple 

suggested active transport would be faster. One person wanted to see more emphasis on Snapper 

Cards to reduce slow boarding on buses. 

A considerable number of participants emphasised the need to consider how people’s wellbeing will be 

affected by any of the proposals. Most of the commenters discussed the need to improve the liveability 
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of Wellington. People thought Scenario D had the most potential to improve how people enter the city, 

and therefore create ‘lived’ spaces that encourage social interaction and mobility. Comment was made 

that it is important to consider the urban environment as Wellington progresses and this will require 

some future thinking. Respondents thought reducing cars and increasing accessways for pedestrians 

and cyclists was the key to opening spaces in the city.  

Better traffic management will make the city more liveable. We need to move away from a car 

centric city. The days of commuting in single occupant cars are numbered.  

Several commenters also discussed the physical and social health of residents and visitors to the city. 

Not only did participants want safer roads, they wanted safer, vibrant and pleasant public spaces. 

Respondents reported that encouraging walking and cycling would reduce heart disease and other 

illnesses associated with obesity. Comments also mentioned separating these modes of transport would 

improve the safety of the roads, and therefore reduce the risk of fatalities. A couple of commenters 

noted that increasing use of sustainable modes of traffic would reduce greenhouse gases and 

emissions, which in turn will create a much healthier environment. There was mention that the public 

transport system needs to be improved and cleaner practices must be adopted.  

I’ve lived in and visited many cities. The best ones to line in and visit are those with fewer private cars 

and which prioritise pedestrians. Prioritising pedestrians is better for our health and our 

communities.  

A moderate number of respondents favoured Scenario D as it improves the safety of those using active 

transport modes, either by separating different transport modes or reducing traffic speeds. Several 

commenters, however, thought more could be done to make pedestrians and cyclists safer. Several 

respondents made the point that separation of transport modes along the waterfront in Scenario D 

would improve safety for those using active modes of transport. A few respondents expressed their 

concern surrounding aspects of Scenario D that prioritise cycling, as they considered this an unsafe 

transport mode, especially in Wellington. One respondent was concerned the addition of a light rail 

system in Wellington could jeopardise the safety of pedestrians and cyclists, whereas a couple of other 

respondents viewed the light rail system as a safe transport mode.  

The Road Transport Forum noted that parallel parking increases the risk of cyclists colliding with opening 

car doors, encouraging them to cycle further into the road and possibly closer to large vehicles. Their 

solution was to alter all parallel parking to angled parking. The Road Transport Forum also made the 

point that dangerous goods cannot be transported through a tunnel due to safety reasons and this 

should be considered when implementing the tunnels in Scenario D.  

A moderate number of people discussed the economic impacts of this scenario. Several commenters 

said it will improve the economy and help people access the retail and business districts. The UHCC 

stated that improving the public transport system and developing park and rides will encourage people 

to travel to commercial areas. A small number of commenters agreed with this, saying pedestrians and 

public transport need to be prioritised in the inner city, reducing private vehicle access, and pedestrians 
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are the people who spend. People also thought Scenario D would create better employment 

opportunities.  

Several respondents made the point that investment in infrastructure was crucial because it will have 

long-term economic benefits. Participants stated improving access to the CBD and airport for outer 

areas within the region would also have a positive impact on the economy. 

Most comprehensive solution and keeps the wellington centre as the viable regional centre. Keeps 

Wellington a good place to live and work.  

A small number of commenters mentioned the need to consider tourism more in the way the roading 

network is developed. Most of these comments said the city needs to be future-proofed and make it 

possible for visitors to move around the city. People wanted to see the character of Wellington 

celebrated through any further development. A few commenters were concerned about negative 

impacts. One person stated the Basin Reserve is causing the city to come to a “halt at huge economic 

cost”. 

A moderate number of participants discussed places in different parts of New Zealand and the world, 

comparing their transport systems to Wellington. Participants referred to: Singapore, Europe, London, 

Mumbai, New York, Tokyo, Sydney, Melbourne, Auckland, Hamilton and Christchurch. Comments 

typically referred to other cities’ public transport systems, cycling infrastructure, roading infrastructure 

or congestion solutions.  

The pressure is only going to increase for mass transport, more people are coming into our city and 

the amount of cars is already choking our capital. Please plan with a mass public transport  long-

term solution in mind. Frequent, reliable public transport please. Can you imagine: London, New 

York and Tokyo with a slow fleet of old, polluting buses, with expensive fares and always running 

late? 

Several commenters referred to Auckland, and stated they do not want transport issues, particularly 

congestion, as bad as Auckland. Some also stated Auckland was too slow to implement transport 

provisions, therefore Wellington needs to take action as soon as possible.  

We need to be bold, we need to aim high, we need to absolutely make it a mission to not repeat 

Aucklands mistakes... 

Several commenters recognised Scenario D would not help reduce carbon emissions or greenhouse 

gases. Respondents stated this needs to be addressed as it will make a more pleasant environment for 

all modes, particularly pedestrians and cyclists. There was concern Scenario D further encourages the 

use of private vehicles. There were a small number of commenters who argued reducing congestion will 

help to reduce emissions in the long-term.  

Several participants mentioned environmental aspects of Scenario D that made it preferable. Most 

commenters recognised the need to acknowledge and focus on environmentally friendly transport 
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options. A couple stated Scenario D had the best benefits for the environment. A few other comments 

mentioned better sustainability of the transport system.  

we need to be focusing on sustainable transport options that service the widest percentage of our 

population - walking & public transport MUST take priority above ALL other modes. We need this to 

be a highly walkable city with public transport options that are fast, reliable, environmentally 

focused & affordable & get people out of cars - in order to do this we have to have real & attractive 

alternatives. 

Several commenters stated resilience as a significant factor to consider for Wellington’s future transport 

plan. Typical arguments were: Scenario D provides the most resilient network and best routes for 

emergency events; tunnels or light rail should be reconsidered given the threat of earthquakes; and 

resilience and threat of natural disasters needs to be considered in all decisions. 

This option has the potential to reclaim parts of the city, making them more people-friendly and 

attractive, while also increasing resilience. There is also some degree of future proofing for growth, 

and increasing density in the city centre. 

A small number of people favoured the reduction of speed in the central city. 

A small number of people said it is important to address the needs of everyone in the city. A few 

comments were supportive of light rail, arguing it would suit the elderly and those with disabilities. One, 

however, thought it would be more challenging for them to access. The remaining comments were about 

generally improving the network so it is more accessible for children, elderly and anyone else that may 

face challenges in the city.  

A couple of commenters discussed the geography of Wellington. One participant said Scenario D was 

the most suitable because the topography means the city needs tunnels and bridges. 
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Click to return to those who were ‘Unsure’ of Scenario preference discussion, page: 110 

A considerable number of respondents made general comments about public transport. Many stated 

they did not select any scenario as public transport is not prioritised enough. They noted each scenario 

puts a lot of emphasis on the private vehicles and could go a lot further in providing public transport 

improvements. It was argued public transport is currently infrequent, expensive and poor quality. There 

is a lot of room for improvement and doing so would encourage more out of their private vehicles and 

into public transport. One respondent indicated they had no preference and would just like to see a 

reduction in emissions. Improving public transport would be a way of achieving this. 

All comments wanted to see mass transit implemented as part of the scenarios. They made the point 

that the scenarios do not provide incentives to get people out of private vehicles. Mass transit would be 

a major incentive. About half of the comments supported Scenario A+. 

Several comments wanted to see light rail added to the scenarios. Respondents would like new routes 

and tunnels planned for light rail. They believed light rail is sensible, sustainable and cost effective and 

follows in the footsteps of progressive international cities. Many made the point light rail would provide 

an efficient alternative to private vehicles and improve connections from the train station to the airport 

and outer suburbs. A small number wanted to see light rail implemented as a variation of Scenario A, or 

Scenario A+. A few would like to see planning for light rail now to be ready to meet future demand. 

A few respondents believed the scenarios are not necessary and a more extensive, improved and 

connected rail network is needed. One wanted more frequent trains. Another thought more creative 

solutions are needed such as rail over water. 

All respondents provided suggestions to improve the bus service and suggested improvements should 

be made prior to building infrastructure for cars. A small number wanted to see extensive priority given 

to buses to allow them to skip the bottlenecks. A couple wanted to see more extensive coverage of the 

bus network in the suburbs, not just the main roads, and better connections. One respondent called for 
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more frequent buses to reduce long wait times. One argued the bus service is too expensive and needs 

to be cheaper. One supported upgrades from diesel as the current buses are noisy and dirty. 

The respondent wanted to see more creative public transport solutions, including ferries. 

A moderate amount of comments discussed improvements to cycling. General improvements included 

provision for cycling; safer cycling; protected and dedicated cycleways that connect key locations; active 

encouragement of cycling; and making it easier for people to cycle. 

Several participants were in favour of better prioritisation for cyclists. Some simply stated this, while 

other specifically said cycling priority needs to be higher than that of private vehicles.  

Dislike towards cycling and the provision of cycling infrastructure was expressed by several participants. 

Reasons that commenters did not support cycling were: cycle lanes add congestion; lack of faith in WCC 

due to Island Bay cycleway issues; cycling is not a viable option in Wellington; people do not want to 

cycle; and there is too much emphasis on cycling. 

Just under one quarter of all comments in this topic referred to FIT Wellington’s alternative scenario, 

Scenario A+.  

A considerable number of respondents who were unsure which Scenario to choose expressed the 

importance to move away from prioritising private vehicle usage. A moderate number of these 

respondents stated they felt the proposed scenarios were too ‘car-centric’ and had too much emphasis 

on roading infrastructure. A moderate number of commenters supported reducing private vehicles on 

Wellington roads, with several of these commenters stating they support Scenario A+. A small number 

of commenters were unsure which scenario they favoured but noted that some people require a private 

car and therefore these people’s needs should be prioritised.  

A moderate amount of comments discussed walking improvements they would prefer to see over the 

suggested four scenarios. Participants argued for: more pedestrian friendly streets; more and improved 

walking routes; increased encouragement of walking as a mode of transport; better pedestrian areas in 

the CBD; more walking opportunities; and better walking times.  

I do not like this question and the emphasis on roads. Citywide cycle and walkways please. Get rid 

of carparks, build light rail. Commit to public transport and do it properly. Buses drive past me full 

everyday. Let's be ambitious. Putting the flyover back on the table is astounding - are you listening? 

Several comments stated they would like to see walking more prioritised. Some stated all proposed 

scenarios put too much emphasis on private vehicles.  

None of them are my preferred scenario.  An 'A Plus' scenario with extra provision and priority for 

cycling,  walking and people would be a much better solution.  It is time to find some vision, put on 

the big person undies, and create the city people want to be in, not drive through. 
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Around half of the comments on this topic referred to FIT Wellington’s alternative Scenario, Scenario A+.  

Several comments discussed the need to change the travel behaviour of residents and visitors. Most 

commenters thought that it was vital to encourage people out of private vehicles and onto active or 

public transport modes. A couple of comments suggested the need for light rail.  

A small number of comments did not want to see a reduction in access for service vehicles, taxis or 

freight because they are vital to supporting the businesses in the central city. People thought reducing 

these will have a negative impact on the roading network.  

One comment stated bicycles and buses should not share priority lanes.  

A moderate number of respondents supported tunnels. It was clear, while they wanted additional 

tunnels, they did not want all the aspects of the scenarios. For this reason, they chose not to select any 

of the proposals. Several commenters thought it would be beneficial to have dual tunnels at Mt Vic, and 

a small number discussed the potential for an extra Terrace Tunnel. Support for tunnels was based on 

alleviating bottlenecks and having dedicated public transport tunnels. One comment suggested an 

“Undersea tunnel/bridge from Ngauranga to Kilbirne,” stating it is a good way to connect areas 

effectively. The following comment is reflective of the supportive comments.  

Trick question. There is no logical progression from A to D. Key elements are separation of local 

traffic from through traffic to airport and ferry terminals. Underpassing Karo Drive. Tunnel at Basin. 

Dual tunnelling at Mt Victoria. Dual roading to airport.  

Several respondents opposed tunnels and said they would not be a good investment in the long-term. 

Some thought light rail needed to be considered instead of tunnels. People noted tunnels were not a 

future proof solution and would further encourage the use of private vehicles. A few other comments 

discussed how the Terrace Tunnel being three lanes has led to congestion problems and should have 

always had four lanes or a moving barrier to help with peak hour traffic.  

Respondents who had no firm scenario preference had a variety of disparate comments regarding 

infrastructure layout. Several comments opposed the emphasis on new roading proposed in all 

scenarios. Comments ranged from “no options go far enough”, to one person who liked nothing “ecpt 

the tunnel”. 

A small number had specific layout suggestions, many stated with confidence that theirs was the solution 

to one or more aspects of Wellington’s traffic woes. See example below: 
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In my opinion, it is pretty obvious what the problem is and how to fix it. Whoever approved building 

the Terrace Tunnel with three lanes was an idiot, as it ought to have been fourlaned right from it's 

inception - this is obviious when you join the queue trying to get to The Airport 

A few respondents were in favour of including some aspects of layout from each of the scenarios. This 

was given as the reason they did not select one option over another. A couple of people stated they 

wanted Scenario A+. 

Congestion was discussed by a moderate number of people, in a variety of different contexts. Several 

felt congestion would not be improved by infrastructure changes proposed in any of the scenarios. For 

example: cycle lanes add congestion by narrowing the carriageway; improved roads will entice more 

cars into the city, resulting in more congestion; and public transport will not solve congestion.  

Get welly moving needs to focus on improving traffic flow to and through the CBD not on the 

implementation of excessive public transport. 

A few proposed various means of alleviating congestion, such as: “moving barriers” for motorways and 

similarly, tidal flow systems for tunnels; a harbour bridge; a 4 lane tunnel under the eastern end of Vivian 

Street under Pirie Street; and smart motorways. One person felt that increased congestion was a 

positive, as it would deter car-users from entering the city.  

A small number of comments opposed flyovers or bridges, most of the participants stated they were 

disappointed to see them continue to be suggested even after being rejected by the Board of Inquiry. It 

was evident the respondents rejected further infrastructure for cars. There was also concern about the 

amenity value of Wellington. A few comments expressed support for flyovers, mainly because it would 

help with improving traffic flow.  

Several respondents who did not select a preferred scenario noted parking in their explanation. Of 

these, most were about the removal of on-street parking to make the most of existing road space. Park 

and ride, was also mentioned.  

I would prefer forcing visitors to park at the stadium and take mass transit through Wellington - this 

is common overseas 

A small number of people showed support for mode separation, mostly to promote a better-utilised, 

and safer network.  

Priority should be given to bus connections and also finding ways of keeping cyclists apart from 

motorised road users during peak hours. 
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Several comments discussed the potential for congestion charging. Over half of the comments 

supported encouraging people out of private cars by introducing congestion charges. A small number 

of comments expressed support for Scenario A+, which includes travel demand management in the 

form of congestion charging and parking levies. One comment also said an additional tunnel should 

include a toll to help fund other projects.  

A small number of respondents suggested lowering the price of public transport to make it a more 

appealing option. Currently, they feel it is overpriced and therefore using cars is the cheaper alternative.  

A small number of comments stated parking prices should be used to control traffic activity. All of the 

comments were a formulated statement about Scenario A+ and supported the introduction of parking 

levies, “to discourage solo car trips and help fund sustainable transport options”.  

Several comments discussed the need to prepare for the future of Wellington. The argument was the 

proposed scenarios do not do enough to prepare for the future and there needs to be a more integrated 

approach. Respondents felt it is vital to deter private vehicles and therefore reduce emissions. A couple 

of comments suggested implementing light rail or general improvements to public transport. A couple 

of comments said we need to prepare for population growth.  

A few comments stated the scenarios do not adequately prepare for technological innovations. The 

potential changes were electric buses, light rail and generally adopting practices that include new 

technology.  

A sizeable number or respondents were unsure which scenario to choose as they did not feel there 

were any suitable scenarios. A considerable amount of these people stated they did not like any of the 

scenarios, with many people adding they did not like the cumulative nature of the proposed scenarios 

or felt the proposals were not complete and did not go far enough. A considerable number of 

commenters were unsure which scenario they favoured as they liked some aspects of all the scenarios. 

Over three quarters of these people supported improved public transport infrastructure, especially a 
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light rail system. Several commenters also stated that although they were unsure which scenario they 

favoured, they did support improvements to active transport infrastructure. A couple of commenters 

did not state a preference, nor did they express support for any aspect of any scenario.  

A considerable number of respondents stated a preference for FIT’s Scenario A+ rather than any of the 

prepared scenarios. A moderate amount of comments simply stated a preference with minimal or no 

justification. Some mentioned the need to improve conditions for walking, cycling and public transport. 

Several comments expressed support for light rail and/or congestion charging within Wellington to 

improve the roading network. 

Option A+ light rail is the most cost effective way to build an effective transport system more focused 

on people and urban liveability than cars. Many successful examples oversea London, Copenhagen, 

cities in Netherlands etc 

A few comments were preformulated about Scenario A+ and discussed: travel demand management 

(congestion charging and parking levies); light rail; improvements for active and public transport; the 

potential for a high-quality mass transit system; and an overall plan to reduce emissions and private 

vehicle use.  

Several participants made general comments about the process and felt there are not suitable decisions 

being made. Respondents wanted the WCC and NZTA to consider going back to the drawing board. 

Several people also felt the community engagement process was inadequate, people were calling for 

further consultation and the ability to provide individual ideas rather than responding to the prepared 

scenarios. A small number of comments also felt lobby groups’ voices were being considered too heavily.  

A small number of people said the engagement information was difficult to follow, hard to read and 

simply prepared in a way that limits the responses of contributors. Some suggested more visual aids 

were required (specifically to engage with people that learn visually).  

A small number of commenters who selected ‘unsure’ expressed their dislike of the cost of the proposed 

scenarios, with a couple of commenters stating there is a need for more cost-effective solutions. One 

respondent disapproved of spending money on roading infrastructure as this prioritises movement of 

motor vehicles. One respondent who approved of the light rail option thought this was cost effective. A 

small number of commenters explained their own suggestions to solve congestion in Wellington, 

claiming these were more cost-effective solutions compared to the proposed scenarios. 

Several comments made note of the timeframe of the scenarios. Most of the comments thought the 

timeframes were unreasonable and should be done sooner. A small number of respondents discussed 

staging, some said that eventually all the scenarios should occur and go even further. Some suggested 

developing a few aspects of different the scenarios. A couple said they did not like that the proposals 

consisted of different steps rather than four separate suggestions.  
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Several comments stated none of the scenarios are particularly visionary. Participants wanted greater 

ambition in solving the road issues. A few commenters wanted completely new solutions.  

Several comments stated the scenarios do not go far enough in achieving a suitable roading network. 

Respondents felt these scenarios would not create positive change in the long-term and better options 

could be developed. People wanted a more revolutionary option that addresses the key issues of the 

transport system. A few people mentioned Scenarios C and D as being good starting points, but felt they 

are too car focused.  

A small number of participants said they could not select a scenario preference because they did not 

feel they had adequate information. All the comments thought the scenarios were too vague and 

required more detail on the finer aspects of the proposal. A couple wanted more investigation regarding 

implementation of light rail.  

A couple of comments discussed how policy changes could help encourage a shift in travel behaviour. 

One suggestion said to remove the helmet law and the other supported road tolls.  

A considerable number of participants discussed the need to improve access to particular areas. Several 

comments wanted to see access to the airport improved, and most comments suggested having greater 

accessibility of public transport. A small number of people said introducing a tunnel at Mt Vic would help 

solve congestion issues and create a better route to the airport. A small number of people 

recommended implementing light rail.  

Plan for the Full Monty in progressive steps… leave the next generation with things to build on. Free 

movement on SH1 to airport is a must.  

Several comments stated the need to have greater access to areas out of the central city. A small 

number were supportive of a rail system or light rail to outer areas. Currently, the public transport 

system does not adequately cater for all areas, including: Kilbirnie, Miramar, Island Bay, Newtown Hutt 

Valley and the Kapiti Coast.   

A few comments discussed needing better access to the hospital. A couple of comments mentioned 

light rail, trams or mass transit as potential ways to do this.  

Several comments expressed that reducing emissions should be a priority with any future planning and 

proposals. A small number of comments supported Scenario A+ because it would be an attempt to 
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reduce emissions and shift to sustainable transport options by discouraging private vehicle use. A few 

comments said promoting active transport will help reduce the impact of greenhouse gases.  

Several comments made comparisons to other places, and features that could work well in Wellington. 

A small number of comments said that light rail works well “overseas”. A couple of comments said it is 

important to stop being so reliant on cars and listed cities where there is limited use of private vehicles, 

such as Central London, Copenhagen and cities in the Netherlands. A couple of participants were 

concerned Wellington would face the same issues as Auckland. One person said Victoria, Australia has 

implemented successful walkways and cycleways. One comment also wanted Wellington to investigate 

Sydney’s roading system.  

Several comments said wellbeing and liveability need to be considered further. Most of the comments 

said we need to encourage walking and cycling to create a healthier population and have particularly 

attractive pathways for these modes. A couple of people wanted more “beautiful urban environments,”.  

All comments wanted improvements in safety for pedestrians and cyclists. A few discussed cyclists and 

how they needed to be separated from other modes. One person specifically identified Newtown as a 

place that is currently unsafe for cyclists. 

A small number of comments discussed the need to protect the urban amenity of Wellington. A couple 

of comments discussed how the built environment should be considered and having pleasant public 

spaces with “open cars and bars” that can be accessed by pedestrians, cyclists and potentially light rail 

in the future. A couple of comments generally wanted the aesthetic of the city to be protected and have 

minimal roading infrastructure that would create unpleasant spaces. One person supported strong 

connectivity within the city. Another comment was concerned Scenario D will impact on the heritage at 

the Basin.  

A couple of respondents wanted a focus on dedicated public transport lanes to improve travel times. 

One argued Basin issues could be fixed by tweaking the lights so straight through traffic does not have 

to wait for turning traffic. One expressed a need for fast travel from Horowhenua to southern services 

like the hospital and airport. 

A small number of comments thought reducing cars would have a detrimental effect on the economy 

as it would make it hard for people to access business areas. A couple said moving cars out of the city 

would be good for the economy.  
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One respondent noted there was no emphasis on accessibility and transport provisions need to take 

into account children, elderly and disabled. 

Transport is only part of the journey, it’s also about getting to the stops, and then also being able to 

complete the journey once one gets off. 

One supported tunnels for the improved pedestrian access above. One stated better access was 

needed for services to the south such as the hospital and airport. 

One respondent noted traffic currently travels far too fast in the city, not helped by SH1. One wanted 

vehicles slowed in the city. The other respondent wanted more active speed cameras on the motorway. 

A few do not favour the scenarios due to the negative impacts on the environment.  

A few comments discussed the geography of Wellington. A couple of people said public transport needs 

to be improved and is currently weakened by the topography of the city. One comment stated that due 

to Wellington not being flat and having unpredictable weather it was not suitable for cycling.  

A couple of comments discussed the need to cater for people with disabilities and ensure they have 

suitable accessibility to all areas of the city. A comment particularly stressed the need to improve public 

transport for people with disabilities.  

One respondent noted that in the event of an earthquake, access to the north is crucial for infrastructure 

restoration. The other suggested straightening train tracks to Petone, enabling faster train travel and a 

more resilient network. 
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Click to return to the summary Basin Reserve discussion, page: 111 

A very large number of respondents supported making changes at the Basin with the proviso that there 

were no significant alterations made to the Basin’s current aesthetic (including heritage and amenity). 

Participants supported maintaining the Basin Reserve or enhancing the character of the area. There 

were a multitude of reasons provided and suggestions on how to improve the roading network around 

the Basin. 

The importance of the Basin for Wellington’s transport network was described by Wellington District 

Council of the New Zealand Automobile Association (AA):  

The key issue remains the Basin Reserve and requires an agreed consentable solution 

even though it may take a decade to implement. Once agreement is reached and design 

approved, improvements to the North/South route to the Airport and the East/West link 

to the Hospital will follow. 25,000 vehicles per day use Constable Street largely due to the 

lack of a second Mt Vic tunnel. To enable two lanes minimum in each direction priority 

would seem to be for a Karo Trench/Arras Tunnel and a second Mt Vic tunnel - an 

extremely expensive solution. It is essential that this issue is resolved so that the more 

minor works described in Scenario A can be undertaken in a way that links into the 

major infrastructure works. 

A very large number of participants expressed opposition to the installation of a flyover or bridge at the 

Basin Reserve. A sizeable number of respondents felt disappointed that it would still be suggested after 

being rejected previously, and a third of the respondents mentioned the Board of Inquiry regarding 

flyovers. A substantial number of respondents argued that a flyover or bridge would have a highly 

detrimental effect on the visual aesthetic of the Basin, and therefore it would ruin the character of the 

area.  

Reject a flyover or bridge at the Basin Reserve (Scenarios B-D) these perpetuate car 

dependence, with massive funding better spent building a vibrant, people-friendly city 
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Bridges around the Basin. I do not like the designs that have been put forward (previous 

plans) or the possible impacts to the cricket basin.  

There were a considerable number of people who felt that bridges would create unpleasant spaces 

below them and would render the Basin unusable by many people. Comment was also made that 

alternative modes to private vehicles need to be encouraged further so as to reduce the dependence 

on cars, and therefore result in reducing congestion at the Basin. It was evident that people thought a 

flyover would be an “eyesore”, and would really change the area “for the worse”.  

A very large number of participants were supportive of implementing a tunnel at the Basin. There were 

a few suggestions about where the tunnels should be: a new Mount Victoria Tunnel, a new Terrace 

Tunnel or a tunnel beneath the Basin. These people stated that although tunnels could be considered 

major roading infrastructure, a new tunnel would have reduced impact on the Basin itself. Respondents 

mostly supported tunnels because it would help ease the congestion around the Basin. There were a 

considerable number of people who stated preference for a tunnel rather than a flyover at the Basin, 

as it would have less of a visual impact and would lead cars underground. Participants thought that this 

would free up spaces and provide the potential for better public places at the Basin and nearby. A 

moderate number of participants discussed the Arras Tunnel, specifically the greenspace that has been 

placed above it.  

The Basin Reserve should also have a tunnel solution rather than a bridge solution. If 

Wellington is going to do this then do it properly – people and cars do not mix well and 

roading doesn’t make a pleasant urban environment. Put the roads underground.   

A moderate number of comments also stated that tunnels could be used to separate traffic heading to 

different areas, which would reduce conflict in the area. There was also support for a second Mt Vic or 

Terrace Tunnel because it would improve the traffic flow at the Basin. Overall, there was a lot of support 

for tunnels despite them being the more expensive alternative, mainly because it would provide an 

opportunity to keep the Basin and reduce the visual impact in the area.  

There were a moderate number of respondents who supported implementing cut and cover. Most of 

the suggestions thought that a cut and cover underpass would help ease traffic problems and separate 

traffic travelling east-west and north-south. There were a small number of comments that discussed the 

Arras Tunnel and its success with maintaining greenspace in the city.  

A sizeable number of participants expressed general support for maintaining the Basin and protecting 

the character and value of the reserve. There were a small number of stakeholders who discussed 

detailed reasons for preserving the Basin; these groups were: The Basin Reserve Trust, Save the Basin 

Campaign, Mt Vic Historical Society, and WREDA. The core idea of these groups was that the Basin has 

important heritage value in Wellington. The Basin Reserve Trust also discussed the Basin Reserve’s 

Reserves Act 1977 as the area has heritage status and an agreement that the area should remain used 

as “a cricket and recreation ground by the citizens of Wellington”. Save the Basin had a similar discussion 
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and stated support for Scenario A because it would help to preserve the historic character of the Basin 

Reserve.  

Participants had similar opinions, although less detail was provided. Two thirds of the comments 

discussed the visual impact that changes to the Basin could have. There were also comments that 

discussed the sentimental value of the Basin. A moderate number of people stated that they wanted 

the Basin to be preserved but did not provide specific reasons why. Several comments said that the 

Basin was an iconic or unique aspect of the city and that it would be upsetting to see it destroyed. A 

small number of comments stated that any changes in the area need to have a “sympathetic design” 

that would not disrupt the Basin.  

A substantial number of respondents opposed both a tunnel and a flyover at the Basin Reserve. Many 

of the comments wanted to see tunnels and flyovers completely removed for the proposed scenarios 

as they would negatively affect active transport modes and public transport moving around the area. 

There were a considerable number of comments that simply stated, “no tunnels/flyover at the Basin” or 

“unnecessary Basin Reserve flyover tunnels and/or bridge”, but did not provide justification for these 

feelings. A moderate number of comments said that it would have a negative impact on the feel of the 

Basin and cause it to become underutilised. Several comments said that a tunnel or a flyover would 

cater too much for private vehicles, something which should be discouraged.  

There were a moderate number of people who did not want to see changes made to the Basin and 

wanted it to remain exactly as it is. People liked Scenario A because it proposed to do less at the Basin. 

Comment was also made that there was a misconception about the number of problems, with a few 

participants stating that there are no bottlenecks at the Basin.  

There were several comments remarking that changes at the Basin should not be a priority in the city 

and that other areas require more attention.  

There were a large number of comments that discussed separation as a solution at the Basin. A 

substantial number of participants said that road separation would solve a lot of current problems. The 

most common form of separation suggested was the separation of east-west traffic and north-south 

traffic. There were also a moderate number of comments that suggested separating SH1 from local 

traffic and potentially taking it underground. Participants thought that separating traffic would reduce 

the need for flyovers or bridges, and even tunnels, as separation would help mitigate current conflicts 

that cause congestion.  

Separation of traffic at the Basin should have happened long ago. The council have 

been neglectful in stopping this form happening.  
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A moderate number of respondents thought that grade separation might help at the Basin and make it 

easier for active and public transport modes to move around the Reserve. People specifically mentioned 

that cycleways need to be removed from roads to allow traffic to move freely around the Basin.  

A sizeable number of respondents were supportive of the Basin Reserve being moved or completely 

removed from its current location. A considerable amount of people recognised that there are other 

facilities within Wellington that could be used instead of the Basin. Some comments were supportive of 

removing the Basin but did not supply reasons why. There were a moderate number of people who 

stated that the cricket games could be moved to the ‘Cake Tin’, which would make it possible to 

deconstruct the Basin. Participants argued that the Basin was rarely used and was no longer in a suitable 

location. There were a small number of comments that thought a parking facility would be better suited 

for that location.  

While a moderate number of people recognised that the Basin is an important part of Wellington’s 

heritage, they felt it was having too great an impact on the rest of the city and thus preventing progress.  

There were a substantial number of participants in support of flyovers or bridges. The most frequently 

given reason for supporting a flyover was that it would help provide a solution for congestion in the area 

and would enable separation of roads to different destinations. Most of the comments wanted to see 

better flow of traffic at the Basin. There were also a moderate number of comments stressing the 

importance of ignoring lobby groups that are obfuscating the information provided to officials.  

If a bridge at the Basin becomes feasible, have a think about whether we really need to 

consider a few dozen shouty NIMBY people. Go on facts and reason, not loud people!!! A 

bridge with proper noise barriers and a good design doesn’t have to be ugly or 

disruptive to the Basin. The exterior of the Basin is awful as it is, and getting any of the 

traffic up in the air or underground will end up making the Basin itself more accessible.  

The comment above encapsulates many of the key ideas presented by participants regarding the 

implementation of a flyover. Several people wanted a flyover and felt that it would not be too disruptive 

to the Basin.  

There were a moderate number of people who expressed opposition to tunnels at the Basin. People 

were wary of tunnels and thought it was too great an expense with little payback. Several comments 

said that roading infrastructure should not be built for private vehicles. Half of the comments wanted to 

encourage alternative modes, and thought tunnels would not do this.   

A very large number of comments made the point that congestion needs to be dealt with at the Basin 

Reserve. The Basin is currently one of the key ‘pinch points’ or ‘bottlenecks’ of the Wellington roading 

network, and participants expressed the opinion that it was important for changes to be made soon so 
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as to help address current problems. Half of the comments stated that inaction will have too great an 

impact and cause greater issues with gridlocks. A considerable number of participants suggested 

solutions they felt would ease congestion around the Basin; these included: improved public transport, 

further tunnelling, city by-pass, and the changing of traffic light sequencing. A moderate number of 

comments said that if the flow around the Basin is not improved it will disconnect areas of the city and 

make accessing them a challenge.  

Doesn’t look like it really will fundamentally change the main problems -traffic will still 

flow obscenely down Vivian St and clog up Tory and the Basin, completely disconnecting 

parts of the city.  

Overall, these comments stated that congestion at the Basin must be addressed. They felt that too many 

of the scenarios would encourage more traffic into the area, which would create demand for further 

roading infrastructure. A considerable number of people were opposed to this.  

A large number of participants discussed the need to improve the layout of the Basin. Most of the 

comments thought that the current Basin layout was inadequate for the large volume of traffic. While 

respondents accepted that something needed to be changed, many were unsure of what those changes 

would be. A considerable number of comments suggested specific layout changes that could help with 

the transportation system within the city. There were a lot of layout suggestions that supported more 

tunnels, or tunnelling under the Basin (these suggestions are discussed in more detail in the tunnel 

section in this report). There were a moderate number of comments suggesting that it would be 

beneficial to add additional lanes around the Basin. There were several comments stating that the Basin 

layout should remain as it is.  

Better road layout at the Basin. This is desperately needed and long overdue.  

A considerable number of participants discussed the need to improve traffic conditions past the Basin 

and to specific locations. The most common destination was the airport, with people stating that it is 

currently a challenge to access when going via the Basin. Several comments were supportive of 

increasing lanes or introducing a new tunnel to improve accessibility. Similar comments were made 

regarding access to the hospital, eastern suburbs and areas ‘south of the Basin’. Once again, participants 

reiterated that bottlenecks at the Basin were having a detrimental effect on people trying to access areas 

both nearby and beyond.  

I work at the airport and frequently spend more than one hour waiting in traffic for a 

15km journey. The worst congestion occurs around the Basin, and there needs to be a 

free flowing solution that doesn’t cause traffic to have to stop frequently.  

There were a moderate number of comments recognising traffic conflict around the Basin. Half the 

comments discussed motorised traffic, as well as certain routes causing tensions while vehicles attempt 

to navigate around the Basin. A small number of comments stated that there is also conflict for 

pedestrians and cyclists in the area, and that this is something that needs to be addressed.  
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A substantial number of people were supportive of improving public transport or giving it more priority 

around the Basin. Participants said that buses often get stuck in the middle of private vehicle congestion, 

which does not make it a more efficient mode of transport. Due to this, a considerable number of people 

noted that priority lanes or public transport corridors could help with these problems around the Basin. 

A moderate number of comments also said that the existing bus tunnel (or a new tunnel altogether) 

should be used solely by public transport to make faster routes to the eastern and southern suburbs. 

I think you could improve public transport without an additional route through tunnel. 

You could put a bus only lane around the east side of the Basin and keep using the 

Hataitai bus tunnel. 

People also made the point that separating traffic (east-west and north-south) at the Basin would help 

with conflict, which in turn would make it easier for public transport. There were several commenters 

who thought rail could be introduced around the Basin, including extending train routes to head further 

south in the city.  

There were a moderate number of participants who felt that mass transit could help solve some of the 

key issues at the Basin. Half of the comments stated that planning for mass transit would help to prepare 

the city for the future and result in less private vehicles attempting to move past the Basin. These people 

liked that the scenarios allowed for the introduction of mass transit. A small number of respondents 

were opposed to mass transit and did not think it was the best solution.  

A substantial number of respondents discussed light rail. There was a mix of opinions but over half of 

the comments were supportive of the idea of light rail helping to reduce conflict at the Basin. 

Contributors thought that encouraging road users to use light rail would greatly reduce the number of 

private vehicles on the road as it would service most areas east and south of the Basin. There were 

several comments stating that light rail would be a greater investment than roading infrastructure, and 

would serve the city into the future. Comment was also made that introducing light rail would mean that 

there was less of an impact on the heritage of the Basin and also it would not need to be moved. There 

were several comments stating that light rail would be the only suitable change at the Basin.  

I’d only support changes near the Basin if it was a light rail option that was emissions 

free quiet.  

There were a moderate number of comments that were opposed to light rail and reflected previous 

comments: light rail is not flexible enough, it is too expensive and it is unnecessary for the size of the 

population.  
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A considerable number of respondents expressed the need to reduce cars around the Basin. There 

were a moderate number of comments expressing concern that the scenarios were too oriented 

towards improving the traffic network for private vehicles, rather than all modes. Many of the comments 

implied that any proposal for tunnels or flyovers suggests a focus on private modes and does not 

encourage people to shift to alternative modes. In Scenario B there were a moderate number of 

comments noting that improving accessibility for cars will draw more cars to the area.  

The stupid elevated motorway by the Basin is awful, would completely destroy the city 

for more cars.  

Several comments said that there needs to be a greater focus on the public transport system and any 

infrastructure should be developed with the potential for mass transit or light rail. There were a similar 

number of comments expressing support for active transport facilities rather than for private vehicles. 

It was evident that these people are not supportive of introducing more traffic to the Basin Reserve area.  

There were a considerable number of respondents who wanted improved walkways and greater priority 

for pedestrians around the Basin. Several comments discussed the nearby schools and the issue of 

safety for students and parents struggling to cross busy roads. St Mark’s School stated that this is an 

area that needs help providing better pedestrian conditions. See below for an excerpt from their 

submission.  

We are concerned that the scenarios tend to treat the Basin Reserve as a point along a 

commuter journey, not a destination in its own right...around the Basin Reserve and 

adjacent SH1 corridors, there are: four early childcare facilities, three primary schools, 

three high schools (including a community education centre), and the Massey University 

Wellington campus.  

St Mark’s proceeded to explain that these education campuses draw in thousands of people and many 

of them enter from the Basin area. There were similar feelings among additional respondents, who 

wanted children and other pedestrians to be prioritised around the Basin, and for wait times to be 

reduced for crossing the surrounding roads. Overall, participants thought that hazards for pedestrians 

need to be reduced at the Basin. A small number of participants suggested dedicated pedestrian 

overbridges to prevent the obstruction of traffic.  

A considerable number of participants suggested that cycleways should be developed at the Basin. In 

Scenario B, participants were particularly supportive of providing cyclists with dedicated cycle routes 

and the potential for separation in the tunnel from cars and other motorised vehicles. All of the 

comments were supportive of more cycle routes and there was a feeling that the Basin might be used 

more often if people could cycle through the area more easily.   
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A considerable number of participants discussed the need to improve access at the Basin for active 

transport modes. Many of the ideas in this section reiterate what has been previously discussed in 

‘walkways’ and ‘cycleways’. Essentially people felt that the scenarios proposed changes that were too car 

dominant and did not have enough focus on those who wish to walk or cycle, both around and through 

the Basin.  

A few comments stated that large trucks and freight vehicles currently struggle to move around the 

Basin. The Road Transport Forum said that many choose to avoid the centre city area as it is a “tortuous 

and disruptive route” and they prefer to move past the Basin. It was felt by this group that bridges and 

tunnels could jeopardise large vehicles’ ability to take the current route.  

There were a sizeable number of comments that expressed the need to “do more” or to have further 

improvements to the Basin than the proposed scenarios. A considerable number of comments thought 

that it was important to improve the area and prepare for the future. Many of these respondents said 

that building roads would not preserve the Basin, nor would it help to solve issues. As a result, 

participants suggested bolder action should be taken. Once again, light rail was suggested as a solution 

to encourage people out of their cars. The Mt Vic Residents’ Association Inc suggested (along with several 

participants) that the Basin Reserve should be treated as a large roundabout.  

Several comments also wanted more improvements for walkways and cycleways and for the space to 

be more inviting to those who wish to use it for recreational purposes regularly. Overall, respondents 

wanted the transport corridors to be improved in a way that would serve Wellington into the future.  

A moderate number of comments stated that the scenarios would not solve key issues with the 

Wellington roading network and thought that they needed to have a broader goal. Most of these 

comments said that the Basin was inadequately addressed or else that it was unnecessary to make 

changes because it is not as big an issue as people think.  

There was also a moderate amount of people who thought that there was not enough detail provided 

to fully understand what the proposed changes at the Basin would be.  

Similar to the previous point of needing more at the Basin, a moderate number of respondents felt that 

the proposals did not go far enough. Respondents thought that the project could have been more 

visionary and creative in providing solutions. Most of the comments stated that there was not enough 

change at the Basin and therefore it would remain an issue.  
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The remaining comments were a mixture of suggestions and opinions regarding how the Basin is being 

treated. There were several comments that discussed the Basin Reserve Roundabout (BRREO) proposed 

by Richard Reid & Associates as a potential solution at the Basin. The main ideas in the remaining 

comments were: if the Basin is fixed the rest will fix itself, Basin changes could result in delays during 

construction and also that there is too much focus on the Basin.   

Click to return to the summary SH1 discussion, page: 111 

Note that some discussion is similar to what is discussed in Vivian St section due to key interventions 

based on the area. 

A sizeable number of participants discussed general layout changes for SH1.  

The most common argument was that SH1 needed to be separated from local roads and central city 

streets, which should be people-friendly, rather than having large volumes of traffic passing through.  

Separating SH1 traffic from local would be perfect. 

A number of other SH1 layout arguments were made, including: the capacity of SH1 should be increased 

with additional lanes, especially to and from the airport; pedestrian and cyclist underpasses should be 

considered; SH1 intersects Taranaki St, which could be resolved by further tunnelling; SH1 traffic should 

be kept on a single route with two lanes going one way and one lane the other, alternating this 

depending on the direction of peak time traffic; SH1 layout around the Basin should be improved 

somehow; and the issue of SH1 dividing the Te Aro community needs to be resolved by changing the 

road layout.  

A substantial number of comments mentioned the removal of SH1 from Vivian St. Participants argued 

that the state highway should not be directed through a key central-city street, expressing preference 

for Scenario C, which includes the new city tunnel. A small number of participants made the point that 

they did not support the car-centric aspects of Scenario C but agreed with removing SH1 from Vivian St.  

A common reason for wanting SH1 removed from Vivian St was the desire to make Vivian St more 

people-friendly, enabling more walking and cycling, and the opportunity for urban development and 

regeneration.  

State highway 1 needs to be moved away from Vivian St. The busy traffic really breaks 

up the atmosphere and pedestrian friendly environment, especially Cuba st. 
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A moderate amount of comments discussed SH1 with reference to the fourth lane southbound on SH1 

Ngauranga-Aotea, as proposed by Scenario D.  

Only four participants were explicitly in favour of the additional lane. This was mainly due to hopefully 

improved journey times for private vehicle commuters and reduced congestion. 

Around two-thirds of the comments were against the additional SH1 lane. Participants commonly stated 

that this was because they felt it wasn’t necessary, that it would only result in increased vehicle traffic 

and that the money could be better spent on cycling and public transport. 

A few comments were doubtful about the additional lane because they felt that not enough detail was 

given.  

I do not know that the fourth lane southbound on sh1 from nagranga to Aotea is 

necessary. Some more detail on this would have been good.  

A large number of participants discussed the tunnelling of various parts of SH1 within the central city. 

Typically, participants were in favour of directing SH1 traffic underground in a new city tunnel bypass 

(included in Scenario C). A significantly smaller proportion of participants were against the tunnelling of 

SH1, mostly due to the car-centric focus of this transport solution.  

Commonly participants supported tunnelling SH1 because it directed traffic away from key central-city 

streets, which they argued should be walkable and people-friendly. Participants also directly referenced 

the recent Arras Tunnel development, where the space above the tunnel has been used to create the 

Pukeahu National War Memorial Park, a space perceived by participants to be an effective use of land 

and a widely appreciated public space. Many other participants simply stated that they liked the idea of 

an underground inner-city bypass, or that the realigned route would reduce congestion.  

Getting more SH1 traffic underground is a great idea! I love what the Arras Tunnel has 

done: created a people-friendly space at street level, with through-routes for people on 

foot and bikes, while SH1 traffic flows smoothly underneath. 

A substantial number of participants believe that SH1 is problematic and needs improvements. The 

details and types of improvement suggested by participants were diverse, with some generally stating 

that SH1 needs to be improved, while others were specific with regards to which aspects could be 

improved. 

Doesn’t solve real problems (SH1) 

Some of the more detailed arguments included the following suggestions: Basin Reserve is a significant 

problem area, particularly with SH1 traffic; off-ramps and on-ramps are a source of congestion issues 
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and this should be addressed; congestion to and from the airport on SH1 needs to be improved; 

capacity for SH1 should be increased; there needs to be more incentive for cars not to use the 

waterfront as a thoroughfare, which could be done by improving SH1; the separation of north-south 

and east-west traffic causes issues; the interaction between transmission gully and SH1 should be 

considered; road charges for SH1 should be used to resolve congestion; and a pedestrian walkway over 

SH1 would be a good way to create safe crossing points.  

Overall - D. It is the best of a not great bunch. We need 4 lanes to the planes, i.e. 

complete the SH1 vision from the 1960s that was halted incomplete by the 1974 oil 

price rises. Necessary to hook up with Transmission Gully & North.  

Doesn’t fix sh1 issues in and around basin 

Congestion issues on SH1 were mentioned by a substantial number of respondents. Participants usually 

liked that a particular scenario would resolve congestion issues on SH1, or disliked that particular 

scenarios would not improve congestion. Generally, people referred to liking Scenario D most because 

of its provisions for SH1, although some participants mentioned Scenario C also. Comments voicing 

dislike were from Scenarios A, B and C. The following is a response to ‘Scenario B, what do not you like?’ 

Will the tunnel not still be a massive bottle neck? SH1, local traffic and mass transit all 

trying to squeeze into one space...... 

A considerable number of participants argued that LGWM scenarios being so focused on SH1 

improvements shows a car-centric perspective. Comments typically stated this as something they did 

not like about the scenarios. It was less common for responses regarding Scenario A to mention this 

due to the absence of SH1-focussed interventions in that scenario.  

A moderate number of respondents suggested that the focus on SH1 interventions defer mass transit 

decisions.  

Too much focus on the State Highway corridor.  Defers Mass Transit decisions. 

A considerable number of participants mentioned crossing SH1. A key concern was the lack of safe 

crossing points. Most participants simply stated the need for better and safer crossings of SH1, and 

expressed their concern that this had not been provided for in the scenarios.  

The Green Party Wellington Province stated the following regarding SH1 crossings: 
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In 2018, Wellington needs to build safe SH1 crossings between Willis Street and the 

airport. Immediate priorities include: at the ASB Sports Centre, the Wellington 

Road/Ruahine Street crossings, and by the airport. 

A moderate amount of comments referred to the journey from outer suburbs and wider Wellington 

region via SH1. Typically, respondents didn’t like that Scenario A and B did not provide better travel 

outcomes for those coming from outer areas, usually stating something similar to “does not address 

SH1 issues”. Comments also stated support for Scenario C and D because they felt that there were 

provisions for SH1 that would reduce congestion and improve travel times to and from outer areas. The 

following is one participant’s response to ‘Scenario C, what do you like?’ 

Much bigger thinking and longer term planning is shown. Do the big things now, we will 

not regret it. Shows thought for us regional users of SH1  

A considerable number of diverse other comments were received. These covered a number of topics 

not necessarily related to any of the common themes or interventions outlined in the scenarios.  

These comments covered topics including: traffic light sequences and quantity could be changed to 

improve travel time and congestion; cycle connections or cycleways along SH1 should be implemented; 

T3 and car share lanes on SH1; speed limits on SH1 could be changed, especially if SH1 will be completely 

separated from local roads; there isn’t enough detail on SH1 changes and what SH1 would be like in the 

scenarios where changes are suggested; SH1 changes should be independent of this project, to avoid 

coupling large roading infrastructure with a future transport vision; parking at key parts of SH1; 

additional tunnels would reduce traffic volumes and pressure on SH1; and with SH1 expanding, 

waterfront quays and other roading infrastructure may need to be considered for further 

improvements.  

Click to return to the Vivian St summary discussion, page: 112 

A substantial number of respondents stated that they supported the removal of SH1 from Vivian St. 

These comments stated explicitly that they were in favour of this intervention. E.g., “Re-routing sh1 from 

vivian st” and, “Vivian and Kent should not carry SH1”. Most comments did not include supporting 

reasons. However, when reasons were provided, they included: that Vivian St is congested because of 
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SH1 traffic being “forced” through, that the reduction in traffic will make the area “more attractive”, 

“improving traffic flow” and, creating a more pleasant streetscape/environment for pedestrians. A few 

people spoke of the removal of SH1 “restoring” Vivian St.  

A considerable number of commenters supported the removal of SH1 from Vivian St by way of cut and 

cover, or tunnel. This was viewed by these respondents as a way to both improve through-traffic flow, 

and to improve the user experience of Vivian St. 

I like the Option to Tunnel Vivian st. I hate walking past or across Vivian st at the 

moment. And driving on Vivian st is a pain as well. 

A moderate number of respondents discussed their preference for Vivian St as being either a one-way 

or two-way street, without mentioning SH1. Two-thirds were in support of Vivian St as a two-way street, 

and a third supported the street being one-way.  

Of the sizeable number of comments on the issue of clearways for Vivian St, opinion was divided 

between the two-thirds who supported the removal of parking (particularly in peak hours), and the one-

third who opposed it.   

The respondents in favour of removing parking on Vivian St most frequently stated this in simple terms. 

I.e., “Get rid of car parks on Vivian St”. In the instances where a supporting reason was provided, it was 

most frequently that reduced on-street parking was viewed as a way to ease traffic flow through the 

area. A small number of respondents stated that they would like to see space previously used for parking 

being used instead for cycling or public transport modes.  

Clearing traffic in Vivian St - making it no parking - would then provide a better run to 

The Mt Vic Tunnel 

The one-third of the comments that stated opposition to the removal of parking on Vivian St, also most 

frequently did so in general terms. When provided, there was a variety of supporting reasons. A small 

number were concerned about the effects on local businesses. A few expressed puzzlement about what 

the removal of parking would actually achieve. A couple found the whole concept of clearways confusing, 

and other statements included: concern about a clearway increasing traffic speeds and endangering 

road/footpath users, and the lack of provision of car parks for those who need them.  

A substantial number of respondents discussed cycling on Vivian St. Almost all of these comments were 

in favour of better or safer cycling.  
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Several respondents supported the removal of SH1 from Vivian St, due to a belief that this would 

improve safety for cyclists. However, the provision of dedicated cycle lanes (or mode separation) was 

the most frequently stated way to achieve a safer cycling experience. A moderate amount of comments 

included the general sentiment that changes to Vivian St ought to prioritise making cycling conditions 

better. This was frequently mentioned alongside support for improving the experience for pedestrians.  

include dedicated bus and cycle infrastructure on Vivian St. Much more focus on actually 

making SH1 a person on a bike would like to be. At the moment Vivian St (esp. between 

Taranaki/Tory) is a no-go zone for all but the most confident people on bikes. 

A small number of respondents were against road space being used for cycleways. A few people stated 

that roads are too narrow to accommodate both vehicles and cycles. Remaining reasons included: 

finding alternative solutions (such as reallocating road space “over engineering solutions”), and 

scepticism whether or not a cycleway in that location would be used by enough people.  

A considerable number of comments about Vivian St were about walking. The experience for 

pedestrians was important for these people, the majority of whom stated that pedestrian safety was 

paramount. People used words such as “downright dangerous”, and “nightmarish” to describe current 

situations, and criticised scenarios that they felt did not adequately cater to pedestrians. Several 

respondents stressed that traffic levels on Vivian St make for an unpleasant walking experience.  

It us crazy that Vivian St crosses an important pedestrian and cultural environment of a 

Cuba St. 

Calls were made for safer, better, and faster crossing points (a few wanted subway crossings for cyclists 

and walkers).  

A substantial number of respondents stated that they felt various scenarios would be ineffective in 

solving existing traffic problems for Vivian St.  

In almost three-quarters of these comments, Scenario B was criticised, most frequently for not 

adequately addressing the reduction of traffic volumes on Vivian St. Note that in some cases, 

respondents are talking about SH1 in their comments, even though they do not state this explicitly. 

These comments are included here: e.g., “Traveling to the airport uses Vivian St so there could still be 

delays”. 

Still reliant on narrow Vivian St as a throughput. Using existing infrastructure has a 

limited lifespan 

Several comments displayed general scepticism whether or not the interventions proposed would 

alleviate traffic problems in general. A small number described layouts of their own design that they felt 

would be useful.  
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A few respondents stated that interventions at Vivian St would simply shift traffic issues elsewhere. E.g., 

“Removes traffic from the city centre but will increase traffic around the city on the terrace, Vivian st, 

Waterloo quay etc.” A common theme within these comments was the expression of frustration and 

fear that, despite costly and disruptive scenarios, the existing problems might not be solved.  

A moderate number of respondents simply stated that they either wanted a reduction in traffic on Vivian 

St, or that they supported various scenarios for the reduction in traffic that they projected. E.g., “I would 

like to see Vivian St with far fewer cars.” 

reducing traffic on Vivian St and Kent/Cambridge Terrace is great - anything more free 

flowing for traffic 

Respondents made several statements showing general support for how various scenarios treated 

Vivian St. People spoke in general terms of changes to Vivian St as: “promising”, “boosting liveability”, and 

being “good”. A couple liked that Vivian St might become “a local street again”.  

A moderate number of respondents mentioned Vivian St in the context of the wider transport network.  

If the Basin and Vivian St are sorted most traffic will divert from the Quays anyway 

Be very very clear about why cars would want to take Vivian St so we do not end up with 

cars getting lost in town. 

Have the southern exit of the second terrace tunnel come out south of Vivian St using the 

existing southbound street.  

Several comments simply noted that Vivian St is currently congested, or is a bottleneck. A few people 

noted that changes were overdue and should be enacted as soon as possible. One person stated that 

they “would move through traffic to Vivian st”.  

Click to return to the Waterfront summary discussion, page: 112 

Note that alterations to Jervois Quay are discussed here and in ‘The Quays’. 
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A large number of respondents commented on active transport use of the waterfront. Although a 

sizeable number of people supported active transport use in this area, a considerable number of 

respondents said that pedestrians and cyclists need to be separated so as to improve safety for all 

users; the separated cycle lanes on Jervois Quay in Scenario D were favoured by these people. Some 

respondents noted that the waterfront is a leisure area rather than a commuting way for cyclists; a clear 

and separate cycleway would solve this issue.  

…Do not rely on the waterfront (great for cruising but not as a proper transport link [for 

cyclists]) 

A considerable number of respondents stated that they enjoyed the waterfront as a ‘people-friendly’ 

place, but some noted that further alterations could be made to improve amenities. 

A sizeable number of commenters supported reducing traffic around the waterfront, either by stating 

that they supported Scenario D, or requesting that this be included in future developments. Several 

commenters saw the addition of a second Terrace Tunnel as a key solution for reducing waterfront 

traffic, while a couple of respondents were unsure how this would make a significant impact on traffic 

at the waterfront. Another commenter was concerned that their bus route, which went along the 

waterfront, would be negatively impacted by restricting traffic flow around the waterfront. 

A substantial number of commenters supported the alterations proposed in Scenario D because they 

would improve waterfront accessibility, despite some of these commenters favouring another scenario 

overall. A moderate amount of people thought that access to the waterfront needed further 

improvement, expressing the difficulties pedestrians face crossing busy roads to get from the central 

city to the waterfront. Some commenters made the point that Jervois Quay currently divides the central 

city and the waterfront and although the proposed alterations in Scenario D would relieve some of this 

division, a small number of suggestions were made to introduce flyovers or tunnels for active transport 

users to easily get between the waterfront and central city.  

A couple of commenters made the point that the reduction of traffic flow and parking around the 

waterfront may decrease accessibility for those who need to get to their workplace at the waterfront or 

are unable to walk long distances and require close vehicle access. However, one commenter noted that 

introducing a light rail system along the waterfront would improve accessibility for those less able to use 

active transport modes.  
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A considerable number of respondents supported the proposed layout options for the waterfront or 

for other infrastructural changes that would have a downstream effect on the waterfront. Half of the 

people who liked the new proposed layout options stated that they supported the layout changes of 

Scenario D, especially the second Terrace Tunnel, as they would improve traffic flow on SH1 and lead to 

a reduction in traffic along the waterfront. A small number of people supported the removal of a general 

traffic lane from Jervois Quay to provide space for a separated cycleway; separating cyclists from other 

transport modes was a desired layout change for a considerable number of people.  

A considerable number of respondents made negative comments about the proposed layout for Jervois 

Quay; half of these people thought that the current active transport infrastructure was sufficient, or that 

reducing the traffic lanes on Jervois Quay would increase congestion and further inhibit pedestrian 

access to and from the waterfront. One commenter was concerned that the new road layout would 

change their bus route, which currently provides them with access to the waterfront. A small number of 

respondents felt that all six lanes on Jervois Quay were required, while a different small group of people 

did not think that improving SH1 flow would reduce waterfront traffic.  

A considerable number of commenters stated that they would like to see additional public transport 

options along the waterfront; two thirds of these commenters suggested a rail system. Some stated that 

this would improve connectivity between the waterfront and other areas of Wellington, such as the 

airport, central city, ferry terminals, and outer suburbs. A couple of people also noted that a light rail 

option along the waterfront would be a valuable tourist attraction.  

A moderate number of commenters made general supportive comments about the waterfront 

alterations proposed in Scenario D; some of these commenters favoured other scenarios but with the 

addition of the waterfront alterations proposed in Scenario D, or they only favoured Scenario D as it was 

the only proposal that included changes to the waterfront. However, several commenters were opposed 

to changing the waterfront, often stating: “leave the waterfront alone”. Respondents who were opposed 

to changing the waterfront often commented that it currently caters effectively for active transport users 

and is already easily accessible for pedestrians from the central city; others felt that the current road 

layout was fine and that reducing the number of lanes would only increase congestion. 
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Click to return to the summary Quays discussion, page: 113 

Note that alterations to Jervois Quay are discussed here and in ‘Waterfront’.  

A large number of respondents supported reducing traffic through the Quays, often emphasising that 

this would improve amenity for active transport users. Several commenters noted that reducing traffic 

on the Quays would improve access for active transport users to the waterfront. 

On the other hand, a considerable number of commenters were opposed to reducing traffic on the 

Quays. People primarily held this view as they thought it would increase congestion on the Quays and 

in other areas; they were concerned about parking opportunities, they did not think the current 

congestion was bad, and they thought that prioritising active transport users was unnecessary as the 

waterfront was available to them. A few comments were made about large transportation vehicles and 

service vehicles; there was concern that reducing traffic on the Quays would force them to use the 

tunnel and also reduce their access to local businesses.  

A substantial number of commenters liked the proposed alterations that would improve active 

transportation or felt that even more could be done to prioritise active transport users. A considerable 

number of commenters supported adding designated cycleways to the Quays, with a small number of 

people going further, stating that certain roads, especially Lambton Quay, should be dedicated to active 

transport users. The view that prioritising active transportation on the Quays would improve the 

liveability and amenity of Wellington was held by a small number of respondents. Some suggestions 

were made to improve the active transportation system around the Quays; for example, implementing 

flyovers or tunnels for active transport users to cross busy roads, reducing the waiting time at pedestrian 

crossings, and providing covered walkways to shelter pedestrians.  

A moderate number of respondents disliked the active-transport-focused alterations to the Quays 

proposed in the scenarios, with a small number of people feeling that the current infrastructure for 

active transport users is sufficient. Several commenters disapproved of introducing cycle lanes to the 

Quays, occasionally noting that the waterfront is a sufficient route for cyclists; one person thought that 

prioritising cycling on the Quays would be dangerous for pedestrians.  

A moderate number of respondents approved of the proposed layout alterations to the Quays, often 

because these would reduce traffic and improve accessibility to and from the waterfront; three quarters 

of these people supported the second Terrace Tunnel as it would reduce traffic flow on the Quays.  
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On the other hand, a moderate number of commenters were not supportive of the new layout options 

proposed in the scenarios, with several of these people stating that they were unsure how these options 

would reduce traffic on the Quays. 

Widening SH1 from Ngauranga to Aotea Quay is a bad idea. This will encourage more 

people to drive 

However, only a couple of respondents who disliked the proposed layout options opposed the second 

Terrace Tunnel. A small number of respondents were opposed to removing lanes on the Quays as this 

would reduce the traffic capacity. A couple of comments were made noting that in the case of an 

emergency, such as an earthquake, the Quays are an important alternative route to the tunnels. 

A small number of comments were made expressing concerns about where people would be able to 

park if the current parking spaces on the Quays were to be removed; a park and ride option was then 

suggested. A small number of respondents suggested putting Jervois Quay (or all of the Quays), 

underground in tunnels to remove traffic from these roads, open them up to active transport users, and 

provide more space for other enterprises, such as ‘cafés, bars, [and] street entertainment’. 

A considerable number of respondents were in favour of adding more public transport options or 

emphasising the priority of the current options along the Quays. Several commenters specifically 

supported the implementation of a light rail system through the Quays, while several other commenters 

stated that better public transport access to the railway station through the Quays was required. Overall, 

those respondents in favour of prioritising public transport options on the Quays wanted improved 

accessibility, reduced traffic, and enriched amenity and liveability for people in the area. Only a few 

respondents were opposed to public transport options on the Quays. A couple of comments were made 

suggesting that buses could run down the Quays only for a shortened period; for example, only during 

peak hours. 

A moderate number of respondents supported the proposed layout changes of the Quays as they would 

improve accessibility to the waterfront or to other locations in the city. Many emphasised the importance 

of the waterfront for Wellington and noted that reducing traffic on the Quays would reduce the division 

between the city and the waterfront.  

There were a small number of commenters who made general statements supporting the changes to 

the Quays; however, there were an equal number of general comments opposing these changes. 
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Click to return to the summary Hutts discussion, page: 114 

A large number of respondents liked the proposed public transport improvements to the Hutt areas or 

thought that these public transport options could be extended to these regions. Prioritisation of public 

transport on the Hutt Road was supported by a considerable number of respondents. However, a large 

number of people thought that more could be done for public transportation between the Hutt areas 

and central Wellington.  

Adding a light rail system or improving the current cost and efficiency of the current rail system was 

favoured by a substantial amount of comments, while improvements to the current bus service was 

supported by a moderate number of people; several respondents generally noted that they wanted a 

‘mass transit’ system for the Hutt areas. Park and ride options were supported by a moderate number 

of commenters, who often claimed this would encourage more people to use public transport options. 

A small number of people suggested a ferry service from Lower Hutt into central Wellington, stating this 

would take vehicles, private and public, off the motorways. Overall, most people who supported the 

prioritisation of public transport to the Hutt areas wanted cheaper and more reliable mass transit 

options, which would provide better accessibility to the central city and other key Wellington suburbs or 

locations, such as the hospital and the airport. Many commenters went further; they claimed that 

improving public transport to the Hutt areas would dramatically lower the number of daily commuters 

using private vehicles, therefore reducing overall congestion in Wellington.  

Only a small number of respondents were opposed to improving public transport to the Hutt areas, with 

most claiming that the current bus service is adequate or that prioritising buses on the motorway would 

only lead to more congestion. A couple of these commenters thought that more emphasis should be 

put into a reliable rail system rather than into buses.  

A moderate number of respondents disliked the proposed layout options, with most claiming that 

investing in roading infrastructure would encourage more people from the Hutt areas to commute into 

Wellington, which would lead to increased congestion. Some of these people also felt that the time and 

money used for the proposed infrastructure alterations could be better spent on public transport 

options or invested in traffic management alternatives – to reduce the number of private vehicles 

commuting between the Hutt areas and central Wellington. A few commenters disliked the proposals 

that included removing car parking spaces in central Wellington, stating that people journeying from the 

Hutt areas would have nowhere to park when they visited the city.  

On the other hand, a moderate number of respondents supported the proposed layout changes, often 

commenting that these changes would reduce their commute time into central Wellington by removing 
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the ‘bottleneck’ at the current Terrace Tunnel. A couple of people noted that the proposed layout 

alterations have been planned for the future by taking the population growth of Hutt areas into account.  

A moderate number of respondents made their own layout suggestions; they shared what they thought 

would improve accessibility and reduce congestion between the Hutt areas and central Wellington. 

Several commenters specifically mentioned locations on Hutt Road that they felt required an extra lane 

or on/off ramp. A few commenters wanted a direct motorway from the Hutt areas to the airport, while 

a couple of people suggested a bridge from Miramar, across the harbour to Eastbourne, and extending 

into a motorway to the Hutt areas so as to create a large loop.  

A considerable number of commenters supported the reduction of private vehicles commuting between 

the Hutt areas and Wellington. Many of these people noted that commuters from northern areas, such 

as Upper and Lower Hutt, were significant contributors to congestion within central Wellington, 

highlighting the importance of reducing the number of private vehicles coming into the city from these 

areas. Improvements to public and active transport modes, and implementation of park and ride 

facilities were common suggestions for reducing vehicles entering Wellington from the Hutt areas.  

A small number of respondents were opposed to the reduction of private-vehicle use and parking 

options in the central city as they stated that this would negatively impact the accessibility of residents 

from the Hutt areas to facilities in the central city. A few of these commenters stated that some people 

require a private vehicle to transport their whole family and/or their shopping between the Hutt areas 

and Wellington. 

A considerable number of respondents liked the proposed improvements for active transport users 

along the Hutt Road or thought that even more could be done. Extending and improving cycleways to 

the Hutt areas from central Wellington was supported by a moderate number of respondents, with a 

small number also wanting more emphasis put on safety for cyclists in future plans. One commenter 

noted that with the recent rise in popularity of e-bikes, more people will be able to commute into 

Wellington from distant locations, such as Upper Hutt, and that prioritising cycleways from these places 

is therefore important for future-proofing Wellington. Another commenter wanted more bike parking 

options at train stations in the Hutt areas to promote bike and ride transport options. 

A small number of people felt that the proposed improvements for active transport users along the Hutt 

Road was not necessary or not cost effective for the number of commuting cyclists between the Hutt 

areas and Wellington. One commenter did not want shared pedestrian and cycling paths on Hutt Road. 

A considerable number of respondents felt that the proposed plans did not focus on the Hutt areas 

enough, especially Scenario A. Many of these people were frustrated that the proposed scenarios did 
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not keep commuters from the Hutt areas in mind, with approximately half claiming that these 

commuters were a major source of private vehicle-caused congestion in central Wellington. Other 

commenters felt that more emphasis could be placed on active and public transport modes between 

the Hutt areas and Wellington. 

None of them [the scenarios] address the biggest issue which is getting to and from work 

– hutt, porirua & kapiti to city 

Several commenters wanted more accessibility to central Wellington for Hutt area residents, and a small 

number of people commented that they needed improved accessibility to the airport. Although the 

scenarios have proposed to improve public transport options between the Hutt areas and Wellington, 

a large number of respondents felt that these options need to go further to provide better accessibility.  

Several general comments were made supporting the proposed scenarios. A small number of 

respondents claimed that the current traffic situation was not good and were generally supportive of 

alterations to the route between the Hutt areas and central Wellington, while another small group of 

respondents approved of the future-focused nature of the proposed scenarios as they felt that the 

population of the Hutt areas would only increase in years to come.  

Click to return to the summary Lambton Quay discussion, page: 114 

A large number of respondents supported the proposed layout changes to Lambton Quay as they aimed 

to reduce general traffic flow; over half of these people also added that active transport users should 

be prioritised over vehicles, while a quarter also stated that they supported prioritisation of public 

transport over private vehicles on Lambton Quay. A sizeable number of respondents wanted no private 

vehicle access to Lambton Quay; some people suggested that service vehicles, vehicles catering to those 

with disabilities, and public transport vehicles should still be allowed to use this road. A few people 

suggested lowering the general traffic speed limit on Lambton Quay to improve pedestrian amenity in 

the area. Overall, these respondents wanted Lambton Quay to be more ‘people-focused’ rather than 

vehicle-focused – to improve the amenity and liveability of central Wellington.  

A moderate number of commenters were opposed to reducing traffic down Lambton Quay; many of 

these people were concerned that this would negatively impact the economy by reducing access to local 

businesses. A small number of commenters did not currently consider Lambton Quay as a major private 

vehicle route and did not see the advantage in limiting general traffic further. One respondent made the 
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point that removing on-street parking and reducing traffic on Lambton Quay would decrease 

accessibility for people unable to walk. 

A large number of commenters approved of the prioritisation of active transport on Lambton Quay in 

the proposed scenarios or wanted even more to be done. As mentioned above, a sizeable number of 

commenters suggested that Lambton Quay should become completely pedestrianised, except for 

public transport vehicles and some service vehicles for local businesses. A small number of people 

stated that they wanted covered walkways for pedestrians to provide shelter from harsh weather. 

A moderate number of respondents queried whether cycle lanes would be added into the proposed 

layout of Lambton Quay, with a few people suggesting a two-way cycle lane would be beneficial. Only a 

couple of respondents disapproved of the prioritisation of active transport users on Lambton Quay and 

both made unsupportive comments about cycle usage here.  

A substantial number of respondents supported prioritisation of public transport on Lambton Quay, or 

thought that more could be done; for example, a considerable number of commenters supported the 

implementation of the proposed dedicated bus route or felt that only buses should be allowed on 

Lambton Quay. A moderate number of negative comments were made about the carbon emissions and 

noise pollution produced by the current bus service, prompting many of these people to suggest a 

switch to an electric bus fleet. A considerable number of people thought that a light rail system could 

complement or replace the dedicated bus lane, often stating that this enhanced pedestrian amenity 

while still providing an efficient public transport system; only a small number of people opposed a light 

rail system on Lambton Quay as they felt it was unnecessary or that it was a ‘cumbersome and ugly’ 

option. General comments supporting prioritisation of public transport or the implementation of a 

mass-transit system on Lambton Quay were made by a moderate number of respondents. Overall, 

those who supported public transport on Lambton Quay wanted an efficient, environmentally friendly, 

and pedestrian-friendly system that was separated from general traffic.  

A considerable number of commenters specifically stated that they did not approve of the proposed 

layout changes for Lambton Quay. Over one third of these people did not like the layout changes as 

they would reduce general traffic on Lambton Quay, while one quarter did not like the layout because 

they felt it did not reduce private vehicle traffic enough. A small number of people did not like the 

placement of the bus shelters in the middle of the road, stating that this could introduce safety hazards 

with pedestrians being forced to cross the general traffic lane. 

A moderate number of respondents made their own layout suggestions for Lambton Quay; these 

included: introducing park and ride options to compensate for removal of key traffic lanes like that on 
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Lambton Quay; extending the dedicated public transport lanes though intersections to reduce 

congestion; developing dedicated cycle lanes; adding clear mode separation road marking or 

infrastructure, especially between pedestrians and public transport lanes, and vehicles and cycles; and 

as mentioned above, removing all general traffic lanes altogether. 

A few commenters expressed their concern that reducing private vehicle traffic on Lambton Quay would 

impede accessibility for disabled people or those wanting to park close to local businesses. On the other 

hand, a couple of commenters specifically noted that pedestrian accessibility would be improved along 

Lambton Quay if private vehicles were removed altogether.  

A moderate number of respondents made general comments of disapproval for any changes made to 

Lambton Quay, with most saying to ‘leave it alone’ or expressing that they thought these changes were 

unnecessary. 

Unnecessary beautification of Lambton Quay 

Several commenters made general supportive statements about the proposed changes to Lambton 

Quay. Only one respondent said that they were unsure what exactly was being proposed. 

Click to return to the summary Willis St discussion, page: 114 

A considerable number of people opposed the idea of closing or restricting Willis St to private vehicles. 

These people mostly cited general reasons; when specific reasons were given they included: the idea 

that businesses would suffer for lack of vehicle traffic, that congestion would worsen elsewhere in the 

transport network, that people would be inconvenienced, that travel times would increase, and that 

those with disabilities or mobility issues would be adversely affected.  

A considerable number of people mentioned SH1 in their discussion of Willis St. These respondents 

wanted to reduce the severance effects that the State Highway has on the area, including the 

intersections that are viewed as congested and unsafe for pedestrians and cyclists to cross. A third of 

the SH1 comments mentioned tunnelling under Willis St as a solution to improve east-west traffic.  

SH1 traffic could travel freely under Willis/Victoria/Taranaki Streets without the traffic lights which 

currently cause delays. 
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Compared to those who opposed, there were slightly less (but still a considerable number of people) in 

support of the restriction of private vehicle access to Willis St. These people either wanted lanes reduced, 

or cars restricted or banned. A small number of these people noted that this would improve bus flow in 

the street, which was viewed as a positive thing. Most of the comments were general in nature.  

A moderate number of people wanted Willis St reconfigured to better cater to the needs of pedestrians. 

People called for improved or prioritised access for people walking, and a few had specific solutions for 

what they viewed as long waiting times at crossing points (including “more use of countdown clocks”). 

Most comments cited pedestrian safety as a concern; several used similar phrasing, requesting “safe 

crossings between Willis St and the airport”. A small number of people wanted underpasses for 

pedestrians, which was viewed as a safe alternative, and one that would improve the flow of foot-traffic. 

A moderate number of people opposed a shared bus and cycle lane for Willis St. (Note that a few people 

showed general support for the prioritisation of buses/cycles, yet did not explicitly state their support 

for the way this would be achieved, i.e., a shared lane.) The most common argument against a shared 

bus/cycle lane was safety; a few comments conveyed passionately that they felt cyclist safety would be 

compromised if this proposal went ahead. A few argued that bus fumes were an unpleasant experience 

for cyclists and argued for mode separation on these grounds.  

A moderate number of people advocated for more priority for cyclists on Willis St. Separated cycle lanes 

were mentioned most frequently in comments, which were viewed as a safe way to facilitate the 

movement of cyclists.  

Of the moderate number of comments on public transport, a small number of people supported the 

restriction of traffic on Willis St for the effect it would have on improving bus movements. A small number 

liked in general terms the prioritisation of buses for the street, and a couple of people wanted 

infrastructure on Willis St to better serve those using shared modes, e.g., “fare machines”.  

A small number of respondents stated that they opposed public transport on Willis St, particularly buses, 

as their noise and particular emissions are unpleasant. 
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Several people argued that Willis St changes would either be ineffective, or that they disliked the change 

proposals generally. A small number of people stated that they support changes to Willis St; they used 

general terms such as “I like the suggestions fort Willis St” (Scenario A).   

CLICK TO RETURN TO THE SUMMARY KARO DRIVE DISCUSSION, PAGE: 115 

A substantial amount of people expressed support for shifting Karo Drive underground, as seen in 

Scenarios C and D. Respondents argued this should have been done long ago and would go a long way 

in reducing conflict with cross traffic. The majority of commenters favoured the benefits a tunnel would 

create for the liveability of Te Aro. Many noted a tunnel would eliminate severance in the area, opening 

up land for additional housing, development of public spaces and improvement of pedestrian and 

cycling facilities. 

Putting all the cross-town SH1 traffic into tunnels along the current Karo Driveive is 

brilliant.  Takes traffic out of Vivian St and the waterfront.  Enables the waterfront quays 

to be narrowed to two lanes each direction, with space for cycling and/or trams. 

A considerable number of participants suggested specific road layout changes, referring to Karo Drive 

in particular. The most common suggestion was for Karo Drive to be made two-way, encouraging more 

inner-city traffic to bypass the city. Some comments specifically stated that making Karo Drive two-way 

would remove traffic from Vivian St, an idea which is favoured.  

Two way traffic on Karo Driveive and Arras tunnel to divert traffic from city centre. 

Several respondents commented on the current severance and congestion issues caused at Karo Drive. 

Some of these comments noted that the SH1 bypass on Karo and Vivian St divides Te Aro and creates 

a hostile and unpleasant place for pedestrians. Others commented on poor traffic light sequences and 

conflicts with cross traffic on Willis, Cuba, Taranaki and Troy St creating serious congestion issues. 
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Several respondents were against the tunnelling of Karo Drive. Some participants referred to the new 

city tunnel for SH1 as the particular aspect they were not in favour of, while others generally mentioned 

tunnelling around the Karo Drive area. Reasons for opposing the tunnel included: it would be too 

disruptive to construct, causing worse congestion; it is a car-centric solution that will only increase car 

use, which is not desired; money and effort could be better spent elsewhere, such as public and active 

transport, or tunnels in a different location; and it would be expensive.  

We doubt whether it is practical to build such a tunnel while maintaining the existing 

capacity of Karo Drive during construction.  

A small number of participants stated that walking or cycling underpasses at Karo Drive would be 

favoured. A couple of participants mentioned feeling unsafe and wanting improvements to walking along 

or across Karo Drive.  

Pedestrian and cycle bridges or underpasses at, for example, Cobham Drive, Wellington 

Road, Karo Drive, Taranaki and Victoria Streets would be very beneficial. At present the 

city is prioritised for motor vehicles, not people. 

The Green Party Wellington Province and Rongotai branch, as well as Cycle Aware Wellington suggested 

Karo Drive, particularly at Taranaki, Victoria and Willis Streets should have faster crossings to connect 

“beyond the CBD to the main suburban routes”.  

A range of other comments were received that referred to Karo Drive. Participants mentioned the 

following arguments and ideas: the Cuba/Karo intersection is not necessary and should be removed to 

disincentivise cars; traffic lights should prioritise north/south traffic (Willis, Cuba, Victoria etc.) rather than 

east/west traffic (Karo, Vivian); more traffic could be directed to Karo Drive; design of development 

around Karo Drive is poor; the scenarios won’t reduce traffic on quays (this was promised with the Karo 

Drive bypass and did not occur); and perceptions that Karo Drive is dangerous with fast moving traffic, 

which is not desired for other CBD streets.  

Deals with some of the inefficiency of the at-grade intersections on Vivian St and Karo 

Driveive. 

The lame assertion that funnelling traffic through tunnels will free up the waterfront 

quays. This lie was promoted to us when the Karo Drive bypass was put through but the 

only improvement on the quays was a narrow median strip with some nice trees: not 

one centimetre more space for anything that isn't a car. 
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CLICK TO RETURN TO THE SUMMARY JERVOIS QUAY DISCUSSION, PAGE: 115 

A considerable number of comments were made supporting the proposed changes to Jervois Quay that 

prioritised active transport users; almost all of these commenters favoured removing general traffic 

lanes and replacing them with dedicated cycle lanes. Mode separation on the waterfront and on Jervois 

Quay was commonly perceived in a positive light, with many respondents noting that this would improve 

the safety of pedestrians from bicycles on the waterfront, and cyclists from vehicles on the road. 

However, a small number of respondents felt that even more improvements for pedestrians on Jervois 

Quay could be implemented on top of those proposed in Scenario D. Most of these people wanted 

improved pedestrian access to the waterfront, possibly via under- or over-passes; one person noted 

that this could reduce congestion on Jervois Quay as traffic lights that allow pedestrian crossing would 

no longer be needed. 

A small number of respondents did not support the implementation of cycleways on Jervois Quay as 

they felt that this could lead to tension between vehicles and cyclists or that the current cycling 

infrastructure along the waterfront was sufficient.  

The proposed layout changes for Jervois Quay were not supported by a moderate number of 

respondents as they felt that all the present lanes were necessary. Several commenters stated that 

removing a general traffic lane in each direction would only increase congestion on Jervois Quay and on 

other roads in central Wellington. On the other hand, a small number of respondents supported the 

proposed layout changes for Jervois Quay, often stating that this would improve accessibility and 

connection between the central city and the waterfront for active transport users. 

A small number of commenters made further suggestions to the layout of Jervois Quay; these included: 

introducing speed bumps to slow down traffic and make it an undesirable route for private vehicles, 

thus reducing traffic; improved synchronisation of traffic lights to improve flow; and reducing the volume 

of traffic on Jervois Quay further by reducing it to a two-lane road.  

Several commenters disapproved of reducing traffic on Jervois Quay, most of whom also noted that they 

disliked the proposed layout changes. Many of these people also noted that Jervois Quay is a primary 

vehicle thoroughfare to the central city and vehicle reduction should not be the primary focus there. 

However, a small number of respondents held the opposing view, stating that active and public transport 

should be prioritised on Jervois Quay, not private vehicles.  
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A small number of respondents supported prioritising public transport on Jervois Quay or felt that these 

plans could be taken further. A few people specifically mentioned that they would like a light rail system 

down Jervois Quay. A couple of commenters stated that they did not approve of bus prioritisation on 

Jervois Quay.  

Click to return to the summary ‘Golden Mile’ discussion, page: 115 

A considerable number of respondents discussed public transport in relation to the Golden Mile. There 

was a general sentiment that public transport improvements on the Golden Mile are essential. Many 

noted that this stretch is already heavily congested with buses, creating an unpleasant and noisy 

environment for pedestrians as well as increasing travel times. Respondents favoured aspects of the 

scenarios that made public transport more efficient, such as developing dedicated bus lanes and 

reducing traffic on the Golden Mile. Others would like to see buses significantly reduced in the area, with 

routes directed elsewhere. Many made suggestions regarding what could be done to improve the safety 

and efficiency of the bus service. Suggestions included: reduce street parking and pedestrianise certain 

areas; make buses free along the Golden Mile; separate pedestrians from bus lanes; reduce the number 

of bus stops on the Golden Mile; and tunnel under key intersections or choke points. 

A moderate amount of comments discussed mass transit. All of these comments suggested that the 

Golden Mile would be best suited as a mass transit route. The majority wanted to see light rail claiming 

a route along the Golden Mile, extending out to the wider city, with strategically placed hubs; this would 

be a great substitute for buses and other traffic and make for an improved pedestrian and cycling 

environment. 

Several comments were in favour of reducing or removing traffic from the Golden Mile. Respondents 

noted that the area is currently crammed with vehicles and reducing them would create an improved 

shopping experience. 

Several respondents discussed pedestrian access. Respondents favoured movements to prioritise 

pedestrians and reduce walking and waiting times. Some suggested removing private vehicles from the 
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Golden Mile and leaving it for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. Others wanted full 

pedestrianisation, diverting public transport to other areas such as the waterfront. 

A couple favoured improved cycling conditions on the Golden Mile, suggesting parking should be 

removed to make way for separated cycleways. One respondent believed that cycleways are not needed 

on the Golden Mile. 

A couple noted the need to consider how service vehicles and the disabled will access the Golden Mile 

if vehicles are restricted. A couple were against the proposed changes for the Golden Mile. One claimed 

that the Golden Mile is already sufficient for cyclists and that reducing the carriageway will only create 

more problems for cyclists and service vehicles. The other believed that shops will begin to lose 

business. One would like to see a partnership with parking buildings close to the Golden Mile. One 

claimed that traffic changes were needed to amplify the character of heritage buildings in the area. One 

noted a need to deal with transport issues beyond just the Golden Mile. 

CLICK TO RETURN TO THE SUMMARY THORNDON QUAY DISCUSSION, PAGE: 116 

A moderate number of respondents supported prioritisation of public transport on Thorndon Quay, 

especially if this meant the implementation of ‘bus-only lanes’. However, several commenters thought 

that could be more done for public transport; a small number suggested adding a light rail system along 

Thorndon Quay, while another small group of respondents wanted the bus system to be upgraded 

further than in the proposed scenarios. A small number of commenters thought that Thorndon Quay 

was a good place for a mode integration station, as bus routes currently use Thorndon Quay and the 

Wellington Railway Station nearby, and therefore a mass transit system, such as light rail, could be easily 

implemented in this area; this would improve connectivity to outer suburbs. 

Only a small number of respondents did not support prioritising public transport on Thorndon Quay, 

usually because they considered the current service to be satisfactory. 

Several respondents made favourable comments about improving active transport facilities on 

Thorndon Quay, or thought that these plans could be extended further. Two thirds of those who 

approved of prioritising active transport on Thorndon Quay wanted dedicated cycleways, as it is 
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currently too dangerous to cycle there, especially with the current angled parking layout; only one 

commenter did not think that a cycle lane was necessary there as the nearby waterfront route was more 

practical for cyclists. Some of the people who wanted a cycleway on Thorndon Quay said that it would 

create a continuous cycling network that would improve active transport accessibility around Wellington. 

Several commenters suggested different layout plans for Thorndon Quay; these included: removing slip 

lanes on Thorndon Quay and surrounding roads; developing parking buildings near Thorndon Quay 

near mass transit depots; removing parking on Thorndon Quay to allow for a dedicated cycle lane; 

removing all traffic apart from buses and cyclists; using SH1 to distribute traffic, rather than relying on 

Thorndon Quay; or building more tunnels through nearby hills to alleviate congestion. A few 

respondents stated that they did not want any layout changes that would reduce traffic flow, remove 

car parks, or increase the cost of parking on Thorndon Quay as it would negatively impact the local 

businesses and accessibility to the Railway Station; on the other hand, one respondent thought that the 

angled parking was dangerous to cyclists and should be removed. 

One respondent supported proposed plans to reduce vehicle traffic on Thorndon Quay as it would 

reduce congestion elsewhere in the city. Another respondent was opposed to congestion-charging and 

increasing parking costs on and near Thorndon Quay as it would reduce access to shops. 

A couple of comments were made suggesting that connection from Thorndon Quay to other areas of 

Thorndon and Wellington could be improved. One commenter wanted more accessibility for taxis to 

pick up customers on Thorndon Quay. 

A couple of respondents made general comments showing their support for alterations to be made to 

Thorndon Quay, while a different couple of respondents made general comments disapproving of any 

changes. 

CLICK TO RETURN TO THE SUMMARY AOTEA QUAY DISCUSSION, PAGE: 116 

Several respondents supported the addition of another lane on SH1 Ngauranga-Aotea as they thought 

it would reduce traffic congestion caused by commuters. A small number of people suggested that 

additional on and off ramps to and from Aotea Quay would reduce congestion. A small number of 
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respondents also suggested implementing dedicated lanes or ramps on SH1 to Aotea Quay for vehicles 

transporting goods or people to or from the ferry terminals or port.  

Several commenters disapproved of adding another lane to the SH1 Ngauranga-Aotea road; half of 

these people thought that this contradicted efforts to reduce traffic, claiming that providing more 

roading infrastructure would only encourage more people to drive. A couple of commenters suggested 

that traffic management could be more effectively used to reduce congestion on Aotea Quay. However, 

a small number of respondents did not support efforts to reduce traffic flow on Aotea Quay, with most 

of these people arguing that this is a major connecting route for many people to the central city and 

waterfront. 

A small number of respondents showed general support for public transport prioritisation on Aotea 

Quay, with a couple of people suggesting ‘bus-only lanes’ or making Aotea Quay ‘public-transport only 

at peak hours’. Only one respondent felt that prioritising buses would lead to more congestion.  

A couple of respondents supported development of a cycleway along Aotea Quay; however, one 

respondent did not agree with reducing vehicle capacity for the sake of a cycleway here.  

CLICK TO RETURN TO THE SUMMARY BASIN RESERVE DISCUSSION, PAGE: 117 

A considerable number of participants mentioned Courtenay Place as a key site for public transport. 

This includes comments stating that public transport infrastructure or systems to and from Courtenay 

Place need to be improved, as well as those supporting mass transit – with comments suggesting 

Courtenay Place as a key corridor or stop. There was a mix of participants who preferred bus systems 

versus those who support mass transit and light rail.  

This could be anywhere really but more express buses from perhaps the end of 

Courtenay Place (by Cambridge Tce) to the Railway station would be nice. Takes an age 

sometimes. 

The obvious route would then be along the Golden Mile and Courtenay Place, and then 

up Cambridge Terrace, with the southern transit centre at the Basin Reserve, again 

purpose built to allow very short connections for buses to both the southern and eastern 

suburbs. 
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Several comments mentioned active transport improvements or changes around Courtenay Place. Most 

participants showed general support for making Courtenay Place a zone that prioritises walking, cycling 

and active transport. Some specifically stated that cars should be removed. There was also a suggestion 

for a pedestrian underpass below Cambridge/Kent at Courtenay Place.  

For better walking and cycling conditions around Wellington region: as I am, and all my 

family walk often; would like to see less traffic between the station and Courtenay Place: 

that would be along the waterfront and maybe Lambton Quay; with a new Mass transit 

fleet, would be most appreciated. 

Several other comments referred to Courtenay Place, suggesting a range of ideas. Participants 

suggested: free buses that circuit around the central city from Courtenay Place to reduce congestion 

and disincentivise cars; remove cars from Courtenay Place; remove slip lanes from Courtenay Place; and 

add park and ride buildings to Courtenay Place.  

Click to return to the summary Mt Vic discussion, page: 117 

A very large number of respondents indicated strong support for the additional Mt Vic Tunnel proposed 

from Scenario B onwards, and this was represented in feedback across scenarios. Comments ranged 

from “get it done”, to “this is well overdue”, with increased congestion between east/west as a key 

rationale for their support.  

A substantial number of participants were in favour of the additional space allocated for cyclists and 

pedestrians. However, many made the point that not enough consideration has been given to conflict 

between the two modes, as well as the noise, fumes and general safety concerns that might discourage 

people from utilising the connection.  

Grade separation between through-traffic and local traffic movements was another drawcard for a 

considerable number of people, creating a safer and more fluid network.  

I support an extra Mt Vic tunnel as illustrated (with extra space for cyclists and pedestrians), and 

separating east-west traffic from other movements at the Basin Reserve.   

Conversely, a large number of people also expressed their opposition to an additional tunnel being built. 

A considerable portion of these people made the point that improvements to the public transport 

network, or embracing a mass transit system, should reduce capacity in the Mt Vic Tunnel – making the 

proposal obsolete. 
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I would only support a new Mt Vic tunnel and significant changes to the Basin if it was several years 

after the introduction of the light rail to the airport to induce a change in behavior rather than 

supplying more road space  at the same time which will continue to support the level of individual 

car use. 

Others simply stated variations of, “I do not support the tunnel”. A few argued that construction around 

the Mt Vic area would diminish the heritage of the area; the built environment or character would be 

damaged. Others wanted to know whether the adjacent Mt Vic/Haitaitai communities would suffer from 

the infrastructure. Several mentioned the significant costs involved, both monetary as well as other costs 

like carbon and seismic risks. They added that the costs outweigh perceivable benefits. 

Congestion was a central argument backing a large number of respondents’ arguments for the 

additional Mt Vic Tunnel. Areas of congestion referred to included: the tunnel entrance from the east, 

movement around the Basin, access into Newtown, and general SH1 traffic running through the city.  

Despite this, a considerable number of commenters still questioned whether an extra tunnel would ease 

congestion, or work to create new pinch points in other areas. Most argued that an extra tunnel would 

allow for a greater capacity of traffic to enter the city with nowhere for them to go. 

By adding capacity through Mt Vic, you'd be expecting to increase the amount of traffic. But this will 

do one of two things: induce demand until congestion reaches similar levels (humans will make 

quasi-rational decisions about mode/times of travel based on costs, congestion being one of those); 

move the bottleneck (Goldratt's production line style). Either way, a massive increase in cost is 

unlikely to meet significant benefit. 

Feedback revealed that there is sizeable support for active transport to be a key component of the 

tunnel layouts. Commenters asked for a safer environment to access the city by foot, or for their children 

to be able to walk to school through the tunnel.  

A considerable portion of this group stated that they would separate the existing allocation of the 

cycle/pedestrian lane, are at least widen it for the safety of users. 

A very large number of respondents stated in their feedback that they wanted public transport to be 

prioritised in the planning of the tunnel layouts. Support for a dedicated public transport carriageway 

from the tunnel into the city, or the inclusion of mass transit options as a part of this connection was 

included in their comments. Others simply stated variations of “PT priority”, or “more space given over 

to public transport”. That the tunnel would facilitate better public transport links out to the airport and 

eastern suburbs was a key aspect for this group’s support. 
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Dedicated bus lanes around the Basin and through Mt Vic tunnel 

A considerable number were also in favour of how the proposed tunnel would strike a good balance 

between transport modes.  

Seems nicely balanced between public transport, foot traffic and vehicles. Also like the time frame 

that this could be implemented. 

A substantial group of people stated their approval that the tunnel would make the east/west commute 

a lot more accessible by car. They argued that car usage is still predominant in the city, and the tunnel 

accommodates this adequately. Some, however, argued that an additional car lane should be included 

so that cars can move in both directions, or two lanes each way to increase flow of movement. 

 The issue as always is two lanes merging into one lane into the my vic tunnel. Is it possible to widen 

this and have 2 lanes either way to the airport? 

A similar number of respondents however implied that they would like public transport, mass transport 

options, or a more attractive active transport environment prioritised; this would encourage people to 

get out of their cars and consider alternative modes. 

A substantial number of commenters stated their preference for four lanes from the Terrace (through 

Mt Vic) to the airport. Most were in favour of this being a tunnel, especially if it encouraged more pleasant 

spaces above, and separated SH1 traffic from local traffic. A similar number showed support for the 

additional tunnel if it improved connectivity between the airport, the eastern suburbs and the CBD. 

4 lanes, all underground, from (and including) the terrace tunnels to the mt vic tunnels will be 

amazing for freeing up the city. This all occurring underground is very important to keep the public 

spaces above uncluttered and pretty, like the war memorial park is now. 

A substantial number of people drew attention back to the existing tunnel infrastructure and questioned 

why this wasn’t being better utilised in the planning. Some made the point that a combined public/active-

transport tunnel would be better – removing the level of exposure to fumes and noise pollution for 

those cycling and walking. 

Others saw that public, or mass transit options will be the future for the transport network, and if the 

current bus tunnel was widened to accommodate increased public transport capacity, then there is no 

need to build an additional tunnel – as the pressure on the Mt Vic Tunnel will be alleviated. 
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I would re-use the current mt vic tunnel exclusively for cyclists, pedestrians bus and light rail mass 

transit, and have car traffic in the new tunnel, so as to gain segregation on this route without 

inducing demand. 

A moderate number of commenters discussed the possibility of a second tunnel that was positioned 

elsewhere. Several of these responses came from the stakeholder submissions, who believed that SH1 

traffic could be better directed through Kilbirnie and out to the airport. Arguments for this was that 

areas adjacent to the Mt Vic Tunnel lack the critical mass for such an investment, and that the cost of 

tunnelling might justify an analysis of other alternatives. 

It's pretty sad that after all this thinking the focus is still around a second Mt Vic tunnel and trying to 

get the Basin working as a major road junction. Moving the main route and tunnel further south 

creates the opportunity to have a single SH1 and mass transit route to the airport via the Hospital 

thereby serving two of the aims for that section of the network. 

Click to return to the summary Te Aro discussion, page: 118 

A substantial number of respondents (four-fifths of the Te-Aro-tunnel comments) supported the idea of 

tunnelling traffic beneath Te Aro. This particular infrastructure intervention was raised in Scenario C, 

and consequently many comments came via the “what do you like about Scenario C” question. 

Comments were most frequently general in nature, with support shown for: “tunnelling under Te Aro”; 

“cut and cover through Te Aro”; and “Te Aro tunnel”. When reasons supporting a Te Aro tunnel were 

given, a variety of standpoints were visible, including that it would: “improve development”, “help ease 

conflict”, “improve public spaces”, “enable good traffic flow”, and “do wonders for the connectedness and 

feel of this part of the city”.  

Several comments (around one-fifth of the Te-Aro-tunnel comments), were opposed to a tunnel in the 

area. The majority of these were about the City Tunnel, or second Terrace Tunnel having an adverse 

effect on Te Aro because of increased traffic. A few respondents directly opposed a Te Aro tunnel, for 

reasons that it would be expensive and would encourage car use.  

Just under half of the congestion comments came from feedback about Scenarios C and D, in which the 

proposed interventions were viewed as a viable congestion reduction measure for the Te Aro area. Of 

these comments, a moderate amount used consistent wording, stating their support was for the 

“possibility to improve north/south flow in Te Aro”. The remaining small number of commenters (who 
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supported Scenarios C and D for their perceived ability to reduce congestion in Te Aro) stated that they 

liked that the plans would reduce overall car numbers in the area. 

It gets traffic from the region that is heading to the airport of hospital out of the Aro street area. 

A moderate number of respondents talked about SH1 being removed from Te Aro, or bypassing Te Aro, 

and all of these were in favour of that aspect of the scenarios due to a perception that congestion would 

be reduced. The current configuration of the highway through Te Aro is viewed unfavourably at various 

points on a spectrum: from “irritating and annoying”, to its being a feature that “has DESTROYED that 

end of Cuba and Te Aro”. (Note that SH1 discussion can be found elsewhere in this report.) 

The way the motorway chops up Te Aro negatively impacts both motorists, pedestrians and the flow 

of the city. A tunnel there is needed to get those two parts of the town connected again and get 

traffic moving 

The remaining congestion comments cover a few topics. Several respondents felt that interventions 

proposed in Scenarios C and D will not ease congestion, half of these stated that it was the surrounding 

tunnels acting as bottlenecks that are the cause of Te Aro congestion, and the other half simply stated 

that (mostly) Scenario C does not expedite traffic through Te Aro, or that it “dumps traffic into Te Aro”. 

A small number felt that Te Aro congestion could be solved by a reduction in traffic across the whole 

transport network (and that Scenarios C and D do not seem to promote this). A few made note of the 

issue of Te Aro being very congested, and one person stated that the area was not congested.  

A considerable number of respondents discussed Te Aro in terms of the development opportunities it 

would be afforded if interventions proposed in Scenarios C (and to some extent, D) went ahead.  

A small number of respondents spoke generally of development in the area. Other respondents used 

the following words and phrases to describe their support of Scenarios C and D: “enhances liveability”, 

“intensification opportunities”, “enhanced amenity value”, “revitalisation”, “regeneration”, and making Te 

Aro a “vibrant, user-friendly and viable part of Wellington”.  

The majority support scenarios due to a perception that they will increase development opportunities 

for the area. However, several commenters stated that they felt changes to the area would not be worth 

the cost and disruption to the area (e.g., “I do not think that Te Aro needs developing”). Other complaints 

included the conflicting opinions that Scenario C “leaves Te Aro under-addressed”, alongside the opinion 

that the scenario is “very Te Aro focused”. 

Of the considerable number of comments about active and shared modes in Te Aro, almost half were 

about pedestrians or walking. Walking comments described either support for increased infrastructure 

or safety measures that various scenarios proposed, or simply stated that there are currently issues 

with road crossings or safety for pedestrians. 
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Fixes the Te Aro walking nightmare - underground all that traffic that wrecks my neighbourhood. 

Several participants mentioned cycling in Te Aro, and the majority of these were in support of safer, 

easier, or better cycling opportunities in the area. A couple of people were against bike lanes for the 

reason that they are perceived to restrict traffic flow for vehicles. A small number of respondents 

approved of the developments proposed in Scenarios C and D due to a perception that these would 

ease the flow of public transport through the area.  

Several respondents discussed road widths and lane numbers in their comments about Te Aro. Opinion 

was split between the few who thought that big/wide roads are an eyesore in the area, and the small 

number who wanted bigger roads in the areas surrounding Te Aro. A couple of people stated that they 

found the proposed changes too expensive for the projected benefits. 

Click to return to the summary Arras Tunnel discussion, page: 118 

A moderate number of respondents who mentioned the Arras Tunnel supported building other tunnels 

or cut and cover infrastructure. Only a few people made negative comments regarding further tunnel 

infrastructure around the Arras Tunnel, stating that there could be ‘major disruption’ during the 

construction phase for limited improvement to traffic flow in the future; another commenter disliked 

options that would produce a “ridiculous arras tunnel rollercoaster arrangement” if flyovers and tunnels 

were built in close proximity. 

A considerable number of respondents made layout suggestions that included the Arras Tunnel. Over 

two thirds of these suggestions involved extending the Arras Tunnel to form a larger tunnel network. 

Several suggestions were made to extend the Arras Tunnel to connect with a tunnel under the Basin, so 

as to resolve many of the current congestion issues. Several other people suggested that tunnelling 

more of SH1 and connecting it to the Arras Tunnel would allow continuous traffic flow without the 

interruption of intersections; a small number of these commenters unfavourably noted that in the 

proposed plans SH1 still intersects Taranaki St. A couple of respondents commented that they liked the 

connectivity provided by the Arras Tunnel and thought that extra tunnelling would extend connections 

further.  

Several commenters thought that the Arras Tunnel should have been built with two lanes each way; 

while some wanted this problem rectified, others used it as an example for future tunnel planning. One 

respondent noted that a “tidal flow” lane should be implemented in the Arras Tunnel. A small number 

of respondents wanted grade separation infrastructure in the Arras Tunnel to increase safety for active 

transport users or to improve public transport efficiency with a dedicated lane. 
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A considerable number of respondents used the Arras Tunnel as an example of the benefits that tunnels 

or cut and cover infrastructure can provide; these included: reduced congestion through separation of 

intersecting traffic, development of public amenity through providing uninterrupted thoroughfares for 

active transport users, and aesthetically pleasing green spaces for the public to use. 

Getting more SH1 traffic underground is a great idea! I love what the Arras Tunnel has done: 

created a people-friendly space at street level, with through-routes for people on foot and bikes, 

while SH1 traffic flows smoothly underneath. 

Several commenters used the Arras Tunnel as an example of an ineffective tunnel layout, often 

suggesting that there should have been two lanes in both directions.  

Click to return to the summary Johnsonville/Porirua discussion, page: 118 

Public transport to/from Porirua was referred to in general terms by a considerable number of people. 

The majority of respondents wanted: better, more frequent, reliable, reasonably priced, or “world class” 

mass transit or public transport. The sentiment was most frequently that if services were better, more 

people would use them; viewed as a desirable outcome.  

In several cases a direct route through to the airport was called for. In a few cases, people supported 

the removal of road space for public transport use. A small number of people stated that better park 

and ride facilities in Porirua would encourage people to access and use public transport on a more 

regular basis.  

Train to the airport.  connect Jville train with Porirua, etc....  

A moderate number of respondents supported light rail as the most suitable mass transit option. In a 

small number of comments this was a solution considered most suited to cope with population growth 

demand, and for a few, light rail was viewed as a future proof transport mode. Again, a networked 

connection through to the airport was favoured.  

An unequivocal commitment to progressively introducing light rail.  The ultimate objective to 

connect Johnsonville with Miramar. 

Several respondents wanted bus connections improved. An “extra bus route”, “greater use/frequency 

feeder buses”; and, “bus priority from Welly Station to Johnsonville” were called for.  
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A moderate number of respondents simply stated support for better or faster road travel from 

Johnsonville/Porirua areas. A few people cited groups for whom public transport is inconvenient or 

inaccessible (e.g., tradespeople), and that for this reason roads must be not only upkept, but expanded. 

A few respondents noted that roads also carry public transport, and should be prioritised for that 

reason.  

Focus only on the key issue of transport from Johnsonville and Petone to the Airport, as this has the 

best impact on travel times , congestion and therfore reduced exhaust fumes, healthier environment 

for walkers and cyclists 

Several comments spoke directly of commuters as a group whose needs and behaviour must be 

addressed if traffic issues are to be resolved in (and into) Wellington.  

Several people mentioned road travel to/from Porirua. A few discussed that at present the easiest or 

cheapest way to travel is by road, these people expressed a want to use other modes (active or shared) 

but that they would not while it was more convenient to use private vehicles. Other comments 

expressed scepticism that more roads would improve travel to Porirua.  

Several respondents called for more priority for cyclists to and from Porirua. A few of these people 

viewed cycling as a way to reduce overall traffic (a desired outcome), but the majority of cycling 

comments simply discussed support for cyclists/cycling, which in most cases was infrastructure such as 

separated cycleways.  

Why not run a cycle-lane alongside the Kapiti-line tunnel from Takapu Road to Ngauranga. The 

gradient would be more attractive and more people would cycle into Wellington. 

A small number of respondents spoke of changes to the way people work and live as a solution to traffic 

problems in Wellington generally. E.g., encouraging businesses to relocate to, or open in, Porirua, so 

that employees can live closer to where they work and consequently reduce traffic volumes. 

A few people wanted the regions considered in planning, and stated that the wider transport network 

is what affects CBD issues.  
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Click to return to the summary Newtown discussion, page: 119 

A very large number of participants mentioned mass transit or light rail in their comments about 

Newtown. Almost all of these were in favour of a mass transit system going to, or through Newtown. The 

majority of comments discussed Newtown as part of a route connecting various points to the Airport 

(and in some cases Miramar). A considerable number spoke of light rail either “to”, or “through” 

Newtown. While some spoke of light rail as an initial step, most used more pressing language, conveying 

the sentiment that this infrastructure is needed urgently. 

Include Light Rail on a single route, Raiway Station> Newtown>Kilbernie>Airport. 

Several comments contained consistent phrasing, suggesting a common source. E.g. FIT Wellington. 

Several comments expressed reticence about light rail. Most of these suggested that light rail was not 

the solution, for the reason that either the population or the topography could not support it, or that it 

was too costly. A couple suggested that the proposed mass transit route in Scenario B was “too 

circuitous” to be of use to airport passengers.  

Several comments referred to public transport in general, and, as with the light rail comments, they were 

frequently sought a linked public transport network between Newtown and the airport. Other 

comments called for better public transport generally, and for it to be a reliable alternative to driving 

private vehicles.  

Several respondents discussed bus transit, most often in support of a bus rapid transit route extending 

to Newtown. The remaining bus comments proposed extending or improving bus services or routes as 

an alternative to other, more infrastructure heavy, interventions. Outlying comments advocated for 

improved supporting services for buses, e.g., a couple made the point that buses play a part in 

congestion too; secure areas near key stops to park bikes; and “transport provided” for hospital 

employees.  

A small number of participants talked about “rail”, or “trains”, in their support for Newtown to be better 

connected. 

A moderate number of participants mentioned Newtown incidentally, as part of suggested roading 

layouts that they felt were an issue. Several of these were about vehicles crossing traffic lanes to get into 

the correct lane for Newtown. (e.g., at the Basin Reserve).  
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Several advocated for increased safety for cyclists in the Newtown area, most as a way to encourage 

alternatives to car use. A few of these called for cycleways to form a complete network from Newtown 

to the airport. A few comments discussed walking, with comments in the same vein as cycling comments. 

Safety (in one case for “our mokopuna”) was the main concern.  

Several comments supported tunnels, or cut and cover interventions. A few wanted more road capacity 

in general, most often to improve commuting times.  

Why not duplicate the Pirie Street tunnel? I've read a lot of reasons as to why Constable street 

cannot be used as a mahor public transport route, so why not a new tunnel to go from somewhere 

in Newtown to say Wellington Street and make ot a public transport exclusive tunnel 

Several participants stated that Newtown experiences significant traffic problems with congestion the 

most frequently mentioned. One person stated the contrary, that Newtown had no traffic congestion. 

Several comments contained outlying topics. A few were queries about the particularities of scenarios 

(e.g., “I need to know more- …how do you go to the airport from Newtown?”); one wanted Newtown 

changes to wait until CBD improvements are realised; one wanted to avoid “people congestion on 

Newtown”; one simply mentioned that they liked Scenario B because they go to Newtown frequently; 

and one felt that Scenario D would create “amazing living spaces” in Newtown.   

A small number of respondents simply stated their approval of better/more connections with Newtown, 

or better access.  
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Total: 1,914 respondents 

Central Wellington (391 respondents): Aro Valley, Kelburn, Te Aro, Thorndon, Mt Vic, Mount Victoria, 

Oriental Bay, Mt Cook, Wellington Central, Wellington 

Wellington City outside Central Wellington (1035 respondents): Brooklyn, Owhiro Bay, Island Bay, 

Berhampore, Newtown, Melrose / Houghton Bay, Southgate, Vogeltown, Mornington, Kingston, Karori, 

Northland, Wilton, Wadestown, Highbury, Highland Park, Hataitai, Kilbirnie, Lyall Bay, Rongotai, Airport, 

Miramar Peninsula, Seatoun, Roseneath, Karaka Bays, Strathmore Park, Strathmore, Maupuia, Moa 

Point, Crofton Downs, Ngaio, Khandallah, Johnsonville, Churton Park, Glenside, Tawa (inside WCC 

boundary), Newlands, Paparangi, Broadmeadows, Grenada Village, Grenada North, Kaiwharawhara, 

Woodridge, Aotea, Ngauranga 

Wellington region beyond Wellington City (359 respondents) : Porirua, Plimmerton, Whitby, Titahi Bay, 

Lower Hutt, Upper Hutt, Petone, Eastbourne, Naenae, Belmont, Heretaunga, Tirohanga, Wainuiomata, 

Wallaceville, Kapiti, Levin, Paraparamu, Waikanae, Wairarapa, Carterton, Featherston, Masterton 

Other or no location selected (154 respondents) 

Architectural Centre 

Argosy Property Ltd. 

Basin Reserve Trust 

Wellington Cable Car Ltd. 

Capital and Coast District Health 

Board 

Carterton District Council 

Centre Port Wellington Ltd. 

Cycle Aware Wellington (CAW) 

East By West 

First Retail Group 

FIT Wellington (A+) 

Generation Zero 

Green Party Rongotai Branch 

Green Party Wellington Province 

Greens Wellington Branch 

Greens Wellington Central Branch 

Hack Miramar 

Hospitality NZ 

Infrastructure NZ 

Johhnsonville Community 

Association  

Kiwi Rail 

Light Rail Transit Association 

Living Streets Aotearoa 

Mana Coach Services 

Motor Trade Association 

Mt Cook Mobilised 

Mt Vic Historical Society 

Mt Vic Residents' Association Inc. 

New Zealand Institute of Architects 

(NZIA) 

New Zealand Nurses Organisation 

(NZNO) 

NZ Centre for Sustainable Cities 

NZ Heavy Haulage Association 

OraTaiao: The New Zealand Climate 

and Health Climate Council 

Porirua City Council 

Port Nicholson Block Settlement 

Trust 

Property Council NZ 

Retail NZ 

Road Transport Forum 

Save the Basin Campaign Inc. 

SkyCabs International Ltd. 

St Marks Church School 

Te Rūnanga O Toa Rangātira 

Incorporated (Ngati Toa) 

The Wellington Company Ltd. 

Trams-Action 

Transport Futures Ltd. 

Upper Hutt City Council  
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Wellington City Council 

Environmental Reference Group 

Wellington City Youth Council 

Wellington Civic Trust 

Wellington Combined Taxis 

Wellington District Council of the 

New Zealand Automobile 

Association (AA) 

Wellington International Airport Ltd. 

Wellington Region Chambers of 

Commerce 

Wellington Tenths Trust 

Wellington Water 

Wellington Regional Economic 

Development Agency (WREDA) 
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