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Executive Summary 
This report presents evaluation findings about the Lower Tory St Activation in 2018. This project 
introduced a temporary reimagining of Lower Tory St with the intention of creating a shared vehicle 
and pedestrian space and making the area more vibrant. The activation also provided a test of ideas 
that could inform the future development of the street and similar projects. Key findings for this 
post-activation evaluation are as follows. 

Evaluation question 1: In what ways did the activation change the way that people used 
Lower Tory Street? 

 The activation demonstrated that the street could be used differently; it functioned in its 
new form and it was used differently. For instance, nearly three quarters (73%) of survey 
respondents said they had changed the way they used the street during the activation.  

 Pedestrians did spend time within the activation elements but generally not in large 
numbers. The activation was far more popular with people on Sunday, at lunch time, and 
when it was sunny. 

 A cycle path was not explicitly addressed in the activation design and the activation is 
unlikely to have significantly impacted the number of cyclists in the street except that 
southbound cyclists now had no road access.  

 Motor vehicles were significantly impacted by the change to a one way street, and removal 
of carparks. Fewer cars were reported in the street. From a traffic management perspective 
the road network coped well with the changes.  

 Some Tory St and neighbouring businesses reported changes affecting their business and 
these were generally negative. A key concern was various effects of the loss of a two way 
system and removal of carparks. 

 From a small amount of feedback from residents, the road changes impacted travel to and 
from people’s residential carparks.  

Evaluation Question 2: To what extent did the activation deliver the amenity values of 
safety, and a vibrant, inviting and relaxing atmosphere? 

 The activation did not lead to increases in reported incidents of unsafe behaviours.  
 There was extensive feedback about the presence and behaviour of skateboarders, the noise 

created by skateboards on plywood, and near misses between skateboarders and other 
street users. The time lapse photos however did not show a large presence of 
skateboarders, and when they did appear, they tended to move on fairly quickly.   

 People, including children engaged in play and relaxation in the space, but the overall 
numbers engaging were not very high.  

 Some people recounted vibrant, joyful scenes and others a lack of engagement and vibrancy. 
The time of year and the street’s normal low pedestrian presence, were seen as 
compromising the activation’s vibrancy. 

 The activation’s physical features were considered by some to be unattractive with an 
unfinished feel. Others liked the look. 

Evaluation Question 3: To what extent did the activation deliver an effective and safe 
shared space? 
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 The activation performed as a safe environment for pedestrians and vehicle traffic overall. A 
number of motorists disapproved of the one way street as it had disrupted and lengthened 
their journeys to and through Tory St, and caused confusion for some. Loss of on-street 
carparks was also cited as an issue. 

 Some Tory St businesses reported that the lack of customer carparking and less through-
traffic had negatively affected their turnover.  

 There was not much feedback on the impacts of the shared space for pedestrians and 
residents. Some residents noted that their home parking entry and exit on the street had 
been disrupted by the one way street.  

 Some cyclists noted that their South route through Tory St had been blocked and it was 
suggested that the activation should include a two way cycle path.  

 It was noted that some commercial vehicles struggled with the small loading zones and 
illegal parking in these zones. The increase in loading zone sizes and the installation of 
loading signs in early May appeared to have resolved this.  

 An environment of care operated during the activation with road users and pedestrians 
coexisting in relative harmony and following the new rules. There were concerns about 
pedestrian safety and disruptions to vehicle movements and commercial vehicle parking. 

Evaluation Question 4: Did the activation deliver a different overall sense of place? 
 The activation could not fully create a new sense of place because it was testing a set of 

bigger ideas and was packed away at the conclusion of the activation period. 
 Because it disrupted some people’s existing use and relationship with the street, it struggled 

to assist people to ‘reimagine’ Tory St as a different place. Instead the activation was 
positioned in opposition to the past or status quo, rather than linked to the future. 

Evaluation Question 5: What aspects of the WCC’s process of a low risk, low cost trial 
were successful and what was not successful? 

 The activation was aligned with strategic goals for the future of the Wellington city centre, 
including the development of a vibrant, pedestrian-centred and resilient city.  

 The activation was not community led or driven by a coherent local vision for the street. The 
project did not appear to build new local connections.   

 The activation had many physical attributes that supported a vibrant and people centred 
space. However it did not attract a consistent critical mass of people engaging with the 
space.  

 The activation established some formal data collection methods (time-lapse image capture, 
feedback cards), and received email, phone and face to face feedback from stakeholders. 
The feedback process would have benefited from an initial period of intensive observation 
and monitoring of the activation to facilitate early adjustments and create a face to face 
outlet to stakeholder feedback. 

 There was mixed feedback about whether the activation responded to a problem or 
opportunity. People were quite invested in the status quo two way street with parking, and 
the street was experiencing a period of normalcy after the disruption of the post-earthquake 
cordon and before new development disruptions (future redevelopment of the Readings 
Carpark site).  
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 The project was not particularly light, quick and cheap. It was an extensive change that 
transformed the whole section of street. It was implemented and removed quickly and 
design tweaks or modifications were successfully made to the temporary design. In hindsight 
the large physical scale of the activation and the disruption effects meant people compared 
it with what had been lost rather than a test of ideas for a different future. 

 In terms of the engagement process in this project undertaken by WCC and Victoria 
University of Wellington, there was opportunity for stakeholders of Tory St to have input 
into the concept and more detailed design phase of the project. Turnout for these events 
was not high. It was acknowledged that a geographically wider group of stakeholders 
(specifically nearby businesses) should have been engaged with prior to the activation 
commencing. 

 Some stakeholders reported not enough engagement and others were satisfied. It was 
acknowledged that there was an engagement time gap between the selection of a design 
and notice of its implementation. Stakeholders were generally positive about liaison with 
the Council when the project was up and running. 

Comment 
The activation’s goals were affected by issues of ownership, timing and scale, which should be 
considered in future projects. 

In terms of ownership, while the project engaged with the community and received ideas, the 
project was not community led or responding to a united community drive for something different. 
Some feedback suggested that there was a desire for things to return to normal after the cordon 
rather than a revitalisation of the space. This lack of local drive or coherent vision, and investment in 
the status quo, hindered a disposition of reimagining Tory St, and prevented a deeply collaborative 
situation between the Council, Victoria University of Wellington (VUW) and local stakeholders.  

Timing also challenged the project. If the activation had mitigated the disruption of the cordon it 
may have received stronger buy in and allowed a reimagination mindset. In the event, the activation 
became a further change to the street that had just returned to ‘normal’. The activation could also 
not align itself to a future reconstruction of the West side of the street as this was unconfirmed. So 
the changes were orphaned from both mitigating the past and ushering in the future. Time of year 
was not favorable. Activation engagement was weather dependent and it is clear that better 
weather would have attracted significantly more people and events to the area.  

Lastly, scale impacted people’s response to the activation. The activation covered the entire lower 
section of Tory St, created a one way system, and eliminated street car parks. The relatively low 
pedestrian density on this part of Tory St and the lack of existing attractions (particularly on the 
largely vacant West side of the street) drew attention to the large size and scope of the activation. It 
was not perceived as ‘low risk, low cost’. It was judged by some as either too grand or ‘too cheap’ 
indicating that the intent of a testing of ideas in a temporary environment was lost on people. The 
design approach traversed a grand re-design of the street, followed by a significantly scaled down 
version which had the same downsides as the original design without the permanence and 
transformative feel of ‘the real thing’. This scaling in hindsight distracted people from reimagining 
the future of the street towards a vibrant shared space. 
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The Lower Tory Street Activation 
This section provides an introduction to the Lower Tory St activation of 2018. 

Background to the activation 
The Lower Tory St activation had its roots in three forces for change. The first was the post-2016 
earthquake recovery of the area. In 2018 there was a long term development opportunity in the 
street with the demolition of the Readings Carpark buildings. This carpark shouldered a major part of 
the West side of Lower Tory Street. The second was a future focused transformation of the CBD to 
meet the challenges of population growth, earthquake risk and the local impacts of long term 
climate change. The WCC’s Our City Tomorrow initiative for instance positioned the Wellington City 
centre future as resilient, attractive and livable. The third source of change was Victoria University’s 
design thinking about the Tory St area. These are noted in more detail below.  

On the 14th November 2016 the Kaikoura Earthquake caused significant damage to Readings Carpark 
building which adjoined Lower Tory St. A cordon was put in place closing off most1 of Lower Tory St 
between Wakefield St and Courtenay place. The cordon enabled a damage assessment and stayed in 
place for the demolition of Readings Carpark building commencing in early January 2017. The cordon 
caused significant disruption for affected residents, business owners and other users of the street, 
who were not permitted to live, trade, work, shop, or move through the street for some time.   

In early March 2017 the East side of the street was reopened to businesses, and the cordon was fully 
lifted in early April 2017. A legacy of the cordon was the loss of 1000 carparks in the demolished 
Readings Carpark building and associated reduced traffic volume in the area. 

After the earthquake there was some community and Council interest to do something different 
with the street rather than restoring it – i.e. turn the difficulty of the demolition of Readings Carpark 
and associated closure of Lower Tory St, into a development opportunity inclusive of a different 
future for the entire street. Significant elements of this would be the partial or complete removal of 
motor vehicle traffic, and leveraging the commercial redevelopment of the East side of the street.  

In 2017 the Wellington City Council’s Our City Tomorrow project engaged with the public about how 
the city should positively respond to the challenges of population growth, earthquake risk and 
climate change.  The feedback asserted that Wellingtonions wanted the following features to be 
embedded in future planning, including the 2018-28 Long Term Plan: 

Compact: Wellington continues to be an accessible, compact city with an attractive and vibrant 
urban environment where people want to live, work and play. 

Inclusive and Connected: Wellington’s streets will be prioritised for walking and cycling, and have 
public spaces all people can enjoy. 

Greener: As Wellington grows, the natural environment will be protected, enhanced and integrated 
into the urban environment. 

Resilient: Wellington’s natural and built environments are healthy and robust. 

                                                           
1 Joes Garage and Brendan Motors were outside the cordon and still able to operate. 
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Vibrant and Prosperous: Wellington continues to be vibrant and prosperous, with a thriving 
economy that encourages creativity and embraces social and cultural diversity. 

A vibrant shared space that prioritises active transport modes, and is pedestrian friendly and 
resilient, is consistent with these principles. Tory St is identified as having poor visibility for motorists 
and pedestrians, and a lack of pedestrian crossings to deal with increased foot traffic due to 
apartment developments in the street.  

At this time Victoria University School of Architecture and Design had been doing some conceptual 
design thinking about different parts of the Wellington CBD including the Tory Street area. Therefore 
they had an interest in developing these ideas further. 

Goals of the Activation 
Wellington City Council decided to implement a temporary intervention on Lower Tory Street to trial 
the reallocation of space and understand the impacts on diverse users. A design partnership was 
established with Victoria University to develop the project. A successful activation would deliver: 

 A public proof of concept that this space could successfully operate with reduced allocation 
of space for vehicles and greater prioritization of pedestrians, cyclists and recreational use of 
the street. This was also referred to as signaling the potential long term opportunity that 
was available to the city, through a temporary re-design, and engaging the local community 
and wider public in this possibility.  

 Learnings for the Council about elements of an activation that worked well and what didn’t 
work well, to inform further future development of Tory St and other Wellington City 
locations. This included understanding the impacts on various users.  

Further goals identified by the Council Urban Design Team were: 

Areas of focus: 

 Creation of a temporary intervention that changes the way people use lower Tory Street 
 A design that trials a shared space concept in a low cost and low risk way 
 Creation of a destination for relaxation, play, shopping and eating 
 Creation of a safer, more inviting pedestrian environment 
 Provide planting, shade, lighting and seating to improve the amenity of the space  
 Interpret the history of the area to create a ‘sense of place’  
 Consider drainage and existing services 
 Create vibrancy and interest to ‘activate’ the area and support local businesses.  

Design Outcomes: 

 Creates a traffic calmed space along part of Tory Street that is an attractive environment for 
pedestrians 

 Responds to the location of entrances, outdoor dining areas and service bays  
 Considers pedestrian movements at intersections and to and from key destinations along 

the street 
 Design is capable of being extended if Tory Street is upgraded separately at a later stage 
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 Design is considered in the wider context of the city 
 Consideration of existing surface levels and stormwater drainage connections 
 Addresses surface drainage, vehicular loading, emergency services access, street lighting 

locations and other operational requirements in an integrated way 
 Creates a palette of materials and fittings (paving, street furniture, plant species, lighting) 

that provides character and sense of place. 

Activation timeline 
Key dates and time periods for the activation are noted below. Events following the Kaikoura 
earthquake are recorded above. 

July 2017. Design partnership signed between WCC and VUW School of Architecture:  

Wellington City Council and the School of Architecture of the University have worked 
together to propose a joint project that delivers a temporary, small scale intervention in Tory 
Street (between Courtenay Place and Wakefield Street), Wellington.  The concept of the 
project is to utilise the expertise of University staff and students within the School of 
Architecture to run a participatory project whereby the parties collectively design a 
temporary intervention with local stakeholders.  The agreed design will be implemented by 
Council with assistance from the University. The Council will use the temporary intervention 
to engage with the community more broadly on the future of Tory Street and the future of 
the central city as a whole (see Appendix 1 for agreement document) 

July 2017. Initial community design workshops: 

 Local businesses lunch time 
 Local residents evening (low turnout) 
 Open to the public workshop – readings cinema- five hours. Public feedback.  

15 to 20 August 2017. Eleven designs presented by VUW student teams and exhibited at Readings 
Cinema. The public could vote for a preferred design on site or via the WCC Facebook page.  

22 August 2017. Winning Tory St design announced – Its Tory Time.  

August to December 2017. The winning design ‘Its Tory Time’ is adapted by VUW (including student 
volunteers) to address high cost and health and safety issues  

5 and 7 December 2017. Business/stakeholder consultation workshops about the changes (low and 
moderate attendance respectively).  

6 March 2018. Stakeholders notified of final activation timeline including installation dates. 

19 March 2018. Street work begins to set up the activation.  

20 March 2018. Activation open, one way system and most components in place.  

4 April 2018. Official onsite opening by the Wellington City Mayor at 12pm.  

6 April 2018. An onsite celebration event for those involved in the project including students and the 
community (3pm). 
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26 April 2018. Stakeholders advised about modifications around Loading zones and parking, and 
Minimising anti-social behaviour (see Appendix 2). 

Early May 2018. Skateboard deterrents plus loading zone and parking modifications applied.  

28 May 2018. Stakeholders formally advised that the street would be reverting to pre activation 
state.  

16 June 2018. Activation closes (about two weeks early of the scheduled three months). 
Repaving/resealing schedule of the WCC infrastructure services team meant that the close had to be 
brought forward. 
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Evaluation Methodology 
This section outlines the evaluation questions and methods. 

Introduction 
This evaluation was conducted by the Wellington City Council (WCC) Research and Evaluation Team 
for the Urban Design Team. It provides evidence about the impact of the Lower Tory St activation 
that took place between mid-March and mid-June 2018. The purposes of this evaluation was to: 

 Promote learning about the activation process to inform future urban design interventions 
 Inform future decision-making about the Tory St area by highlighting the impacts of this 

temporary change to part of Tory St. 

The evaluation specifically looked at: 

 Changes to the street during the activation 
 Whether the street became more vibrant  
 How the shared space (between pedestrians and motor vehicle traffic) operated 
 The overall degree to which the activation created a different sense of place 
 The effectiveness of the delivery of the activation process. 

The evaluation does not make specific recommendations about the future of Tory St. 

Evaluation Questions 
The goals outlined in the previous section stress: 

 Transforming the street to create a relaxing, safe and vibrant destination which encouraged 
lingering, play, shopping, and eating 

 Limiting car access and creating a shared space for motor vehicles and other users 
 Using the activation as a proof of concept to inform future developments on the street and 

elsewhere in the city. 

The following evaluation questions were developed to address these elements: 

1. In what ways did the activation change the way that people used Lower Tory Street? 
2. To what extent did the activation deliver the amenity values of safety, and a vibrant, inviting 

and relaxing atmosphere? 
3. To what extent did the activation deliver an effective and safe shared space? 
4. Did the activation deliver a different overall sense of place? 
5. What aspects of the WCC’s process of a low risk, low cost trial were successful and what was 

not successful? 

Methods 
This section provides an overview of the various data sources in this evaluation, the analysis process 
and limitations of the method. 

Data Collection 
The evaluation commenced shortly after the activation had been removed and the following data 
sources were used. 
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Background project materials from project personnel and public sources 
Project information was sourced from Wellington City Council and Victoria University of Wellington. 
Some materials were sourced from online news items. These materials identified activation goals, 
milestones and timelines.  

Lower Tory St stakeholders survey (n=68)  
The evaluation team sourced a contact list of Tory St stakeholders that was initially developed for 
post-earthquake engagement, and had been added to as the activation progressed including details 
for people who had contacted WCC with feedback. The table below shows survey respondents’ 
relationships with Tory St. 

Relationship to Tory St Number of responses 
Live 13 
Own a property 9 
Own/lease a carpark 11 
Own/manage a business 3 
Own/manage a business nearby 8 
Work 15 
Work nearby 2 
Other – included shoppers, road users and 
pedestrians (see appendix 3 for ‘other 
relationship’ types and frequency) 

28  

Table 1. Stakeholder survey respondent relationship to Tory St 

The survey asked respondents about their perceptions of the activation and their use of the street 
including: 

 Shared space: vehicle and pedestrian features and safety, and use of the street  
 Vibrancy 
 Management of the activation: WCC role, communication and engagement, and overall 

management.    

An important method issue with the survey was that the participant list contained a number people 
who had already provided feedback and this feedback was more likely to be negative. Therefore the 
results are not at all generalizable to a wider population and the results were treated with caution. 

Business owner interviews (n=7) 
Seven business owners agreed to be interviewed for this evaluation. They were interviewed in 
person or by phone and asked about the following (see appendix 4 for interview guide): 

 The impacts on their business 
 Other notable changes to the street they had noticed 
 Their perspective on the street returning to its previous layout 
 Preferences for the future of the street 
 Management of the activation. 

Key informant interviews (n=5) 
Five individuals with key roles in the design and management of the project were interviewed about:  

 Their role 
 Understanding about the activation goals 
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 What worked well and what did not work well  
 Learnings for next time. 

Time lapse Photos (n=874 images) 
A still image camera was installed in a Lower Tory St building above part of the activation. It 
captured an image every five or 10 minutes in the physical space as shown below. These images 
excluded the North end of the activation which consisted of two sets of tables and chairs outside 
food and drink establishments. 

Figure 1. Time lapse view of the activation 

A selection of these images was analysed –fifty five days over 11 weeks. It was decided to identify 
different days of the week and times of day that could offer different contexts for engagement with 
the space. The table below shows the three times of week selected – Monday to Thursday 
representing week days; Friday and Saturday to cover the early weekend; and Sunday representing 
the late weekend. It also shows the different times of day selected and the hours associated with 
these for each time of week: morning, lunch, afternoon, evening, and late evening.   

 Monday-Thursday (2 
days per week 
selected) 

Friday/Saturday 
(every day selected) 

Sunday (every day 
selected) 

Morning 10AM-11AM   

Lunch 12PM-2PM 12PM-2PM 11AM-1PM 
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Afternoon   3PM-4PM 

Evening 5PM-7PM 6PM-8PM  

Late Evening  10PM-12AM  

Table 2. Lower Tory St time lapse image analysis periods 

There were some missing images within these time periods so in total, 218 of an intended 275 hours 
were covered: and 4 images per hour at consistent 15 minute intervals. A total of 874 images were 
analysed. 

Information was recorded for each photo about: 

 Day and Time 
 Weather conditions – overcast, sunny or rain2 
 Number of individuals sitting or standing/moving in the space including children 
 What kinds of things these individuals were doing – e.g. eating/drinking, skateboarding 
 The number of groups 
 The number of passers-by – i.e. people in the photo but not visibly engaging with the space. 

Feedback cards (n=105) 
In the early part of the activation, feedback cards were available for the public to complete and 
leave on site. The cards contained the following questions: 

 Do you think the changes to lower Tory St have made the area better for people? 
 Do you think we should make permanent changes to lower Tory St? 
 What one word would you use to describe the changes we're made? 

Although impossible to verify, it appears that some individuals completed multiple forms, so 
frequency results are generally not reported, however strong themes are noted.   

Local Host data  
WCC local host staff report various incidents and activities around the CBD related to community 
safety and wellbeing. For this evaluation, counts of anti-social behaviour, begging, rough sleeping 
and breach of a liquor ban in the activation area during the activation period and comparison times 
were assessed.  

Feedback via email and social media (n=55) 
The project established an email address tory@wcc.govt.nz and this was used to communicate with 
stakeholders and as a place to submit feedback. Calls and other contacts with the WCC contact 
centre were also referred on to this email. Fifty five emails that contained feedback during and after 
the activation were reviewed in this evaluation.  These responses were from the following groups: 

Feedback source Number 
Lower Tory St business 10 
Nearby business 8 

                                                           
2 It was not possible to gauge wind and temperature from the photo data and although there were some signs of rain – it 
was sometimes difficult to determine whether it was raining at the moment the photo was taken. 
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Lower Tory St resident 2 
Nearby resident 2 
Lower Tory St worker 1 
Lower Tory St building owner 1 
Other unclear (includes residents with a general 
or specific interest in the street e.g. cyclist, 
designer, customer, motorist) 

31 

Total  55 
Table 3. Feedback emails by relationship to Tory St 

Social media – A small number of Facebook comments and Twitter messages were also reviewed.  

Data Analysis 
Relevant data from each source were mapped to the evaluation questions. The key evaluation 
questions are therefore addressed through consideration of multiple data sources. Judgements were 
made about the legitimacy and weight of each data source for each question, and where sources 
conflicted to a small or large degree these differences are noted.  
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Findings: Question 1 – In what ways did the activation change 
the way that people used Lower Tory Street? 

Introduction 
The activation temporally altered the street fundamentally, creating an outdoor space for 
pedestrians to linger, removing car parking, and making the street one way to motor vehicles. These 
physical changes to the street did change the way the street was used.  This section explores data 
about how the street changed for various groups: pedestrians, cyclists, motor vehicle users, 
businesses, and residents.  

Summary of evaluation question 1 findings 
 The activation demonstrated that the street could be used differently; it functioned in its 

new form and it was used differently. For instance, nearly three quarters (73%) of survey 
respondents said they had changed the way they used the street during the activation.  

 Pedestrians did spend time about the activation elements but generally not in large 
numbers. The activation was far more popular with people on Sunday, at lunch time, and 
when it was sunny. 

 Cycling was not explicitly addressed in the activation design and the activation is unlikely to 
have significantly impacted the number of cyclists in the street except that southbound 
cyclists now had no road access.  

 Motor vehicles were significantly impacted by the change to a one way street, and removal 
of carparks. Fewer cars were reported in the street and from a traffic management 
perspective the road network coped well with the changes.  

 Some Tory St and neighbouring businesses reported changes affecting their business and 
these were generally negative. A key concern was various effects of the loss of a two way 
system and removal of carparks. 

 From a small amount of feedback from residents, the road changes impacted travel to and 
from people’s residential carparks.  

Question 1 full findings  

Pedestrians 
The activation saw people lingering in the newly created seating areas: The time lapse photos 
confirm that the street was used in ways that were consistent with its intent of facilitating 
engagement with the space or lingering. For the 874 photos analysed, there were: 

 944 people observed sitting on the activation elements  
 705 people standing or moving within the activation elements.  
 407 groups of two or more people engaging with the activation elements.  
 210 young children, often playing with another child or adult.  
 156 clear observations of individuals reading (including mobile devices/laptops) 
 117 clear observations of eating and/or drinking.  

Although the camera only viewed passers-by on the West side of the street, 1146 passersby were 
recorded over this time suggesting that there that there was a healthy ratio of people engaging with 
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the space relative to those passing it by in that moment: 1.9 people per photo engaging versus 1.3 
people passing by.   

However the low overall average number of people in the area recorded by these images surfaces an 
issue that was common in feedback: Lower Tory St is not a particularly busy pedestrian 
thoroughfare, so the goal of encouraging lingering behaviour was partially challenged by a low base 
of pedestrians.  

The following table summarises the photo image data and shows when engagement with the 
activation was relatively high or low, including in comparison to people passing by in that moment. It 
shows that except when it was raining, on average there were more people engaging with the space 
than passing by across different times of day, days of week and weather conditions. People were 
significantly more likely to engage with the activation elements and outnumber passersby at 
lunchtime, on a Sunday, and when it was sunny.  

  N photos all 
people 
engaging 

All 
People 
engaging 
per 
photo 

Passers-by Passers-by 
per person 
engaging 

Passers-
by per 
photo 

Morning 68 51 0.8 49 1.0 0.7 
Lunch 355 999 2.8 601 0.6 1.7 
Afternoon 36 53 1.5 42 0.8 1.2 
Evening 279 392 1.4 316 0.8 1.1 
Late 
Evening 

136 154 1.1 138 0.9 1.0 

Weekday 350 467 1.3 283 0.6 0.8 
Friday/ 
Saturday 

424 793 1.9 604 0.8 1.4 

Sunday 100 389 3.9 259 0.7 2.6 
Sunny 212 789 3.7 370 0.5 1.7 
Overcast 219 370 1.7 342 0.9 1.6 
Rain 47 1 0.0 15 15.0 0.3 
Dark 396 489 1.2 419 0.9 1.1 
Total 874 1649 1.9 1146 0.7 1.3 
Table 4. People engaging with the Activation elements and passers-by at various times and in various conditions 

Survey respondents generally did not think there was good use of the seating areas during the 
activation with 61% disagreeing that this was the case and 20% agreeing (20% were neutral or did 
not know). Some business interviewees reported that they felt there were more people in the street; 
others said the opposite. Retailers generally did not report more foot traffic – one hospitality 
business thought there may have been more customers as a result of the activation but could not 
confidently attribute this to the activation alone.  

Cyclists 
The activation did not address cycling in a significant way and data about changes to cycling is 
limited.  The activation did not create a cycle lane, and along with motor vehicles cyclists lost the 
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two way street system. From limited data it appears unlikely that the activation attracted more 
cyclists to and through the street.  

Survey respondents were asked whether they noticed more cyclists using the street during the 
activation – 59% disagreed that there were more with only 9% agreeing that there were more.  A 
substantial 32% were neutral or unsure. The time lapse image analysis showed people biking on the 
activation itself on two occasions.  

Motor vehicles 
Motor vehicles were significantly impacted by the creation of a one way street system and the 
removal of car parking.  

Survey respondents reported that there were fewer cars than usual in the street with 65% saying 
this was the case and 17% disagreeing. As cars could not travel south down the street there were 
concerns about the traffic volume impact on Wakefield and Taranaki Streets in particular. People 
identified Tory St as a key thoroughfare to the city south. From a transport management perspective 
the network coped with the changes (Key informant interview). However Individuals were vocal 
about the perceived impacts of this change on their driving experience and noted changes to their 
driving behaviour (see evaluation question 3). 

Businesses 
Businesses on Lower Tory St were significantly affected by the 2016 earthquake and subsequent 
cordon. The activation was another significant, albeit temporary, change to the street.  

Eighteen business owners responded to the evaluation survey but only three of these were located 
on Tory St itself. Two of these three said that there had been an impact – one noted the positive of 
an easier exit from their carpark, and the other noted the negatives of excessive noise from 
skateboarders and general anti-social behaviour that made the street a ‘slum’. For the 15 nearby 
businesses 7 said it had affected their business, three said no, and five were not sure. For the seven 
affected businesses, all noted negative effects of the one-way system and loss of car parks for 
customers accessing their businesses. 

Tory St businesses interviewed were asked about how the activation had affected their business: 
three reported the impact as negative, one no impact, and one reported a positive impact. Retailers 
generally did not report more foot traffic – one hospitality business thought there may have been 
more customers as a result of the activation, one reported moderately less turnover, with a third 
reporting a significant drop in turnover. A number of survey respondents commented that they had 
patronized Tory St businesses less due to the transport and parking challenges: 

I stopped patronising the establishments I used to visit on the street. 2. I no longer parked 
there, as there was no longer any parking available. 

Businesses were prominent in email feedback (18 of 55 emails analysed were from either Lower Tory 
St businesses (10) or nearby businesses (8)).  All but one of these emails cited negative effects. Main 
concerns were: the financial effects of reduced vehicle traffic, one way vehicle access, and loss of 
customer car parks; and concerns about the behaviour and noise created by skateboarders. 

Residents 
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There is relatively little data about the experiences of residents during the activation. Thirteen 
people in the survey said that they lived in the activation area of Tory Street. Only two of the 55 
feedback emails analysed in this evaluation were from Lower Tory residents and a further two said 
they lived nearby. Survey respondents were asked whether the activation had changed the way they 
used Tory St. Nine residents said it had, and eight of these people commented about the impact of 
the road changes on their vehicle movements (sometimes in neutral terms, with others expressing it 
as an inconvenience). 
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Findings: Question 2 – To what extent did the activation 
deliver the amenity values of safety, and a vibrant, inviting 
and relaxing atmosphere?  

Introduction 
A key goal of the activation was to recreate the space temporarily in ways that would increase the 
vibrancy of the immediate area. This section considers the nature and extent of the activation’s 
delivery of the amenity values of safety and vibrancy. 

Summary of evaluation question findings 
 The activation did not lead to increases in reported safety-related incidents. 
 There was extensive feedback about the presence and behaviour of skateboarders, the noise 

created by skateboards on plywood, and near misses between skateboarders and other 
street users. The time lapse photos however did not show a large presence of skateboarders 
and they tended to move on fairly quickly.   

 People, including children engaged in play and relaxation in the space but the numbers 
engaging were not very high.  

 Some people recounted vibrant, joyful scenes and others a lack of engagement and vibrancy. 
The time of year and historically low pedestrian presence on the street were seen as 
compromising the activation’s vibrancy. 

 The activation’s physical features were considered by some to be unattractive with an 
unfinished feel. Others liked the look. 

Question 2 full findings 

Safety 
This section looks at how the activation performed and was perceived as a safe place to be. Note, 
safety findings specifically related to the creation of a shared space for pedestrians and motor 
vehicles are considered in question 3 below.  

Tory Street intersects the heart of the city’s nighttime entertainment area and there was some 
concern that the activation would entice anti-social activity into the area, particularly at night. The 
balance of evidence in this review suggests that the area did not become less safe in terms of anti-
social or criminal activity during the activation. Police reported to Wellington City Council that they 
did not encounter more antisocial activity in the area. Wellington City Council Local Host data which 
includes reported incidents of anti-social behaviour, begging, rough sleeping or breach of a liquor 
ban, did not show increasing incidents over this period. Tory St is a quiet area for Local Host incident 
reporting as this cut-out map of all anti-social behaviour incidents ever recorded in the WCC’s 
Spectacle smartboard shows (note Lower Tory St is to the west of Allen St): 
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Figure 2. Local Host data anti-social behaviour reports in Tory St area 2016-2018. 

The time lapse image analysis did not detect any anti-social behaviour (such as fights), or 
begging/rough sleeping over the 218 hours analysed, however these images have limited capacity to 
reveal some types of anti-social behaviour such as verbal abuse/altercations.  

There was feedback about negative behaviour around the activation, for instance cases of drinking, 
intimidation, discarded bottles, vomit, and damage to plantings. Some people reported feeling less 
safe in the area: 

I felt more unsafe in the area than I had previously.  Late at night on a Friday walking back to 
my car park I encountered skateboarders, drug takers and other low lives lounging about on 
the wooden seats, making foul comments to passersby and detracting from what had always 
been a pleasant safe place to walk. 

(Survey comment) 

There was a significant amount of feedback about skateboarders who used the space until skate 
prevention devices were added in early May. There were three concerns raised – general behaviour, 
skateboard noise, and close call collisions between skateboarders and other users. 

For behaviour, some businesses reported verbal conflicts with skateboarders, and a general pattern 
of skateboarders claiming the space and deterring other people from using the area while they were 
present: 

People were literally moved away by the presence of skateboarders – as a former 
skateboarder, I’ve never seen skateboarders act like this – they were really anti-social – they 
are fine at the skate park but were really offensive here – they were asked to move on by 
local hosts but refused and were abusive – same thing happened when we told them to go. 
They kept other people from sitting and enjoying the area.  

(Business owner interview) 

Feedback Card Question: Do you think the changes to lower Tory St have made the area 
better for people? 
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Yes but get rid of the skateboarders 

No, I have seen skateboarders take over the boxes and disrespect the public, especially the 
children and people in the businesses and apartments 

(Feedback card comments) 

One business reported a different experience and perspective:  

I wasn’t worried about the skaters at all – they were mostly very young and just hanging out. 
The city should cater to young people as well. 

(Business owner interview) 

The second skateboard-related concern (especially for proximate businesses and residents) was 
irritating and repetitive noise created by skateboards on the hollow plywood boxes: 

…the hollow plywood makes it incredibly loud when they use it for "jumps". The noise echoes 
and carries and it is very frustrating when it is at 11pm on a weeknight when you are a 
resident trying to sleep, it's quite honestly like being next to a building site. 

(Email feedback) 

Thirdly, the risk of skateboarders injuring themselves or others was also cited, and near misses were 
reported: 

Virtually the only people I have seen on or around the wooden structures have been 
skateboarders doing tricks – certainly not something desirable in a pedestrian zone.  A close 
friend walking along the sidewalk was recently narrowly missed by a skateboarder, and 
skateboarders are particularly intimidating to older pedestrians and those with limited 
mobility. 
(Email feedback) 
 
The wooden platform is constantly used by skateboarders, despite the signs been put up and 
this is dangerous and a health and safety issue as it sits right next to the road, so if they fall 
off someone could get badly hurt. 
(Email feedback) 
 

Although there were numerous comments about a high presence of skateboarders, the time lapse 
data showed only 35 skateboarders in 218 hours of data, representing just 2 percent the 1649 
individuals engaging with the activation. Only 13 of the 874 images (1.5%) contained any identifiable 
skateboarders. Lastly, there were only two days where skateboarders were captured in more than 
one image. 

After anti-skateboard measures were put in place in May, only two skateboarders were observed 
with only one actually skateboarding.   

Vibrant, Inviting and Relaxing 
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Participants in this review were divided about whether a more vibrant, inviting and relaxing space 
had developed during the activation.  

Some feedback was positive about the atmosphere, created including the greening of the area, 
families using the space, food and beverage customers having their hot drinks on the outdoor 
seating, people lingering, and general vibrancy:  

Hi – just thought I should give you some feedback on new Lower Tory Street. Love the layout 
– fantastic stuff.  I just cycled through here, really nice. I can see it will work really well with 
the nice shop fronts here too.  

Keep up the good work! Let’s make it permanent. 

(email feedback) 

Love the new layout we saw today, good on you for giving this a go. Hope the idea of shared 
car/pedestrian /bike appeals a lot. Raised blocks in the middle have feeling of 
play/performance space. 

(email feedback) 

 New Tory street layout. This makes the street more livable and an excellent place to hang 
out. The new design means cafes can eat on the street side which is no longer aggressively 
pro-vehicle. The playground/platform area is frequently the joy of many children playing on 
it. This should become permanent & include more art features and colour. Well done - an 
excellent initiative.   

(email feedback) 

My wife and I were in the city yesterday for lunch and to do some shopping for her birthday. 
Had we stumbled upon the renewed space in lower Tory St earlier, we'd definitely have 
stopped and dined al fresco at one of the restaurants in that street. 

The sun was streaming along the length of the street, a group of people in their 50s were 
seated on the platforms and celebrating something with cake and flowers. A girl of about 6-7 
cartwheeled merrily on the tarmac while her parents drank their coffee at a table in the 
street. There were several other children playing on their scooters, and I heard them say, "it's 
ok it is safe here."  

(email feedback) 

Sad to see things reverting to the status quo. My kids loved the changes.., aged 9 and 12 ... it 
became the way to get to the waterfront. No other street in town have they ever asked to go 
down. Somewhere to play and enjoy the walk 

(email feedback) 

Many people would stop and see the st, wonder down and enjoy the space, the reduced 
traffic, and presence of other people on the st. I was amazed how many people would 
congregate opposite Dragon's restaurant during the weekend. Once one group of people 



25 
 

were relaxing on the street, other people walking by would often be drawn in, creating a 
rapid snowball effect of people on the street. It was really refreshing to have such a strong 
presence of people. 

(email feedback) 

it's a cool use of space, love the colour, shapes and native planting- going to look up the 
plants and get some for my balcony! Also loved learning about the history of the area of Te 
Aro. 

(Feedback card comment) 

I'd change from just getting from one end to the other to a relaxed roll, checking out things, 
zig-zagging. It was a highlight of my daily commute (on the bike) 

(Survey comment) 

A majority of survey respondents disagreed that Tory St had become more relaxing and vibrant as 
follows: 

Question Agree or strongly 
agree 

Disagree or 
strongly disagree 

The activation made Tory 
Street feel more vibrant 

30% 57% 

I found the street to be more 
inviting and relaxing during the 
activation 

22% 61% 

Table 5. Survey feedback about vibrancy 

Some feedback noted low numbers of people engaging with the activation elements: 

We look out our window many times each day, to see very few, but more often, not a single 
person actively benefitting from this installation. 

(Email feedback) 

Time lapse photos were coded to quantify behaviours consistent with the activation attracting 
people – sitting, moving about and lingering with others. Relative to the size of the activation 
elements visible, the average numbers during these times were quite low. As noted earlier, across 
874 photos, a total of 1649 individuals were recorded as present in the area either sitting or 
standing/moving within the space. There were 407 groups of two or more recorded, and 278 or 
31.8% of all photos contained at least one group of two or more people. The time lapse images 
observed children playing in the space and people eating/drinking and reading.  

Times when there was relatively more engagement were: lunch; when it was clearly sunny; and on 
Sundays. On Sundays there was: an average of 1 group in each photo; approximately the same 
numbers overall sitting and standing/moving in the space (2 and 1.9 per image respectively); and the 
highest numbers of passers-by (2.6 per image). About one third (31%) of Sunday images contained at 
least one child compared to 10% of images overall.  
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The time of year is likely to have impacted vibrancy: in 47 images where it was clearly raining, there 
were literally no people engaging with the space. There were more than twice as many people 
engaging with the space when it was sunny (3.7 people per image) versus when it was overcast (1.7 
per image), even though the numbers of passers-by was virtually constant across these two weather 
situations – 1.7 and 1.6 people per image respectively. 

These results strongly suggest that warmer, sunnier weather would have attracted a significantly 
higher number of people to the activation. People providing feedback (both supporters and 
opponents) noted that the time of year’s weather pattern had significantly compromised the 
vibrancy of the activation – particularly people’s desire to linger. After the launch there were no 
events held at the activation and this is likely to have been due to the time of year. A number of 
people questioned why it happened during autumn/winter and expressed that it would have worked 
much better in summer. 

Lower Tory Street is not a significant pedestrian destination and the relatively low number of 
passers-by recorded in the time lapse images supports this. There was feedback querying why this 
area was chosen over nearby sites with more existing vibrancy, more foot traffic and less cars; and 
equally places that did not have such a strong pre-existing role as a motor vehicle thoroughfare (see 
question 3). It was noted that Tory St lacked retail and was quite susceptible to Southerly and 
Northerly winds.  A significant number of people suggested that this change was more appropriate 
for the nearby Blair and Allen Streets (which are not motor vehicle thoroughfares), or generally 
places that were already low-traffic such as ‘dead ends’ and laneways.  

I like the idea of it but it wasn’t thought through practically, and it was in the wrong place. 
Tory St is too busy – traffic goes both ways all the time. 

(Business owner interview) 

I couldn’t understand the public utility. I’m sure the planners are disappointed too. Lower 
Tory St just isn’t a relaxation place.   

(Business owner interview) 

A pedestrian zone in the eye of the northerly and the southerly winds, with almost no shops 
or cafes on the western side...made no sense. 

(Email feedback) 

It was a strange/unusual thing to do. Laneways have more ambience and attract pedestrians 
(e.g. some in Wellington and also Melbourne) but you need a decent number of pedestrians 
to make it work. Tory St is not a pedestrian destination. “The changes were trying to make a 
silk purse out of a sow’s ear.” This is not a nice street that attracts pedestrians; and it was 
right in the middle of winter”. I would suggest having another go when the weather is nicer 
and when there is something to see on the street in terms of new retail (if this eventuates).   

(Business owner interview) 

I didn't really follow it, but I never understood what problem was supposedly being 
addressed. The whole thing was very strange. 
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(Survey comment) 

Tory street is not particularly attractive so putting large amounts of seating (or whatever it 
was), was never going to attract people. 

(Survey comment) 

I am in favour of pedestrian areas in appropriate places but do not think this block on Tory is 
right for this type of space, as it is an important link from north to south for patrons of the 
many businesses and is not (unlike Cuba) filled with bars and restaurants that might attract 
outdoor crowds for at least part of the year. (I was living on Tory this past summer which had 
great weather and there were not ever more than a handful of people using the outdoor 
space provided, other than skateboarders.) I think the concept could be good in other areas 
where there is generally more foot traffic. 

(Survey comment) 

This was a really stupid idea because Tory Street is such a vital thoroughfare - just look at 
your own traffic counts for Tory St. It's an idea that would be appropriate for Blair or Allen 
Sts, but not Tory. 

(Survey comment) 

The temporary nature of the activation did not appeal to some. There were comments that it looked 
unfinished, a watered down version of the original design. This was cited as creating confusion – was 
it finished? People noted that elements were starting to wear and discolour, or look less tidy (e.g. 
the planter boxes):  

Equally distasteful is the fact that the street now looks unfinished and unattractive with no 
redeeming feature. 

(Email feedback) 

If you’re going to do it, do it properly. It felt a bit half done 

(Business interview) 

The tables and chairs outside Poquito and Joe’s Garage are tacky. The whole installation 
does nothing whatsoever to improve the aesthetics of Tory street. We had a supplier in the 
office this morning, and after their comments, I admit to being embarrassed and apologetic 
about how the street currently looks. 

(email feedback) 

It was done cheaply & looked cheap. Very open to mixed use spaces & urban redesign but 
this was just incredibly poorly done with seemingly no consultation. 

(survey comment) 
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I like the design that was used, however I would like it to have a slightly more permanent 
feel. It felt like there should be more planters and benches for people to use the space for 
relaxation more. 

(Survey comment)  
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Findings: Question 3 – To what extent did the activation 
deliver an effective shared space? 
 

Introduction 
This section looks at the experience of the shared space on Lower Tory St by different groups, in 
particular how the environment of care operated between motor vehicles and others, and how the 
shared space aspect of the activation impacted on a vibrant space.  

Lower Tory St became a shared space during this activation. Shared spaces or a shared zone is a 
residential or retail street designed to give priority to residents and pedestrians while significantly 
reducing the priority of motorised vehicles. Motorised vehicle access is maintained but vehicles must 
give way to pedestrians; and conversely pedestrians should not hinder vehicles. The street is 
physically constrained or calmed for vehicles by for example landscaping, structures, tight turning, 
with subtle delineation between footpaths/other pedestrian areas and the roadway. This slows 
vehicles to very low speeds. Motor vehicle use narrows to those that have a specific reason for 
travelling through the street, and an ‘environment of care’ emerges where motorised traffic and 
pedestrians do not impose on each other and the environment is safe for all. Shared spaces are 
intended to make streets more open spaces for walking, sitting and playing – conditions that create 
vibrancy. 

From a traffic management perspective, the temporary transformation of Lower Tory St to a one 
way Northbound Street, was not anticipated to create significant network issues. During the 
activation there was feedback to the Council about illegal parking, loading zone size and use issues, 
and speeding cars. In early May the following modifications were introduced to mitigate these 
issues, which were positively received: 

 Increased loading zones size to accommodate larger vehicles and enable side entry access 
into vans. 

 Broken yellow lines on the south end of the centre loading zone to stop vehicles 
overhanging into the carriageway 

 loading zone signs to enable enforcement 
 a new ten minute park for other vehicles to load/unload passengers etc.... 
 temporary speed bumps to reduce car speed. 

Summary of evaluation question 3 findings 
 The activation performed as a safe environment for pedestrians and vehicle traffic overall.  
 A number of motorists disapproved of the one way street as it had disrupted and lengthened 

their journeys to and through Tory St, and caused confusion for some. Loss of carparks was 
also cited as an issue. 

 Some Tory St businesses reported that the lack of customer carparking and less through-
traffic had negatively affected their turnover.  

 There was not much feedback on the impacts of the shared space for pedestrians and 
residents. Some residents noted that their home parking entry and exit on the street had 
been disrupted by the one way street.  
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 Some cyclists noted that their southbound route through Tory St had been blocked and it 
was suggested that the activation should include a two way cycle path.  

 It was noted that some commercial vehicles struggled with the small loading zones and 
illegal parking in these zones. The increase in loading zone sizes and the installation of 
loading signs in early May appears to have resolved this.  

 An environment of care did operate during the activation with road users and pedestrians 
existing in relative harmony and following their new roles. There were concerns about 
pedestrian safety and disruptions to vehicle movements and commercial vehicle parking. 

Question 3 full findings 

Overall Safety  
In terms of accident risks, the activation appears to have performed as a safe environment overall. 
Cars and people using the new public spaces were in close proximity however there were no 
significant accidents reported in this evaluation. In the time lapse photo analysis, there were no 
observed incidents between vehicles and pedestrians and the two groups stayed largely separate 
during the observed periods. 

However there were a number of ‘close calls’ reported in feedback and general concerns about 
safety. These were principally associated with the new one way traffic system (including street entry 
and exit) and the lack of physical separation between cars and the new recreational space:  

The reduction to a single lane, crossing Wakefield street has resulted in confusion from 
oncoming traffic because they’re not clear about left turning traffic versus straight-through 
traffic, with car indicators not enough to avoid incidences. So far, personally I’ve had three 
near-misses, even when taking precaution to enter the intersection slowly. I have witnessed 
another half dozen similar incidences to vehicles in front with the same challenge. 

(Email feedback) 

In terms of your claims about making this a pedestrian friendly street, I simply find it 
dangerous. Pedestrians don’t know which way to look, and I watched a woman start to walk 
out in front of a car with a buggy, as she was looking the wrong way. 

(Email feedback) 

I’ve also observed that most traffic does not respect the speed limit. Even when two speed 
bumps were placed down, I’ve seen giant SUVs barrel over them at speed, treating the road 
like it’s a chicane on a racetrack. With it being a shared space, often with little children 
darting around, I’m amazed that something tragic didn’t happen during the project. 

(Email feedback) 

There was definitely a safety risk for people getting bowled over. All it needed was for one 
kid to fall off the platforms at the wrong time.  

(Business owner interview) 
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Children often ran out into traffic, as the area mixed traffic and pedestrians. Vehicles would 
drive swiftly and impatiently, which was dangerous. 

(Survey comment) 

Shared space users 
Cars 
A significant component of opposition to the activation, (primarily voiced by motorists and some 
business owners and residents) related to the removal of the two way road. Motorists who had 
previously travelled south to business and residential destinations were critical of the longer route 
they now had to take, and expressed that this strained other areas of the traffic network – for 
example Taranaki St and Courtenay Place. For these people, the shared space was effectively a road 
closed to traffic. People also reported confusion with the new road including some cars travelling the 
wrong way down the street. Some motorists reported that this disruption led them to use the street 
less: 

I avoided it when driving to other parts of the city. I had to drive a further km to get into my 
carpark. 

(Survey comment) 

But Tory Street is a major thoroughfare and the development diverts traffic into an already 
log-jammed Courtenay Place. 

(Email feedback) 

It was impassable for me.  I drive north to south and the blockage made it impossible.  I and 
other annoyed people had to join the traffic at Wakefield St/Taranaki Street which isn't set 
up for the usual level of traffic turning left to get to Vivian St, let alone all those who now 
couldn't use Tory Street. 

(Survey comment) 

It was truly bloody inconvenient. Instead of being able to leave the carpark and turn right to 
head up Tory Street towards my Wellington south home I had to go the other way, which 
added both time and increased fuel consumption to my duty. 

(Survey comment) 

As a driver I found it inconvenient because I had to take a detour of several blocks to get to 
upper Tory Street where I need to go regularly. 

(Survey comment) 

Couldn't use Tory street as it was one way. So avoided Tory street where possible 

(Survey comment) 

I had to change the route to the car park because of the one-way entry system. 

(Survey comment) 
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I continued to use the street going to Wakefield to my apartment, but had to make detours 
either to Kent Terrace or Taranaki and then around to get to Tory above Courtney, which 
meant I patronized those businesses less. 

(Survey comment) 

There were some comments that entering the one way system was tricky with so many pedestrians 
crossing Tory St at the same time, and exiting north was difficult with changes to traffic lanes on 
Wakefield St causing confusion. 

The disruption of not being able to park on lower Tory St and subsequent illegal parking (potentially 
acerbated by a lack of parking signage during the early part of the activation) were both mentioned 
in feedback: 

I had to avoid going near lower tory street as I usually park there and shop there 

(Survey comment) 

But more annoyingly, were trucks or couriers blocking the entire road dropping off goods, 
and were not using the supplied loading bays. In some cases the traffic build up, back up 
onto Courtenay Place.  This was a common occurrence. Because there was no parking there 
was less monitoring by the parking wardens to monitor the use or non-use of the loading 
bays. 

(Survey comment) 

In the time lapse photo analysis, there was very little evidence of illegal parking, cars backed up, or 
the street being blocked by cars.   

Businesses 
Some Tory St businesses and other participants reported that the loss of parking and the one way 
system had affected their custom: 

In my opinion this is a disaster. You have removed all the parking spaces, thereby harming 
businesses on Tory and nearby by keeping patrons away. For example my family and I were 
regular visitors to Dragons and Kazu restaurants. We are unlikely to go to these 
establishments again till the end of this ill-advised experiment.  

(Email feedback) 

Hundreds of people driving up and down Tory Street every day who would see my signage 
have disappeared. I used to have countless customers come in to say “I’ve driven past here a 
dozen times and I just had to come in” - that won’t be happening any more. 

(Email feedback) 

There were some complaints from neighbouring businesses saying the one way system had altered 
traffic patterns that affected their customers either arriving or leaving their business premises.  

Residents 
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There is minimal data on the impact of the shared space aspect of the activation on residents. In the 
survey, nine residents commented about how the activation had changed the way they used the 
street and the dominant theme was changed travel behaviour due to the street being northbound 
only, including entering and exiting their carpark: 

As a driver I found it inconvenient because I had to take a detour of several blocks to get to 
upper Tory Street where I need to go regularly. 

(Survey comment) 

Had to drive north down Tory st 

(Survey comment) 

Commercial vehicles 
Participants noted difficulty for delivery vehicles parking in the small loading zones, which caused 
tensions between these vehicles and other road users: 

There are not enough loading zones and the ones that are here are very poorly designed. If 
you are unlucky enough to get the second spot then the back of the vehicle sticks out into 
traffic because they are not big enough, and there are planter boxes in the way of side doors 
rendering the “loading” zones useless 

(Email feedback) 

He is complaining that the road access is congested and people are moving planter boxes to 
gain access when delivering goods to stores. 

(Email feedback – contact centre) 

There were reports of illegal parking in loading zones by private vehicles.  

Pedestrians 
There was very little feedback about pedestrian use of the street from a shared space perspective. 
Pedestrians could still access footpaths and now had an easier task of crossing the one way and 
traffic calmed street. There was some comment about it being easier to cross Tory St when walking 
along Courtenay Place. Survey respondents were more likely to disagree that the street had created 
a safer environment for pedestrians (48%) than agree (25%), or be neutral about this (23%). 

Cyclists 
It was noted that the activation had not been designed for cyclists specifically. Cyclists were 
impacted by the removal of a southbound road travel option. It was mentioned in feedback that 
Tory St in its normal configuration was one of the few streets in Wellington where southbound 
cyclists could travel along a single lane road and consequently not have to navigate multiple lane 
changes. There was feedback suggesting a cycle lane be integrated into the design and/or concern 
about the current design lacking this:  

I would just like to feed back that for cyclists wanting to go from the waterfront up tory st 
towards Moore Wilsons it is not very friendly,  I find I have to get off and push my bike or go 
up taranaki st which is not very bike friendly and very busy.  
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(Email feedback) 

While riding my bike I had to dodge the cafe table and chairs and then get off and push my 
bike on the foot path as nowhere for bikes to ride up the street 

(Survey comment) 

Yes but with a cycle lane for the cyclists come from the waterfront 

(Feedback card) 

…cyclists continued to use the street as a two way thoroughfare, riding against traffic or on 
whatever part of the road that they liked, darting in and out of traffic. 

(Survey comment) 

I did wonder whether you thought of cyclists in this design. I'm a passionate Wellington 
cyclist and would love to see bikes being considered a routine part of every roading design. I 
would love to see the Tory St space being trailed as a two-way bike lane on a one way car 
road (as was recently discussed for Cuba st)  

(Email comment)  

The activation was not widely perceived as creating a safer environment for cyclists: for instance just 
17% of survey respondents agreed that it had (see table 6 below). 

An environment of care 
Given the activation’s dramatic and immediate changes to the relationship between pedestrians and 
cars, it worked well overall as a shared space. There was feedback about instances of poor behaviour 
and changes were made to further traffic calm the area and improve safety, but the road network 
coped with these changes and there were no serious accidents reported. There was some feedback 
that cars drove faster than the 10kph limit, while others said that the layout did calm traffic: 

I really love what you have done on Tory St and hope to see many more projects like this in 
Wellington. I especially think it's great to have cars weave around the seating features 
because this seems to really slow traffic to safe speeds. 

(Email feedback) 

The post activation survey asked several questions about the relationship between vehicles and 
pedestrians. The results below show mixed perceptions about whether the shared space was 
harmonious between groups, with a greater tendency towards a negative or neutral view. It is clear 
from these results and individual feedback that people had different personal experiences of the 
shared space, with some relating near misses and general tensions between pedestrians and cars, 
commercial vehicles and other motor vehicles; and others a harmonious environment and courteous 
behaviour. It should also be noted that in many people’s thinking, the street had previously 
functioned harmoniously between pedestrians and motor vehicle users, meaning that the changes 
were disruptive of this status quo.  

Question Agreement Disagreement Neither Don’t 
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disagree or 
agree 

know/ not 
sure 

Vehicles travelled down 
the street at a safe speed 
during the activation 

41% 37% 14% 9% 

The activation created a 
safe environment for 
pedestrians 

24% 48% 23% 5% 

Vehicles gave way to 
pedestrians during the 
activation 

23% 44% 21% 12% 

Pedestrians were careful 
around cars during the 
activation 

21% 41% 24% 14% 

Table 6. Survey questions relating to the shared space and environment of care characteristics 
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Findings Question 4: Did the activation deliver a different 
overall sense of place? 
 

Introduction 
The Lower Tory St activation was an act of placemaking, converting a street into a diverse public area 
that would showcase a stronger sense of place. This section, drawing on results from the previous 
questions, considers whether the activation delivered a sense of place. 

Sense of place generally describes the characteristics that make a place special or unique, with an 
emphasis on how people feel about places. A strong sense of place indicates a coherent identity that 
is distinctive in relation to other proximate spaces in people’s minds. Locations that do not emit a 
strong sense of place are considered to be generic and featureless, lacking a distinct identity – they 
could be from anywhere.   

A sense of place fosters attachment between the urban landscape and those that inhabit the space 
as workers, visitors, business owners, or residents. This is experienced differently by individuals 
depending on their personal experiences, historical relationship and current social interactions 
within the space, and their own pre-dispositions. In the context of urban segments within Wellington 
City such as Lower Tory St, a sense of place encompasses the unique identity of the segment and 
additionally how this segment’s identity integrates with an overall sense of place for the surrounding 
area and Wellington City.  

A point of caution with this assessment of the activation is that it was a temporary ‘reimagining’ - a 
temporary makeover that aimed to reveal the possibility of a different future for this place. So a 
good outcome would be evidence that people were supportive of a different future for the street 
without necessarily being fully satisfied with the activation’s reimagined street. 

Summary of evaluation question 4 findings 
 The activation could not fully create a new sense of place because it was testing a set of 

bigger ideas and was packed away at the conclusion of the activation period. 
 Because it disrupted some people’s existing use and relationship with the street, it struggled 

to assist people to ‘reimagine’ Tory St as a different place. Instead the activation was 
positioned in opposition to the past or status quo, rather than linked to the future. 

Question 4 full findings 

Sense of Place 
The activation divided people and a significant amount of feedback framed the changes against the 
status quo functioning of the street. The activation’s lack of permanence heavily impacted positive 
and negative judgments. As noted, the activation was a temporary test of an alternative 
conceptualization of the street, not a permanent reconstruction. It was seen by significant numbers 
of people as either too much or too little – and sometimes both. It was a radical change to the status 
quo of a two way car-dominant street, while offering a basic version of a pedestrian-centred street 
that for various reasons (the time of year, materials used, some traffic/parking logistics issues, lack 
of a captured audience of pedestrians in the street, the skateboarding issue, and the lack of events 
to draw large crowds) did not operate optimally.  
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In some people’s minds the activation lacked coherence – as one described it: neither fish nor fowl. 
The area no longer functioned as well for cars but nor it did it fully function as a pedestrian centred 
space. Therefore feedback was grounded in loss and this is likely to have exacerbated negative 
feedback about vibrancy. For instance animosity towards the presence of skateboarders – something 
valuable had been given up on the one hand (e.g. carparks and flowing traffic), and an unintended 
niche group were seen to be benefiting. 

Many people remained attached to the old sense of place and function of the street. 

Had you been a little less radical, and not changed the area ratio from 66% vehicular to 20% 
vehicular (one lane plus a little parking) some aspects could have worked. You went too 
radical, and now we’ve got nothing and most of the users and occupants of the street have 
been left very negative. 

(Survey Feedback) 

In the post-activation survey nearly two thirds (63%) of respondents disagreed that the activation 
had improved the area and 70% (46) of people said they preferred the street the way it was now (i.e. 
two way with on-street parking). Only 11% (7) preferred the activation version of Lower Tory St. 
Twenty percent (13) preferred something different than either the status quo or the activation. 
These people with future ideas were evenly split between something more pedestrian-centred (e.g. 
completely closed to traffic), less pedestrian-centred (e.g. two way traffic), or specific tweaks (e.g. a 
two-way cycleway). The 105 feedback cards showed a similar sentiment with a strong majority of 
comments saying ‘no’ to the statement Do you think the changes to lower Tory St have made the 
area better for people?, with a number of supporters and opponents suggesting either general 
tweaks, or more extensive or conservative approaches.   

The Lower Tory St businesses in general did not embrace the changes and those interviewed had 
positive or mixed feelings about the street returning to its former state. Likewise a majority were 
ambivalent or opposed to further changes. Some supported talking aspects of the design forward – 
for example a hospitality retailer was keen to see outdoor seating but preservation of car parks; 
another was keen to see a better connection to the waterfront. Businesses mentioned preferable 
timing including a sunnier/warmer time of year and when there was a clear ‘master plan’ for the 
future reconstruction of the west side of the street and wider area. 
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Findings Question 5: What aspects of the WCC’s process of a 
low risk, low cost trial were successful and what was not 
successful? 

Introduction 
The activation’s goals were to test whether the street could cope with becoming a traffic–restricted 
shared space; and to bring vibrancy to the area. For the project to be a catalyst for a long term 
repositioning of the street, public support and engagement was also an important outcome of the 
trial. Perspectives from a variety of users of the street suggest that the activation polarized the 
public. It is inevitable that changes to public space where some users benefit and other users face 
restrictions or inconvenience will generate opposition (Sadik-Khan and Solomonow, 2016). This 
assessment of the effectiveness of the overall concept looks at elements of the project design that 
worked or did not work, to position the activation for success. It assesses the activation process 
against some key tactical urbanism principles, and then reports specifically about the engagement 
process surrounding the activation.  

Summary of evaluation question 5 findings 
 The activation was aligned with strategic goals for the future of the Wellington City centre, 

including the development of a vibrant, pedestrian-centred and resilient city.  
 The activation was not community led or responding to a coherent local vision for the street, 

and the project did not appear to build local connections.   
 The activation had many physical attributes that supported a vibrant and people centred 

space. For reasons discussed earlier it did not attract a consistent critical mass of people 
engaging with the space.  

 The activation established some formal data collection methods (time-lapse image capture, 
feedback cards), and received email, phone and face to face feedback from stakeholders. 
The feedback process would have benefited from an initial period of intensive observation 
and monitoring of the activation to facilitate early adjustments and create a face to face 
outlet to stakeholder feedback. 

 There was mixed feedback about whether the activation responded to a problem or 
opportunity. People were quite invested in the status quo two way street with parking, and 
the street was experiencing a period of normalcy after the disruption of the post-earthquake 
cordon and before new development disruptions (future redevelopment of the Readings 
Carpark site).  

 The project was not particularly light, quick and cheap. It was an extensive change that 
transformed a large street area. It was implemented and removed quickly and tweaks were 
successfully made to the temporary design. In hindsight the large physical scale of the 
activation and the disruption effects meant people compared it with what had been lost 
rather than a test of ideas for a different future. 

 In terms of the engagement process in this project, there was opportunity for stakeholders 
of Tory St to have input into the concept and more detailed design phase of the project but 
turnout for these events was not high. It was acknowledged that a geographically wider 
group of stakeholders (specifically nearby businesses) should have been engaged with prior 
to the activation commencing.  
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 Some stakeholders reported not enough engagement and others were satisfied. It was 
acknowledged that there was an engagement time gap between the selection of a design 
and notice of its implementation. Stakeholders were generally positive about liaison with 
the Council when the project was up and running. 

Question 5 full findings 

Tactical Urbanism 
The Lower Tory St Activation references the urban change approach Tactical Urbanism. For instance 
the VUW – WCC partnership agreement project scope states: 

The scope of the Project is for a temporary tactical urbanism intervention that will occupy the 
block of Tory Street between Courtenay Place and Wakefield Street in accordance with the 
Design Brief in Schedule One.   

Tactical Urbanism encompasses inexpensive, individual projects that make urban places more lively 
and enjoyable. They are often citizen-led but can involve other urban stakeholders such as 
businesses and local authorities. The planning phase is short and they are quick to build or pop up 
and often use temporary and recycled materials. Examples include art installations, ‘parklets’ (small 
social spaces), changing flows of pedestrians and traffic, one off events, and urban gardens. 

The short design tradition of tactical urbanism positions it as an outsider to highly centralised and 
planned urban design: 

Pop-Up urban design is regular folks identifying a need or problem in the public realm and 
taking matters into their own hands to come up with a low-cost and implementable solution. 

(Citizen’s Planning Institute, USA, 2012: http://citizensplanninginstitute.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/01/E-3_Unit-1_Urban-Design.pdf ) 

However, tactical urbanism been adapted as a centralised urban planning tool because of its 
capacity to experiment with, test and gather support for new urban environments. The Planner’s 
Guide to Tactical Urbanism identifies the following characteristics of tactical urbanism from this 
planning perspective: 

 A deliberate, phased approach to instigating change 

 An offering of local ideas for local planning challenges 

 Short-term commitment and realistic expectations 

 Low-risks, with possibly a high reward, and 

 The development of social capital between citizens, and the building of organizational 
capacity between public/private institutions, non-profit/ NGOs, and their constituents. 

https://reginaurbanecology.files.wordpress.com/2013/10/tuguide1.pdf  

In the following section the activation’s process is assessed against some tactical urbanism 
principles. 

Tactical Urbanism Principles 
This section uses six tactical urbanism project principles (Activate Auckland, 2018) to assess 
elements that were more and less successful in this activation.  
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1. Interventions, big or small, must align with the strategic goals and outcomes of the wider city 
centre and should explore opportunities to bring forward long-term projects to enable benefits to be 
realised in the short term. 

There was alignment between this project and WCC strategic goals around planning for growth and 
transformative city centre development towards a pedestrian-centred, vibrant and resilient city; 
however feedback often concerned the ‘smaller picture’ of how the activation had impacted the 
status quo. Some feedback was supportive of the concept but did not feel that the timing and 
placement of the activation were right. Many people said the changes would make more sense on 
Blair and Tory streets which are already semi-pedestrianised and had supporting retail. For Tory St 
the ‘bigger picture’ was somewhat undefined during the activation because there had been no 
decision about the future of the Readings Carpark site. So it was unclear what was being brought 
forward. 

2. Local ideas for local planning challenges and the development of social capital between citizens 
and between different interests – e.g. businesses and residents, public and private institutions 
(Pfeifer, 2013) 

Local input and feedback was solicited during the design phase of the activation. The overall 
engagement process is considered further below. The project was not ‘community owned’ and 
driven, and did not have a central focus around a local solution to a local challenge or opportunity. 
The project was widely perceived as a Council and VUW project, and Council was the object of 
positive and negative feedback. There is not much evidence to suggest that significant social capital 
(i.e. new and stronger bonds between different stakeholders) was built during the design and 
implementation of the activation. The collaboration between WCC and VUW is likely to have 
informed both parties about successful collaboration in the future as well as providing an exchange 
of ideas and urban design methodologies for doing this kind of work. In terms of users of the space, 
some people referred positively to people mingling and discovering the street and its businesses.  

3. Generally tactical urbanism projects move the city streets in the direction of pedestrian-centred 
space as opposed to car centred space. So projects should be people focused, improve physical 
connectivity, personal safety, accessibility, social cohesion, aesthetics and provide economic and 
innovation opportunities. 

The activation’s final design aspired to this and in many respects delivered a pedestrian-centred 
space. However, as noted above, the activation did not consistently achieve a critical mass of people 
enjoying the space in new ways. This goal was challenged by the timing of the activation and the 
street’s modest latent audience of passers-by. As a short term project, it was safe and not 
detrimental to the traffic network overall, but there were individual concerns about traffic safety, 
mixed feedback about vibrancy, and some reported negative business impacts. The short and finite 
timeframe and generally weak sense of local ownership of the changes, was not facilitative of 
economic and innovation opportunities. 

4. Incorporate strong feedback measures on objectives and public feedback to provide definitive data 
on the successes, failures and learnings for each unique project.  
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The activation’s performance here is mixed. In terms of formal data collection mechanisms, a 
camera was set up which recorded time lapse images of engagement with the activation, and 
feedback cards were available immediately following the activation’s establishment. The Council 
received feedback through a dedicated email address, phone calls and face to face feedback on the 
street, and the VUW project manager also received feedback on the street. Feedback was 
considered and acted on although there were some concerns that the traffic modifications and skate 
deterrents should have been introduced sooner. The feedback cards gave an impression of people’s 
reaction to the activation but the feedback was not detailed enough in most cases to assist with 
immediate tweaks. The camera data was useful as a retrospective data source but was not able to 
be used as a formative assessment of the activation.  

It would have been advantageous to have an intensive people presence in the first few days to sight 
immediate issues, observe patterns of use by vehicles and pedestrians, talk to street users about 
their concerns and ideas, make feasible immediate changes, and plan and communicate further 
changes or areas of further assessment.  

5. No matter the project cost, the design process should be highly valued and it should fix problems. 
To achieve this, place based design interventions are best when they respond to the context of a 
given community or site. For example, there is very little benefit in providing places to sit if the real 
need is places to walk. 

An objective within the VUW / WCC partnership agreement was: that the ideas are developed with 
the local community and should therefore be responsive to the local issues.  

As noted, the project was not community led and did not address a clearly identified community 
issue or opportunity, although there was clear alignment with strategic long term objectives for the 
city.  

Tactical urbanism has been used to lessen the impacts of disruption in private and public urban 
developments including infrastructure developments (Activate Auckland) or disaster recovery (Gap 
filler in Christchurch). In these situations, the activation times in with the ‘opportunities’ created by 
the disruption. However the changes to Tory St did not time in to mitigate the earthquake cordon’s 
impacts because it happened after a ‘return to normal’. There was a sentiment in some feedback 
that the activation had essentially reintroduced the cordon’s restricted vehicle access – adding insult 
to injury, and had created a disruption rather than smoothing one.  

In the minds of some Tory St and nearby businesses and motorists, Tory St has an important function 
as a two way through road to Te Aro and South Wellington in particular. Feedback questioned 
whether Tory St had the capacity to attract lingering pedestrians because it wasn’t typically a very 
busy street for pedestrians. The time lapse photos suggested that the activation could draw in 
additional people including children, particularly in favorable weather and at lunch times, however it 
was rarely bustling with people in these images. 

Some people were bemused by the change – why here, why now (when things are returning to 
normal) and why at this time of year? Broader communities of interest were divided on whether this 
activation was right for the street or not.  
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So in summary, generally the activation wasn’t strongly perceived to be mitigating something and/or 
providing a glimpse of a desirable future for the street. 

6. Finally, projects need to be light, quick, and cheap. The lighter, quicker, cheaper approach to urban 
improvements offers citizens of the city a win-win scenario. If the project is successful, it often serves 
as the first step towards lasting change. If unsuccessful, then little time and money has been lost and 
the project can be reconsidered, removed or replaced. 

Although the project partnership agreement between VUW and WCC mentioned a phased approach, 
the low risk test of new ideas, and realistic expectations about the short time frame and temporary 
nature of the project; the final result was not particularly light, quick and cheap. The design 
competition produced visionary design concepts and the winner Its Tory Time presented an 
ambitious multileveled structure. The design represented a journey of decolonization through 
material deconstruction and abstraction from formal to organic. The final detailed design took up 
the same large footprint of Lower Tory St but did not particularly resemble this winning concept. 
Some people commented negatively that the final design was a watered down version of the 
competition winner but most judged it on their perception of the extrinsic physical merit of what 
was before them. The activation fundamentally transformed the operation of the street rather than 
being small scale and clearly incremental, without wholly delivering the aesthetic promise and 
vibrancy of the original concept. It was therefore judged from both sides of being both too much and 
too little – i.e. unfinished.  

It was noted in some feedback that in hindsight the scale was probably too physically large and there 
was feedback from critics and supporters about alternative ‘halfway’ measures including keeping the 
street two way and retaining some parking.  

We went too big. We should have focused on a couple of physical areas on the street and 
integrated parking into our changes. Was there a rush to a solution? – we could have tested 
the elements more simply. 

(Key informant interview) 

Engagement  
The project team sought stakeholder and wider public input at several key stages of the project: 

 July 2017. Initial community design workshops: Local businesses lunch time, local residents 
evening (low turnout), and an open to the public workshop – Readings cinema.  

 August 2017 – 11 designs exhibited at Readings Cinema. Voting at Readings or through 
Facebook over five days. More than 2,000 votes cast.  

 December 2017 – two business/stakeholder consultation workshops about changes to the 
original design (low and moderate attendance). 

 6 March 2018 – notification of installation dates and activation timeframe  

Feedback about the quality and quantity of engagement was mixed. As the timeline above notes, the 
stakeholder turnout for workshops at the concept and detailed design stages was not high.  It was 
noted that there was an engagement and communications gap between December 2017 and the 
installation update and launch in March 2018. There was a sense from some businesses that the 
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activation turned up abruptly and in a radically different form from the winning design. Other 
businesses were satisfied with the level of communication and engagement. 

Participants surveyed about the engagement process had mixed experiences of this reflecting the 
wide variety of stakeholders responding to the survey, and perhaps also the relatively low numbers 
that attended workshops.   

One stakeholder acknowledged that there was a missed opportunity for the project to leverage the 
relationship that had been built up between residents and others following the earthquake: 

We had built momentum post-cordon – ideally we would have leveraged that momentum. 
The design process took time. It wasn’t a priority at the time to commit to engagement. Post 
cordon we were engaging every day or two. “It went from, we love you, we know how hard it 
has been, to “Oh is this hard for you? (the activation)”.  

(Key stakeholder interview) 

It was acknowledged that engagement should have proactively involved a geographically wider 
group of stakeholders (e.g. Wakefield St and southern parts of Tory St) as some of these 
stakeholders reported that the activation had affected them.    

It was also noted that the project missed the opportunity to engage with stakeholders in the very 
early days of the activation (including the student design teams), to gather immediate feedback, and 
make quick changes: 

(During the activation) – Opportunity lost to get immediate on the ground feedback: The 
project could have been resurrected if they’d listened to people. 

(Key stakeholder interview) 

Once the activation was in place, businesses interviewed were generally very positive about the 
accessibility and responsiveness of the WCC project team.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Partnership agreement July 2017, WCC and VUW School of 
Architecture 
 PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT 

Dated 20th of July 2017  

Parties 

Wellington City Council, 101 Wakefield Street, Wellington (the Council) 

Victoria University of Wellington acting by and through its School of Architecture, Te Aro Campus, 139 
Vivian Street, Wellington (the University) 

(each a “party” and together the “parties”) 

Background and purpose 

Wellington City Council and the School of Architecture of the University have worked together to propose 
a joint project that delivers a temporary, small scale intervention in Tory Street (between Courtenay Place 
and Wakefield Street), Wellington.  The concept of the project is to utilise the expertise of University staff 
and students within the School of Architecture to run a participatory project whereby the parties 
collectively design a temporary intervention with local stakeholders.  The agreed design will be 
implemented by Council with assistance from the University. The Council will use the temporary 
intervention to engage with the community more broadly on the future of Tory Street and the future of 
the central city as a whole (the Project). 

This Agreement acknowledges the parties' mutual interest in ensuring the Project is carried out in a 
professional manner, and to facilitate this, sets out how they will work together to deliver the Project. 

It is agreed 

Objectives and outcomes 

The objectives and desired outcomes in regard to the Project are as follows: 

the ideas are developed with the local community and should therefore be responsive to the local issues; 

there is a phased approach to change that may otherwise be unpalatable to some parts of the community; 

there are realistic expectations within the community about the temporary/ short-term nature  of the 
Project; 

it is a low risk way to try new ideas; 

there is social capital developed between the community, local government and the tertiary institute; 

it relates the city of Wellington to cutting edge street design interventions. 

Relationship management 

The parties agree that they will work together construtively and collaboratively to deliver the Project in 
accordance with the Objectives.  In particular, they will each:  
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act in good faith and demonstrate honesty, integrity, openness and accountability in their dealings with 
each other; 

discuss matters affecting the Project, whenever necessary;  

notify each other immediately of any actual or anticipated issues that could significantly impact on the 
Project or receive media attention. 

The parties agree that they will assign relationship managers as key contacts for the Project (“Relationship 
Managers”).  The Relationship Managers as at the date of this Agreement are: 

REMOVED 

Project process 

The detailed Design Brief is set out in Schedule One of this Agreement.  The Project Scope and Deliverables 
are set out in Schedule Two of this Agreement.  The Project Schedule is set out in Schedule Three of this 
Agreement.  The Schedules form part of this Agreement. 

The University students who will be working on the University deliverables relating to the Project are all 
enrolled in the University course LAND 321: Landscape Architecture Construction in trimester 2, 2017.  Their 
participation in this Project is a compulsory course requirement that will be assessed.  The University’s 
Relationship Manager, Carles Martinez-Almoyna Gual, is one of the course co-ordinators of this course and 
will be supervising the work of the University student participants relating to the Project.   

The University’s trimester 2, 2017 runs from 17 July to 19 November 2017.  For this reason, the parties 
acknowledge the importance of and will use their best endeavours to meet the Project timeframes 
specified in the Project Schedule detailed in Schedule Three to enable the students to meet their course 
assessment requirements by the end of trimester 2, 2017.  

Each party agrees to contribute to the Deliverables as set out in Schedule Two, in addition  to their 
respective contribution as set out in clauses 4 and 5 below. 

The Council’s contribution  

The Council will contribute the following to the Project: 

Project Management support via Council members of the PCG; 

$500 from Council for printing exhibition materials; 

Printing material and stationery for the workshops; 

In kind venues and other event based support and contributions from local businesses to be confirmed;  

a fund of $100,000 to construct and implement the Agreed Design (to be allocated in accordance with the 
Project Delivery Plan); and 

Shipping container/marquee  or other venue for the public/stakeholder participatory process and 
exhibition. 

The University’s contribution  

The University will contribute the following to the Project: 
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In kind design concept work and detailed design completed by students under supervision; 

In kind design leadership and supervision of students from Carles Martinez-Almoyna Gual. 

The University agrees to comply with any reasonable request from the Council to attend events related to 
the Project. 

Project Governance 

The Project will be governed by the Project Control Group that operates pursuant to a terms of reference 
which will require it to meet fortnightly to deliver the Project in accordance with the Objectives and the 
Scope.   

The members of the PCG are the Relationship Managers and Moana Mackey (Sustainability Manager) from 
the Council. 

Health and Safety 

Each party will comply with its obligations under the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 (and any 
applicable regulations). 

The parties will consult, co-operate and co-ordinate with each other in relation to health and safety matters 
relating to the Project.   

The parties will work together to produce a health and safety plan (which includes a risk assessment and 
risk management strategy for controlling and mitigating risks identified) relating to the Project.  This health 
and safety plan will be completed prior to any visits by University staff and students to the Project sites.   

A party must immediately notify the other party if it has any concerns about, or becomes aware of any 
incident involving the health, safety and well-being of any persons involved in or relating to the Project.   

Insurances 

The Council has professional indemnity and public liability insurance in place which covers the risks 
associated with the Project. 

The University is not required to carry insurance for the Project. 

Peer  Review 

Peer reviews of the detailed design will be undertaken by the Council to ensure it meets the relevant 
technical, legal (including regulatory and public health and safety) and economic/budgetary requirements 
before approving it as the Agreed Design and prior to its implementation/construction. 

Technical peer reviews will be undertaken by the Council, using external consultants if required, before 
any design elements are relied on or incorporated into the Agreed Design.  Publicity, use of trademarks, 
images and content 

The parties acknowledge the importance of keeping each other informed and in particular, the importance 
of consulting each other before making any statements to the public or the media that may affect the 
other party. 

The parties agree to develop a common media and communications plan for the Project, to ensure they 
remain clear and aligned on their respective positions throughout the Project. 
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Each party agrees not to use the trademarks, images or content of the other party in any format without 
the prior written approval of that other party. 

Each party agrees to grant reasonable requests for the use of their trademarks, images and content and 
within a reasonable timeframe of receiving any request. 

Intellectual property 

All pre-existing Intellectual Property Rights of a party or third party that are not developed, commissioned 
or created under or in connection with this Agreement, but are used for the purposes of this Agreement, 
will remain the property of their current owner.  

Legal and beneficial ownership of any Intellectual Property Rights that are developed, commissioned or 
created under or in connection with the Project or this Agreement (New Intellectual Property) will vest in 
the creator when they are created.  The University will own any New Intellectual Property created by the 
students (including the concept designs and the Agreed Design).   

The University will require the students who create the winning concept design to:  

work collaboratively with the University and the Council to develop the concept design to Agreed Design 
stage; and 

assist with the process of implementing the design under the University and Council’s supervision. 

The University grants the Council a non-exclusive, royalty free, non-transferable license to use and 
implement/construct the Agreed Design for the purposes of the Project. 

If the Council wants to apply some ideas from a non-winning design into other streetscape projects, the 
Council will need to ask the permission of the University, as owners of the Intellectual Property Rights.  

 Term and termination 

This Agreement commences on the date it is signed by the parties and, unless terminated earlier by written 
variation under clause19.2, will continue until completion of the Project.   

Clauses 8 (Insurances), 11 (Intellectual property), 13 (Entire agreement), 14 (No agency, employment 
contract or partnership), 16 (Confidentiality), 17 (Liability and Exclusions), 18 (Dispute Resolution), 19 
(General Terms) and 20 (Interpretation) will survive expiry or termination of this Agreement. 

Expiry or termination of this Agreement will be without prejudice to the rights and obligations of the 
parties accrued prior to the date of termination. 

Entire agreement 

 This Agreement contains everything the parties have agreed in relation to the subject matter it 
deals with.  No party can rely on an earlier written agreement or anything said or done by or on behalf of 
another party before this Agreement was executed. 

No agency, employment contract or partnership 

 Nothing in this Agreement constitutes the parties as partners or joint venturers or as agents for 
each other.  No party has any authority to bind the other or act on its behalf except to the extent expressly 
provided for in this Agreement. 

Costs 
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 Each party shall bear its own costs in connection with the negotiation, preparation and 
implementation of this Agreement.  

Confidentiality 

The parties agree to treat as confidential the contents of this Agreement, together with any information 
pertaining to it, other than to the extent that a party’s use or disclosure is necessary for the purposes of 
carrying out its obligations pursuant to this Agreement or to seek professional advice.  The parties further 
agree not to use any information obtained under this Agreement to the detriment of the other in any way.   

Each Party confirms that it has adequate security measures to safeguard the other Party's Confidential 
Information from unauthorised access or use by third parties, and that it will not use or disclose the other 
Party's Confidential Information to any person or organisation other than:  

to the extent that use or disclosure is necessary for the purposes of carrying out its obligations pursuant to 
this Agreement;  

if the other Party gives prior written approval to the use or disclosure; 

 if the use or disclosure is required by law (including under the Official Information Act 1982 or Local 
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987), Ministers or parliamentary convention, or  

 in relation to disclosure, if the information has already become public, other than through a breach of the 
obligation of confidentiality by one of the Parties.  

Liability and Exclusions 

The Council acknowledges that: 

the University deliverables relating to the Project (although they will be supervised by University staff) will 
be carried out by undergraduate students (not qualified professionals) for academic and assessment 
purposes, including the creation of the concept designs and development of the winning concept design to 
detailed design and Agreed Design stage;   

the Council is acquiring the University deliverables relating to the Project for business purposes and 
accordingly the Consumer Guarantees Act 1993 does not apply; and 

it is the Council’s responsibility to ensure that the Agreed Design is fit for the Council’s purposes (including 
ensuring it meets the relevant technical, legal (including regulatory and public health and safety) and 
economic/budgetary requirements prior to implementation/construction.  

The University does not give any warranty, representation or assurance (including as to quality or fitness 
for purpose) in relation to the University deliverables relating to the Project (including the concept designs 
and final Agreed Design), and any implied warranties, rights, duties or liabilities of any kind are negated to 
the fullest extent permitted by law.   

The University will not be liable for any loss, damage, or cost of any kind arising from the Council’s use of 
the University deliverables relating to the Project (including the implementation/construction of the 
Agreed Design). 

To the extent permitted by law, neither party shall be liable to the other for any costs, liability, damages, 
loss, claims or proceedings of whatever nature arising out of this Agreement and neither party shall be 
liable to the other for any loss of profit, loss of business or consequential loss of that party, howsoever 
caused. 
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Dispute Resolution 

Both parties will endeavour in good faith to settle any dispute or difference under this Agreement by 
negotiation.  The dispute or difference will be referred to the PCG in the first instance.  If the PCG fails to 
resolve the dispute or difference, the parties may escalate the dispute to their respective senior executives 
who will negotiate in good faith. 

If the dispute or difference is not settled under clause 18.1 within 14 days then, unless agreed otherwise, 
either party may refer it to a mediator to be agreed by the parties (or if they cannot agree, a mediator 
nominated by the Chairperson of the Resolution Institute, or his/her nominee).  If so: 

the mediator will determine procedure and timetable; and 

the cost of the mediation will be shared equally between the parties (unless the mediator suggests 
otherwise). 

Neither party may issue legal proceedings (other than for equitable relief or for urgent interlocutory relief) 
in respect of such dispute or difference, unless that party has first taken all reasonable steps to comply 
with clauses 18.1 and 18.2. 

General terms 

 The University acknowledges that the Council is the territorial authority for the area in which the Project is 
being undertaken, and that in terms of its regulatory functions as a local authority the Council must act as 
an independent local authority and not as a party to this Agreement. Any consent or approval of the 
Council acting as a party to this Agreement shall not be construed as a consent or approval of or bind it in 
its regulatory capacity.  

No modification to this Agreement will be effective unless it is in writing and signed by each of the parties. 

No party may assign this Agreement or any right or obligation under this Agreement without first obtaining 
the written consent of the other party, which may not be unreasonably withheld. 

This Agreement and all aspects of this Agreement are governed by, and construed in accordance with the 
laws applicable in New Zealand, and the parties submit to the non-exclusive jurisdiction of the New Zealand 
courts.  

If any term or provision of this Agreement is held to be illegal, invalid or unenforceable, it will be treated as 
being severed from this Agreement without affecting the legality, validity or enforceability of the 
remaining provisions. 

Any failure or delay by a party to exercise any right or power under this Agreement will only operate as a 
waiver if it is in writing and then only to the extent of that particular right or power and only on that 
occasion, and a waiver will not operate as a waiver of any future or other breach, right or power.  

Each party agrees to take such other actions and sign such documents as may be necessary or appropriate 
to give effect to this Agreement. 

This Agreement may be executed in identical counterpart copies that are exchanged between the parties 
(including by email). 

Interpretation 

When used in this Agreement the following definitions apply:  
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Agreed Design means the winning design which the parties agree to implement pursuant to this 
Agreement; 

Confidential Information means information that:  

is by its nature confidential;  

is marked by either party as 'confidential', 'in confidence', 'restricted' or 'commercial in confidence';  

is provided by either party or a third party 'in confidence';  

either party knows or ought to know is confidential; or  

is of a sensitive nature or commercially sensitive to either party.  

Intellectual Property Rights means rights and interests, including copyright, trademarks, designs, patents 
and other proprietary rights, recognised or protected by law; 

Objectives means the objectives and outcomes set out in clause 0; 

PCG or Project Control Group means the group as defined by clause 6; 

Project Delivery Plan means the plan to implement the Agreed Design, as provided for in the deliverables 
in Schedule Two; 

Project has the meaning given to this term in paragraph A of the Background and purpose; 

Relationship Manager has the meaning given to this term in clause 0. 

 

 

 

Executed as an agreement 

Signed on behalf of 
Wellington City Council by: 

 

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Signature of authorised signatory 

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Name 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Position Title 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Date 

Signed on behalf of Victoria University of Wellington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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by: 

 

Signature of authorised signatory 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Name 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Position Title 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Date 

 

 

 

Schedule One – Design Brief  

Project background 

The Te Aro street network is made up of a range of street types. There are significant wide streets such as 
Taranaki Street and Kent and Cambridge Terraces that are car dominant and focused mostly to traffic. 
Then there are some smaller streets such as Cuba and Tory Streets with an elevated social activity that 
have potential of becoming pedestrian dominant streets. The north-south streets are long and connect 
right through to the waterfront, the east-west streets tend to be shorter and do not provide connection 
across the full width of the city. Tory Street is narrow, has a range of businesses and has built form that is 
at more of human scale than some of the other city streets. It is also one of the longest streets in the city 
when you consider its extension into Tasman Street.                           

The demolition of the Reading Cinema carpark building on Tory Street has presented a number of 
opportunities. Tory Street between Courtenay Place and Wakefield Street was closed to vehicles while 
demolition of the carpark occurred. Local residents, businesses and other users requested that the street 
be redesigned to make the street better for people.  Reading cinema is planning an upgrade to their 
cinema complex including the site of the demolished carpark building and adjacent properties. 

With the proposal of the Film Museum and Convention Centre in the immediate area there will be a 
significant change to the built environment, activity levels and pedestrian flows. Coupled with this there 
are a number of other buildings in the area that have suffered damage from the November earthquake and 
will require strengthening works or may be demolished and rebuilt. This presents an opportunity for 
Council to create a real attraction in this part of the city.   

Design Principles 

Creation of a temporary intervention that changes the way people use lower Tory Street; 

A design that trials a shared space concept in a low cost and low risk way; 

Creation of a destination for relaxation, play, shopping and eating;  

Creation of a safer, more inviting pedestrian environment;  

Provide planting, shade, lighting and seating to improve the amenity of the space;  

Interpret the history of the area to create a ‘sense of place;’  

Consider drainage and existing services;  

Create vibrancy and interest to ‘activate’ the area and support local businesses;  
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Contains sufficient information to enable a QS to estimate costs with a reasonable level of accuracy;  

Contains sufficient level of detailed design information for the Council to tender the design for 
implementation/construction. 

Design Outcomes 

Creates a traffic calmed space along part of Tory Street that is an attractive environment for pedestrians; 

Responds to the location of entrances, outdoor dining areas and service bays;  

Considers pedestrian movements at intersections and to and from key destinations along the street; 

Design is capable of being extended if Tory Street is upgraded separately at a later stage; 

Design is considered in the wider context of the city; 

Consideration of existing surface levels and stormwater drainage connections;  

Addresses surface drainage, vehicular loading, emergency services access, street lighting locations and 
other operational requirements in an integrated way;  

Creates a palette of materials and fittings (paving, street furniture, plant species, lighting) that provides 
character and sense of place. 

Schedule Two – Project Scope and Deliverables 

The scope of the Project is for a temporary tactical urbanism intervention that will occupy the block of Tory 
Street between Courtenay Place and Wakefield Street in accordance with the Design Brief in Schedule One.   

The deliverables of each party relating to the Project are as follows. 

Participatory Design Process 

Set up of engagement workshops with key stakeholders in the street and with the wider public (joint 
Council and the University) 

Involvement of the neighbouring community and wider public (joint Council and the University) 

Identification of issues and opportunities (the University) 

Exploration of permanent and temporary street design solutions (the University) 

Arrangement of three workshops, a first two mainly focused to neighbouring community and a third one 
opened to wider public (joint Council and the University) 

Information spot located within a busy street where wider public will be able to participate and contribute 
to the project (joint Council and the University) 

 

 

 

Concept Design 

Deliverables 
 Presentation of key issues and opportunities and analysis of site (the University) 
 High level approaches to be considered for concept design (the University) 
 Summary of short term and long term community views (the University) 
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Concept design options will define how the streetscape will develop in response to the issues and 
opportunities identified with the community. (the University) 

Development of a wide range of designs for temporary interventions. (the University) 

Proposals for engaging local community and wider public. (joint Council and the University) 

The University will deliver A1 panels developed by groups of students. (the University) 

 

 

 

Exhibition 

Public presentation of the projects (joint Council and the University) 

Public exhibition of the range of concept designs produced by students. (joint Council and the University) 

A public voting system where the community could vote for the best design and give feedback for 
developing the detailed design (joint Council and the University) 

Selection of the winning design and team (joint Council and the University) 

Review of winning design by panel made up of Council and University staff to ensure feasibility (joint 
Council and the University) 

Detailed Design 

Introduction of changes in the winning design related to technical, legal or economic requirements. (joint 
Council and the University)  

Commission of Civil, Structural and Electrical Engineering input where necessary (to be discussed) (the 
Council) 

Development of the selected Concept Design to Detailed Design level (exact extent and arrangement of 
paving and soft landscaping)  (joint Council and the University) 

Detailed Design to be read in conjunction with drainage and electrical proposals (joint Council and the 
University) 

Set-out plan, proposed finished levels plan and selected key cross-sections to interpret the interface 
between streetscape and floor levels of surrounding buildings and structures (joint Council and the 
University) 

Construction and installation details for surfaces, street furniture and soft landscaping elements (joint 
Council and the University) 

Detailed project specification (joint Council and the University) 

Submit developed design for costing by QS or contractors (the Council) 

In addition to the above outputs, the University will be expected to liaise regularly with the Council project 
lead and may be required to attend meetings with Council’s Infrastructure and Transport teams. 

Deliverables 
 Students produce concept designs which include precedents , references, conceptual 

diagrams, overall site plan, GA drawings, details, perspectives, traffic arrangements plan, 
lighting, consideration of underground services (the University) 
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Streetscape Delivery 

Council and University to work collaboratively to deliver the streetscape 

When the winning concept design has been selected, Council and the University to work together to 
produce the detailed design through to Agreed Design stage (as detailed in 4 above) and delivery process 
to produce a project delivery plan. 

University to provide drawing package to Council at 50% and 90% complete for review 

Council Peer Review – A peer review of the detailed design will be undertaken by the Council urban design 
and transport teams, and an engineer if necessary, to ensure that the design meets the relevant technical, 
legal (including regulatory and public health and safety) and economic/budgetary requirements before 
approving it as the Agreed Design and prior to its implementation/construction. 

Council to lodge any required consents and gain any approvals 

Council to engage and procure services required for construction 

Council to undertake traffic management 

 

 

 

  

Deliverables 
Concept Design developed to Detailed Design through to Agreed Design stage jointly by Council and 
the University.  Agreed Design includes: 

 Overall site plan  
 Set out plan  
 Levels and Drainage plan (including cross-sections where appropriate)  
 Services plans  
 General Arrangement plan  
 Detailed plans showing paving, edging, structures, street furniture and lighting layout as 

necessary  
 Soft Landscape Arrangement plan  
 Construction details  
 Specification  

Deliverables 
  Project Delivery Plan (joint Council and the University) 
 Peer review of detailed design and approval of Agreed Design (Council) 
 Consents and approvals (Council) 
 Traffic Management plan (Council) 
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Schedule Three – Project Schedule  

Deliverable Dates 

Public participatory workshops  July  24th - July 26th   

Development of Concept Designs July 24th – August 9th  

Presentation of Concept designs – Exhibition opening August 9th 

Exhibition August 9th – 16th  

Workshop cost and technical requirements for top 3 designs August 18th 

Concept Design winner announced August 21st  

Workshop Detailed Design and Delivery plan TBC 

Development of Detailed Design to Agreed Design stage, Peer 
Review and consents and approvals obtained 

August 21st – September 25th  

Delivery of streetscape implementation/construction October 2nd – November 17th 

Launch November 30th 
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Appendix 2: 26 April 2018. Letter to stakeholders advising modifications to 
the Activation 

26 April 2018, letter to stakeholders 
Re-imagine Lower Tory Street 
 
Since we installed the Re-imagine Lower Tory Street design a number of residents and retailers 
have given us feedback about undesirable behaviours and activities in the area. There have also 
been suggestions and improvements proposed for the loading zone and access to short-term 
parking. 
 
As this was always anticipated as a trial we will be making some changes to the street in 
response.  Council is committed to keeping the temporary installation in place for the full three 
month duration. 
 
Loading zones and parking 
 
We will: 

 Increase the size of the loading zones to accommodate larger vehicles and enable side 
entry access into vans. 

 Install broken yellow lines on the south end of the centre loading zone to stop vehicles 
overhanging into the carriageway. 

 Install loading zone signs which will make these parks enforceable and ensure everyone 
gets a fair go. 

 Install a ten minute park, with signage, between the two loading zones near the Wakefield 
St end. 

 Install 2x temporary speed bumps to reduce the speed of vehicles on the street. 
 
Minimising anti social behaviour 
 
We will: 

 Shift the planters at the Wakefield St end to create a better barrier for the eateries who are 
enjoying using the open space. 

 Install chamfered batons and skate stoppers on the platform seating areas to discourage 
skateboarding. 

 
For more information we have attached drawings  showing the proposed modifications to the 
vehicle areas. 

                                 
We don’t expect the work to make these changes will cause disruption to your businesses. We will 
let you know the dates the work will be happening (likely to be within the next 2 weeks). 
 
Once the work is complete we’d like to drop-by to talk about the installation and the changes.  We 
will let you know when we plan to be in the street and will work with you to make sure our visit 
works with your working day. 
If you have any specific issues, please contact Peter Fraser on 04 499 4444 or email us on 
Tory@wcc.govt.nz. 

 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Peter Fraser 
Urban Design 
Tory@wcc.govt.nz 
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Appendix 3: Other users of Tory St responding to the stakeholder survey 
 

Don’t want it blocked by one way system 

I am a customer at some of the businesses on Tory St. 

I bike up it to get to Massey University each work day 

i drive thru it regularly as an access from tory st 

I go to yoga everyday on tory street 

I have rented apartments, but as a resident of Oriental Bay, I use Tory Street regularly to 
patronize stores and restaurants on the street. 
I live in Wellington and often use this road to and from my regular trips from Brooklyn to go 
swimming at Fryberg pool or walks to oriental bay. I work from home so easy quick access to and 
from this area is valued.  
I live in Wellington.  

I live nearby 

I live nearby 

I live next to Tory St and cycle on it every day 

I live on the corner of Wakefield & Blair Sts.  I regularly use Tory Street. 

I pass it twice every day 

I shop and walk through Tory St 5 times a week 

I use the businesses there and use it for direct access from Brooklyn to the market 

I use the lower tory street as a drive through to my home 

I walk and drive through here very regularly.  

I work in Wellington 

It is a major route from Wakefield Street to Upper Tory Street via car and bike 

It is my daily travel route 

like shopping there 

live on Allen St 

Own property just off Tory Street 

Regular attendance of Dragons restaurant 

Shopping 

use this street when taking kids to medical appointments nearby a safe street 

User if Tory street to get around the city 

User of the street 

  



59 
 

Appendix 4: Business owner Interview Guide 

 

 

 

Lower Tory St Business interview  

15 Mins. Ask if they are OK being taped. 

How did the activation affect your business? 

Probe for: Not at all, and if yes, type of effect 
 
 

In thinking about these impacts would you describe the overall impact on your business as… 

Very positive moderately positive  no impact  moderately negative  very negative 

 

What changes did you notice on the street generally? 

Probe for: Pedestrians, Motorists, people lingering, shoppers/clients, relationship between motor vehicles and pedestrians. 
 
 

What are your feelings about the street going back to its original layout? 

Probe for positive, indifference and negative 

 
 

Now that the street has returned to normal, would you like to see something the same or similar in the 
future? 

Probe for No (reasons), yes the same (reasons), yes with modifications (note these), Something completely different 

 
 

Do you have feedback on how the project was managed?  

Probe for engagement, organisation, communication, responsiveness 

 
 

Any other feedback? 

Business Name:________________ 

Interviewee/s:_________________ 

Type: Hospitality, other retail, services, 
other. (Circle) 


