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Have your say! 
You can make a short presentation to the Councillors at this meeting. Please let us know by noon the working day 
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writing to Democratic Services, Wellington City Council, PO Box 2199, Wellington, giving your name, phone 
number and the issue you would like to talk about. 
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AREA OF FOCUS 
 
The focus of the Committee is to direct growth to where the benefits are greatest and where 
adverse effects are minimised, and to deliver a quality compact urban environment. 
 
The Committee will also lead and monitor a safe, efficient and sustainable transport system 
that supports Wellington’s economy and adds to residents’ quality of life with a strong focus 
on improving cycling and public transport and enhancing Wellington’s walkability.   
 
Quorum:  8 members 
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1 Meeting Conduct 
 

1. 1 Apologies 
The Chairperson invites notice from members of apologies, including apologies for lateness 
and early departure from the meeting, where leave of absence has not previously been 
granted. 
 

1. 2 Conflict of Interest Declarations 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when 
a conflict arises between their role as a member and any private or other external interest 
they might have. 
 

1. 3 Confirmation of Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 8 June 2016 will be put to the Transport and Urban 
Development Committee for confirmation.  
 

1. 4 Public Participation 
A maximum of 60 minutes is set aside for public participation at the commencement of any 
meeting of the Council or committee that is open to the public.  Under Standing Order 3.23.3 
a written, oral or electronic application to address the meeting setting forth the subject, is 
required to be lodged with the Chief Executive by 12.00 noon of the working day prior to the 
meeting concerned, and subsequently approved by the Chairperson. 

 
1. 5 Items not on the Agenda 
The Chairperson will give notice of items not on the agenda as follows: 
 
Matters Requiring Urgent Attention as Determined by Resolution of the Transport and 
Urban Development Committee. 
1. The reason why the item is not on the agenda; and 
2. The reason why discussion of the item cannot be delayed until a subsequent meeting. 
 
Minor Matters relating to the General Business of the Transport and Urban 
Development Committee. 
No resolution, decision, or recommendation may be made in respect of the item except to 
refer it to a subsequent meeting of the Transport and Urban Development Committee for 
further discussion. 
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 2. General Business 

 

 

PROPOSED NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT ON URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 
 
 

Purpose 

1. The purpose of this report is to brief the Committee on the recently proposed National 
Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity, and to seek the Committee’s 
agreement to lodging the draft submission (attached) on the proposed National Policy 
Statement.  

Summary 

2. The Minister for the Environment has released a proposed National Policy Statement 
(NPS) on Urban Development Capacity for consultation. A copy of the proposed NPS 
is appended to this report. Submissions on the NPS close on 15 July 2016.  

3. The NPS seeks to ensure that local authorities maintain a sufficient level of forward 
development capacity over the short (3 years), medium (10 years) and long term (30 
years). It does so by requiring local authorities to prepare Housing and Business Land 
Assessments that estimate future supply and demand requirements, to monitor a range 
of indicators on a regular basis, and to enable further development capacity where a 
shortage is identified. 

4. Given the work undertaken as part of the Wellington Urban Growth Plan, the Council 
has a good understanding of future development capacity in the city. The Council has 
planned for significant forward supply, with over 40 years supply for infill and central 
area development, and some 30 years capacity for greenfield development. Therefore 
the Council is well placed to meet the central requirement of the NPS over the long 
term.  

5. The Council previously lodged a submission with the Ministry for the Environment 
during the scoping of the proposed NPS. This submission sought to broaden the scope 
of a potential NPS to matters beyond simply ensuring sufficient supply of development 
capacity. The proposed NPS addresses some of these suggestions. 

6. It is proposed to lodge a submission with the Ministry for the Environment in general 
support of the proposed NPS, whilst also seeking a number of clarifications and 
drafting improvements. 

 

Recommendation/s 

That the Transport and Urban Development Committee: 

1. Receive the paper. 

2. Agree to the submission appended to the officer’s report on the proposed National 
Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity.  

3. Delegate to the Chair of the Transport and Urban Development Committee and the 
Chief Executive, the ability to approve any minor editorial changes to the submission. 
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Background 

7. The NPS is part of the governments housing reform programme. It is a response to the 
well reported pressures around the country, particularly in high growth areas, that has 
seen significant price increases in the housing market. It is also part of a government 
policy programme to deliver a wider range of national direction on an array of resource 
management topics.  

8. The NPS is complementary to a proposed amendment in the current Resource 
Legislation Amendment Bill that specifies that the provision of sufficient development 
capacity should now be a function of territorial authorities.  

Discussion 

Summary of the NPS 

9. A National Policy Statement is a document that must be given effect to by councils in 
preparing resource management plans, and must be considered when assessing 
resource consent applications. An NPS is therefore a key tool in resource management 
decision-making. 

10. The NPS is structured around four themes: 

 Outcomes for decision-making 

 Evidence and monitoring to support decision-making 

 Coordinated evidence and decision-making 

 Responsive planning 

11. Under the NPS, local authorities are classified into one of three groupings – high 
growth urban areas, medium growth urban areas, and all other areas. This 
classification impacts on which policies of the NPS are applicable to a particular local 
authority. This cascading approach is shown on the summary table appended to this 
report. 

12. The NPS establishes a baseline of requirements that will apply to all councils. Central 
to this is the requirement for councils to at all times provide for sufficient residential and 
business development capacity. Additionally, the NPS requires all decision-makers 
under the Act to consider a range of matters relevant to the urban environment, urban 
form and the effects of urban development. In the absence of specific recognition of the 
urban environment in Part 2 of the Resource Management Act, these generic 
provisions of the NPS serve to provide a useful tool to elevate the importance of urban 
development matters.  

13. The remainder of the NPS is then formualted on the basis of requiring local authorities 
to assess, monitor and respond to issues of development capacity.  

14. Wellington City Council (WCC) is classified as a medium growth area. The 
classifications are based on Statistics NZ population projections over a 10 year period, 
and the classification of a local authority may change as projections are updated.  

15. The Statistics New Zealand projections are only relevant for classification purposes, 
and apply across the overall urban area that Wellington City is part of, including 
Porirua, Hutt and Upper Hutt city councils. The classification does not create an 
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 inconsistency in terms of the Council’s own growth planning methodology as outlined in 

the Wellington Urban Growth Plan.  

Outcomes for decision-making 

16. The objectives and policies relevant to this theme apply to all local authorities by: 

 Requiring the provision of sufficient development capacity in urban areas 

 Requring decision-makers to: 

o Provide for an urban form that maximises the potential for social and 

economic exchange 

o Provide for the efficient use of resources, having particular regard to 

scarce urban land and infrastructure 

o Enable the competitive operation of land and development markets  

 Requiring decision-makers under the Act to: 

o Recognise and provide for the contribution made by urban development 

to the ability of people to provide for their social, economic and cultural 
wellbeing 

o Provide sufficient development capacity, while maximising the positive 

effects of development and minimising adverse effects 

o Have particular regard to the positive effects of urban development at 

the national, regional and district scale, as well as local effects 

17. These policies therefore serve to elevate the importance of urban considerations in the 
resource management framework.  

Evidence and monitoring to support decision-making 

18. WCC will be required to prepare a Housing Asessment and a Business Land 
Assessment by the end of 2018. Thereafter the assessments must be updated every 
three years.  

19. The assessments must estimate demand, including for different demographic cohorts, 
different dwelling types, locations and price points over the short, medium and long 
term. Development capacity must also be estimated, taking into account factors such 
as the availability of infrastructure, the physical and commercial feasability of the 
identified capacity and the likelihood of development opportunities being taken up.  

20. The Council will also be required to monitor a range of indicators on a quarterly basis, 
from the time the NPS takes effect. These include the relative affordability of housing, 
increases in house prices and rents, numbers of resource consents and building 
consents granted, and vacancy of business land.  

Coordinated evidence and decision-making 

21. The NPS will require WCC to consult with Greater Wellington Regional Council 
(GWRC) and the regions metro councils, local infrastructure providers such as 
Wellington Water and central government infrastructure providers that share jurisdiction 
over a medium or high growth urban area, when preparing plans to implement the 
proposed NPS. 

22. The councils and infrastructure providers will be required to work together to agree on 
data and projections to be used in the development of the Housing Assessment and 
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 Business Land Assessment. They would also be required, as far as possible, to work 

together to ensure coordinated land use planning and infrastructure provision.  

Responsive planning 

23. Where a Housing Assessment, Business Land Assessment and/or quarterly monitoring 
indicate development capacity is insufficient over the short, medium or long term, a 
local authority will be required to consider all options to improve capacity, including: 

 Changes to plans, including to objectives, policies, rules, and zoning; activity 
status; provisions about the notification of resource consent applications 

 Consenting processes that are customer focused and coordinated within the 
local authority 

 The use of conditions on resource consents when granting consents. 

24. Responses by a local authority to a lack of capacity shall be formulated over the short, 
medium and long term. 

25. This section also contains additional requirements for high growth urban areas that are 
not presently relevant to Wellington. These provisions are particularly directive to 
regional councils in high growth areas, who are required to amend their regional policy 
statements to set minimum targets for the supply of development capacity. Local 
authorities are required to provide a future land release and intensification strategy to 
sit alongside their statutory plans.  

 

Assessment 
 
 Reporting and Assessments 

26. The NPS creates a number of new process requirements for the Council. In many 
respects the requirements of the NPS are already being addressed, for instance the 
Wellington Urban Growth Plan and the research underpinning that document, identify 
the development capacity available within the city. That capacity is significant, with over 
40 years supply for infill and central area development, and in the order of 30 years 
capacity for greenfield development.  

27. The effect of the NPS will be to build on, refine, and require a degree of formality to the 
forward planning and monitoring the Council already undertakes. The Council is 
therefore well placed to meet the NPS requirements, and work is already occuring to 
refine the Councils development capacity estimates.  

28. There will however be some implications in terms of compliance costs resulting from 
the NPS. These relate particularly to the economic requirements of the NPS around 
feasability, monitoring requirements of indicators for which the Council may hold 
insufficient information, and ensuring the Council has access to sufficient demographic 
information, in the form required, to inform the monitoring and assessment tasks. 

29. There will therefore be a need to establish a monitoring process that meets the 
requirements of the NPS. This is principally a matter of bringing together an array of 
information sources that are presently available, or identifying information gaps and 
sourcing the required information. There is some uncertainty over how onerous this 
requirement will be and discussions continue with the Ministry to ensure these costs 
are minimised. This matter is addressed in the submission. The monitoring 
requirements would complement work already underway to develop an information 
portal on the Council’s website to track various indicators of residential activity. 
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 30. The monitoring required of councils is to be undertaken on a quarterly basis. This is 

frequent and the draft submission queries whether biannual reporting is more 
appropriate.Once a process for monitoring is established, it is envisaged that the time 
and work required to fulfill this requirement would be significantly diminished. This 
depends however on the nature of the monitoring required, the availability and cost of 
information, and what guidance and support the Ministry may make available.  

31. Additionally Policy PC2 requires that the Council, together with neighbouring local 
authorities and infrastructure providers, agree on data and projections to be used in the 
development of Housing and Business Land Assessments. This is a particularly 
prescriptive requirement. Whilst the basis for this requirement is clear given the logical 
need to work from a consistent data set, it could create a situation where local 
authorities are working from various data sets and consensus could be difficult to 
achieve in some instances.  

Costs 

32. The NPS will therefore create some compliance costs, both in terms of officer time, and 
any external support that might be required to meet the requirements of the NPS. For 
instance, whilst information on residential matters is readily available, we have less 
detailed information about the business land market. Information on market economics 
will be required, for example, to assess the commercial feasability of capacity identified 
by the district plan. 

33. A potential benefit from the need to coordinate with neighbouring Councils is that there 
may be opportunity to agree on common information sources, methodologies, and 
potentially cost sharing to meet these reporting requirements. These discussions are 
yet to occur.  

Responses to identified shortages 

34. The NPS requires councils to consider all practical options to increase development 
capacity where a shortage is identified. One of the responses identified is to address 
‘customer focused consenting processes’. Given that development capacity is derived 
from plan settings, it is difficult to see how changes to resource consent processes 
would somehow increase development capacity. Clarification is sought on this point in 
the draft submission.  

Infrastructure  

35. Development capacity goes hand-in-hand with infrastructure provision. The NPS is 
largely silent on the provision of infrastructure, particularly on funding. This is a 
limitation of the NPS given what can be addressed by this type of document within the 
scope of the RMA. Infrastructure funding is of course provided for outside of that 
legislation.  

36. Issues of social infrastructure are also not addressed by the NPS, for instance 
reserves, and community facilities. However the purpose of the NPS is to ensure 
sufficient development capacity. Councils are still required to go through normal 
planning processes, such as structure planning (greenfield) and masterplanning 
(brownfield), through which capacity will be enabled. These issues of social 
infrastructure provision would typically be addressed through these processes. 

Summary 

37. It is the view of officers that the proposed NPS should be supported. Its overal impact 
in terms of providing for significant new supply is likely to be modest in the Wellington 
context. It does however provide a logical and sound methodology for ensuring 
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 councils plan appropriately for sufficient development capacity. It also has other 

beneficial provisions such as those relating to decision-makers and urban 
development. 

38. The NPS allows for the recognition of metro housing and business markets, and 
highlights the importance of urban matters for decision-makers under the Act. It 
requires local authorities to develop common information and data sets which should 
serve to improve the basis of decision-making on urban matters. 

39. Costs relate principally to compliance matters, such as ensuring the Council has 
appropriate data available to comply with the requirements. This is the largest 
uncertainty of the NPS in terms of its impact on councils and is addressed in the 
submission. High compliance costs would impact on the workability of the NPS.  

40. It is unlikely that the Council will face significant pressures from the development sector 
to open up new areas for development capacity. The NPS is just one matter that 
councils must weigh in making planning decisions. Provided sufficient development 
capacity is demonstrated, there is little risk of inconsistency between the NPS and the 
Urban Growth Plan.  

 

Submission 

41. The attached submission outlines a proposed response to the NPS. The submission is 
fundamentally supportive of the NPS, and seeks a range of minor amendments to help 
refine the document. Additionally, a number of suggestions have been made to help 
the Ministry for the Environment prepare guidance material. 

42. Officers are also discussing the proposed NPS with the regions metro councils and 
GWRC. The councils are considering the preparation of a joint submission. These 
discussions will be ongoing as the NPS development process progresses, including 
matters of implementation.  

43. Given the timing requirements to prepare this paper, officers have prepared an 
independent submission. There are varying positions between the councils with some 
having greater concern about the potential impact of the NPS in their jurisdiction, on 
the costs of compliance and the capacity of smaller councils to meet these 
requirements. Some of these concerns may be overcome by the nature and extent of 
guidance material prepared by the Ministry for the Environment, and any common data 
sources that are made available. 

44. Officers had not seen any submission from LGNZ at the time of preparing this paper. It 
is understood that LGNZ’s general position is similar to that proposed in the attached 
submission, that is, one of general support for the NPS but seeking changes to 
particular policies to improve the workability of the proposal. Officers continue to 
discuss the NPS with LGNZ.  

 

Next Actions 

45. Officers understand that it is the aim of the Ministry for the Environment to have a 
completed NPS released in October, with it taking effect in November 2016. Officers 
have indicated to Ministry officials a desire to maintain involvement in the ongoing 
development of the NPS and any guidance material prepared to support its 
implementation.   

 
 

Attachments 
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Attachment 2. Proposed NPS Summary Document   Page 21 
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Author Mitch Lewandowski, Principal Advisor Planning  
Authoriser David Chick, Chief City Planner  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

Consultation and Engagement 

Officers have not undertaken any consultation in the preparation of this paper. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

There are no considerations required of the Council. 

 

Financial implications 

Financial implications are likely to be moderate in the short term, however cannot be 

quantified at this point. It is envisaged that costs associated with compliance requirements 

will be able to be met from existing resources. 

 

Policy and legislative implications 

The Council maintains a significant forward supply of development capacity for greenfield, 

infill/medium density, and high density development. Therefore short term implications relate 

to assessing and monitoring supply and demand. There could be future policy implications 

should the Council need to adjust its strategy to provide further development capacity. 

 

Risks / legal  

Risks relate to the ability of the Council to meet the requirements of the NPS. As noted 

above, the Council maintains a significant forward supply of development capacity over the 

long-term.  

 

Climate Change impact and considerations 

None resulting from the NPS itself. The Council maintains a policy of general urban 

containment and maintains a significant forward supply of development capacity within 

existing urban boundaries. 

 

Communications Plan 

A communications plan is not required for this process. 
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.2
 CAR SHARE POLICY 

 
 

Purpose 

1. This report provides advice from officers following consultation on the draft car share 
policy.  The Transport & Urban Development Committee is asked to recommend to 
Council that it adopt the Car Share Policy. 

Summary 

2. As cities grapple with the challenges resulting from increased congestion and pressure 
on road space, car share schemes are gaining traction world-wide as a Travel Demand 
Management tool that can help reduce overall car dependence.  At the same time, 
there is a growing trend towards ‘collaborative consumption’ and the ‘sharing economy’ 
which aligns with a growing interest in New Zealand for car sharing. 

3. Car sharing involves car share organisations that provide cars which are either owned 
or leased by the car share provider, or by members, which are shared by members 
who book cars through websites or phone and pay by the hour or per km. 

4. The underlying issue that the Car Share Policy is seeking to respond to primarily 
relates to transport choice.  Car sharing offers an additional means of transport for 
Wellingtonians, in conjunction with other transport modes, while also contributing to a 
reduction in congestion levels. 

5. The majority of submitters on the draft car share policy agree with the policy and the 
proposal for Council to support car sharing through the allocation of a free and 
exclusive use of a car park to car share operators. 

6. Officers have taken submitter’s comments into consideration and made a number of 
amendments to the Car Share Policy  which are discussed below.  A copy of the Car 
Share Policy is attached as Attachment 1.   

 

Recommendations 

That the Transport and Urban Development Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Agree to recommend to Council that it adopt the Car Share Policy, Attachment 1, 
including the provision of a full subsidy for on-street car parks in the CBD for the 
exclusive use of all authorised car share provider applicants who meet Council criteria.  

3. Agree to continue the current pilot allocation of an on-street car park to Cityhop, Roam 
and YourDrive.  If the policy is approved, arrangements will be made to make a longer 
term allocation, for a period of two years, after which the provision of the car park will 
be reviewed.  
 

 

Background 

7. Following approval by the Committee on 8 October 2015 to consult on the draft Car 
Share Policy, consultation opened on 26 January and closed on 11 March 2016.  A 
total of 37 submissions were received from individuals and organisations including the 
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 Wellington Chamber of Commerce, Generation Zero, The Architectural Centre and 

Cycle Aware Wellington.  Submissions were also made by the three car share 
providers, Cityhop, Roam, and YourDrive, currently operating in Wellington and two 
providers, Mevo and MyCarYourRental, who are planning to provide car share services 
in Wellington. 

8. In addition to consultation on the draft policy, a pilot involving Cityhop, Roam and 
YourDrive commenced in December 2015 to assess the uptake of car sharing in 
Wellington where on-street car parks have been allocated for the free and exclusive 
use of the triallists.   

9. Following oral submissions on the draft policy, the car share policy has been amended 
taking into consideration submissions received and the initial results of the pilot. This is 
discussed below. 

Discussion 

10. The majority of submitters (90%) agreed with the car share policy and either fully, 
partially or conditionally supported the provision of the free and exclusive use of on-
street car parks for car share providers.  Those who supported car sharing considered 
it to be a great service and “fantastic idea”, particularly for inner city dwellers, noting 
that it works very effectively elsewhere in the world.  Those who gave their conditional 
support for the provision of car parks felt it was important to allow car sharing time to 
grow until they become profitable, after which the operator should pay their own way.   

11. Those that opposed the car share policy believe the Council should keep to its ‘core’ 
business and that if it did wish to support car sharing it should only consider the 
provision of off-street Council owned and run car parks.  It was also suggested by one 
submitter that the Council should set up its own internal car sharing operation, 
presumably for work use.   

Submissions from car share providers 

12. The current car share providers in Wellington, and those looking to operate here, have 
provided valuable input into the car share policy based on their own experiences and 
knowledge of the car share sector.  In addition to providing written submissions, all of 
the providers, except Roam, also gave oral submissions.  

13. YourDrive noted that while they have seven cars available in Wellington, the one that is 
located in the Council’s on-street car park is the most heavily used because of its 
convenient, central and visible location.  YourDrive also suggested that the success of 
car sharing is governed by the network effect and noted that limiting growth for 
example by limiting the number of car parks allocated, will ‘doom car sharing to failure’.  
YourDrive advocated for the allocation of more car parks for the free and exclusive use 
of car share providers in order to grow this service and noted that they would struggle 
to pay for car parks during a time when they are attempting to build their business. 
YourDrive see car sharing as an important tool in supporting the growth of active travel 
and public transport use and expressed interest in signage options that would better 
explain how car sharing works.  

14. Cityhop were of the view that if the Council is serious about wanting a car share service 
it must help nurture it because people will not give up their cars without an alternative, 
noting that the only thing holding Cityhop back from further growth is the lack of 
additional car parks.  Cityhop also encouraged the Council to consider using car share 
vehicles as an alternative to its fleet cars, or at least for overflow when no fleet car is 
available in order to achieve both behaviour change and cost savings for the Council.  
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 They noted that Vancouver City, one of the councils making up the Greater Vancouver 

Regional District, contracted to use car sharing to improve the mobility options 
available for its staff and that they believe it has been successful in changing the travel 
behaviour of its employees as a result.   

15. Cityhop defines car sharing as a membership based service with cars available 24 
hours a day that are not owned by members (ie excluding the peer to peer model), and 
that traditional operators, such as Cityhop, are an unattended and self-service model.  
Cityhop informed Council that one car share vehicle takes 15-20 privately owned cars 
off the road and that this results in benefits to the city including a reduction in 
emissions, accidents and pressure on parking, and believes more information should 
be shared with residents so they can better understand the benefits of allocating car 
spaces to car share vehicles.   

16. Cityhop also believes the focus should not just be on price, and that:  

 there are a number of economic gains that result from car sharing and that 
people who car share use public transport or cycle 50% more than those who 
drive their own car, as well as being more likely to sell their private vehicle   

 car sharing is part of the sustainable transport hierarchy and the new 
‘collaborative consumption’ trend 

 the impact of car sharing should not sit in isolation from urban planning; climate 
change; access issues, especially for people with low incomes; traffic 
engineering; public transport and active modes; Council fleet; communications 
and marketing; and parking management and enforcement matters  

17. Cityhop also noted that: 

 demand in Wellington for the four Cityhop cars is high with 250 Wellington 
members as well as a number of Aucklanders using Cityhop while in Wellington 
on business leaving no spare capacity 

 their rule of thumb is 30 members per car which means they’re not actively 
promoting car sharing to business because they don’t want to disappoint 

 in Sydney developers are encouraged to put car share spaces in and around 
their buildings and that Wellington City Council should encourage developers to 
think differently about car parks in their buildings  

18. Like many submitters and other providers, Cityhop encouraged a partnership approach 
where Councils work closely with operators.  They noted that the draft policy is too 
prescriptive and that the reporting requirements are too onerous.  In their view the 
policy appeared to be designed for an immature model, believing that Cityhop is in a 
different position to the start up peer to peer operators. 

19. With regard to the peer to peer car sharing model, Roam advised that their technology 
can allow parking permits to be digitally displayed when a privately owned car is being 
used by a car sharing renter which would allow rented cars from their network to park 
in any parking space not just designated parks.  While Roam believes the draft policy is 
sound they suggested it could be strengthened to cover the impact of new technology 
which may allow an A-B car sharing model.  

20. Mevo is a hybrid vehicle car share scheme which is planning to launch in Wellington 
later this year.  Mevo felt the draft policy was somewhat overly prescriptive at a time 
when car sharing was newly developing in the city.  In addition while supporting the full 
subsidisation of parking spaces, they suggested a minimum utilisation rate be adopted 
to limit underperforming services. 
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 21. MyCarYourRental which is exploring opportunities to establish in Wellington, had a 

different view about the parking subsidy, believing car share schemes should be 
sustainable without Council support.  However, MyCarYourRental believes access to 
sufficient parking in central locations is required to ensure the success of the scheme.  
An alternative suggestion put forward by MyCarYourRental to full subsidisation was for 
a set number of hours to be available for free, and thereafter charged at a set price.  

Other submitters’ comments 

22. A number of submitters made specific suggestions including the Architectural Centre 
who encouraged the Council to have designated car share parking streets and to 
allocate car share parks throughout the city to complement public transport.  They also 
suggested that car share schemes be restricted to electric vehicles, as well as 
extended beyond cars, for example mopeds, and that Council facilitate a cross-council 
approach to ensure all councils in the Wellington region provide support for car sharing 
and electric car infrastructure.  The Architectural Centre also encouraged the Council to 
do more to promote car sharing in Wellington. 

23. Cycle Aware Wellington noted that many of their members have used car share 
schemes overseas and that they would often cycle to the car share vehicle.  They 
therefore suggested that having safe and adequate parking for bikes near where car 
share vehicles are located is important, as well as connectivity to cycle networks to 
improve the safety of users.  

24. Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) saw the potential for car share schemes 
to contribute to an efficient transport network and that the use of travel demand 
management measures such as car sharing, are included in the Wellington Regional 
Land Transport Plan 2015.  GWRC did not support the criteria in the draft policy for 
integrating car sharing with Wellington’s future integrated ticketing system noting that 
while they support easy payment options they did not expect this would extend as far 
as integration with the metlink fare structure. 

25. Generation Zero believe that parking costs for car share schemes should be borne by 
the user to reflect the cost and avoid distorting transport decisions.  However, given 
that other services, for example taxis and buses, are allocated free parks and because 
of the potential public benefits as uptake grows, Generation Zero considered it 
important that car share providers be provided with ‘a level playing field’ in the form of 
fully subsidised car parks. 

26. The Wellington Chamber of Commerce supported the allocation of car parks for car 
share schemes but did not generally support the ongoing contribution by ratepayers for 
free car parks for the benefit of a private enterprise. The Chamber noted it would, 
however, support subsidies while the scheme ‘finds its feet’, with the operator 
eventually making a contribution to the cost. 

Car Share Pilot 

27. A pilot commenced in December 2015 involving the provision of on-street car parks for 
the free and exclusive use of car share providers.  Three providers took part in the 
pilot; Cityhop, Roam and YourDrive. 

28. The pilot was intended to establish the rate of uptake of car sharing in Wellington 
where on-street car parks have been allocated.  The initial results are attached as 
attachment two, which includes the results of a survey of users, and show that average 
bookings were around 11 per month for each car share provider.   
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 29. The pilot is due to end at the end of June 2016.  While the initial results are modest, the 

pilot nonetheless shows there is interest in car sharing, with Cityhop noting they are 
currently at full capacity.  It is therefore proposed that the pilot be continued and, if the 
Car Share Policy is approved, arrangements will be made to make the allocation 
permanent, for a period of two years, after which the provision of the car park will be 
reviewed. In addition, Cityhop, Roam and YourDrive would also be eligible to apply for 
an additional two on-street car parks under the Car Share Policy.     

Response to points raised during consultation 

30. Overall, responses from submitters indicated broad support for the draft car share 
policy.  Submitters attribute a range of benefits for the city from car sharing including a 
reduction in emissions, accidents and pressure on parking and, over time, congestion 
levels.  In addition car sharing is seen by submitters as supporting the growth of active 
travel modes and public transport use.  The very strong message coming from car 
share operators is that an increase in the numbers of free car parks for their exclusive 
use to achieve these wider benefits is the key to unlocking future growth of car sharing 
in Wellington.  

31. Submitters noted that the car share policy should not sit in isolation from other aspects 
of the Council’s areas of interest.  To that end, the draft policy has been updated to 
reflect the Council’s aspirations for a low carbon Capital including targets for electric 
car share vehicles.  Officers have included a target that once the price differential and 
charging infrastructure environment for electric vehicles changes, any new car spaces 
that are allocated will be required to be plug-in hybrid or fully electrical vehicles, with a 
view to converting the existing fleet of car share vehicles to electric vehicles as they are 
swapped out and renewed.  Officers will continue to review the situation. 

32. In conjunction with this, the proposal in the draft policy to allocate an initial two car 
parks for each provider has been increased to three, in recognition of the Council’s 
aspirations for a low carbon Capital, and the proposal in the Low Carbon Capital Plan 
2016-18 to designate by 2018 up to 100 carparks citywide for car sharing and other 
services which reduce the need to own a car.  In addition the allocation period will be 
increased from one to two years before it is reviewed to give car share providers 
greater certainty about the future of their business model and to support the business 
as it grows.  While there will be some loss of income as a consequence of the 
reallocation of car spaces of up to $10,000 per car park, it will be possible to choose 
alternative parking nearby which will somewhat ameliorate the loss of income.   

33. The Council will also actively encourage developers to consider providing spaces for 
car share vehicles in their buildings.  This is in line with the proposal in the Climate 
Change Action Plan to explore the phasing out of the minimum parking requirement 
where it makes sense, starting in parts of the city where car ownership rates are 
already low.      

34. In consideration of the feedback received, officers have amended the draft car share 
policy by removing the requirement to provide options for integration with the city’s 
integrated ticketing system or to provide a phone-based booking system, in recognition 
of the rise in the use of internet booking systems.  The policy has also been refined to 
reduce what submitters consider to be an overly prescriptive set of criteria and 
reporting requirements. 

35. In response to calls to increase the public’s knowledge and awareness of car sharing, 
participants will be required to display livery or a logo on their vehicles.      
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 36. A number of suggestions were received that would be difficult to implement 

immediately but could be considered for the future.  This includes restricting Council’s 
support for car sharing to electric vehicles and incorporating car sharing into the 
Council’s car fleet, which already currently operates a car pool system.  In addition, as 
car sharing grows and the fleet moves to hybrid vehicles, consideration can be given to 
the provision of associated services, for example parks for bikes and electric vehicle 
charging stations. 

37. Some suggestions run counter to overseas experience with successful car share 
schemes.  For example designating parking in some streets as being exclusively for 
car share vehicles does not fit with international research which suggests it is better to 
spread car share vehicles across a city rather than allocating several car spaces 
together.   

38. The car share policy is intended to evolve over time as new technology becomes 
available.  This will allow the Council to adapt the policy to allow the ‘A-B’ car share 
model where a car is not required to be returned to the same parking space, in addition 
to the ‘A-A’ model covered by the draft car share policy.    

Peer to Peer Car Share Model 

39. Cityhop has adopted the International Carsharing Association’s definition of car sharing 
which is a membership based service with cars that are not owned by an individual, 
with the cars available for anyone to use, 24 hours a day. 

40. In the interests of opening the Car Share Policy to all providers, officers have amended 
the draft policy to allow for the inclusion of the peer to peer model as long as the 
vehicle is available 22.5 hours per day, seven days a week in addition to meeting all 
other criteria.  An assessment of this arrangement will be included in the review of the 
allocation of car parks after two years. 

Research and Evaluation 

41. International studies indicate that one car share vehicle takes 10-20 cars off the road 
and the Council is interested in determining what the impact will be in a Wellington 
context.  The Council therefore intends carrying out research to investigate the impact 
of car sharing on congestion levels as part of the work that will be undertaken within 
the Car Share Policy’s monitoring and evaluation framework.  

42. The research undertaken and summarised in attachment two has provided the Council 
with some useful baseline measurements.    It also provides an initial profile of current 
users including age and income, and their reasons for using a car share scheme.   

 

Next Actions 

4. If Council approves the Car Share Policy, it is proposed that the pilot be continued until 
arrangements can be made to make a longer term allocation for a period of two years, 
after which the provision of the car park will be reviewed.  

43. In addition, officers will invite the car share sector to apply for the free and exclusive 
use of an on-street car park using the criteria set out in the Car Share Policy. 

44. If the Car Share Policy is approved, officers will prepare a traffic resolution to allow for 
the allocation of on-street car parks for car sharing for referral to the Transport & Urban 
Development Committee. 
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 Attachments 

Attachment 1. Draft Car Share Policy   Page 69 
Attachment 2. Car share pilot evaluation June 2016    Page 79 
  
 

Author Elise Webster, Principal Advisor  
Authoriser David Chick, Chief City Planner  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

Consultation and Engagement 

Consultation on the draft Car Share Policy ran for six weeks from 26 January to 11 March 

2016.  37 submissions were received from organisations and individuals. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

There are no specific Treaty of Waitangi considerations. 

 

Financial implications 

The operation of the car share scheme will involve costs for the Council, including 

administrative costs and the cost of on-street modifications to signs and road markings.  

There will also be ongoing operational costs to administer the scheme as well as loss of 

parking revenue for parking spaces allocated to a car share vehicle. 

 

Policy and legislative implications 

The allocation of on-street car parks for the exsclusive use of car share vehicles will require 

an amendment to the Wellington Consolidated Bylaw 2008 or Council Committee resolution. 

 

Risks / legal  

Consultaion on the draft Car Share Policy provided the public with an opportunity to raise any 

issues about the policy, with the majority supporting the policy.  Some were concerned about 

the provision of the allocation of a free and exclusive car park but suggested that this be 

mitigated by providing the car park to providers only until their business grew.  This has been 

incorporated into the policy by requiring the allocation to be reviewed after two years.  

 

Climate Change impact and considerations 

The Car Share Policy will have a positive climate change impact through the reduction of 

greenhouse emissions as a result of the removal of some cars from the network. 

 

Communications Plan 

Information to the public and car share sector about the Car Share Policy, once approved, 

will be provided through the Council’s website and through social media. 
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.3
 POST CONSTRUCTION SAFETY AUDIT - ISLAND BAY UPGRADE 

 
 

Purpose 

1. To provide information to committee of the outcome of an independent post 
construction safety audit of the upgrade works undertaken on The Parade in Island Bay 
to accommodate a parking protected separated cycle lane. 

Summary 

2. Construction of The Parade upgrade works was undertaken between September 2015 
and March 2016. 

3. A number of concerns have been raised by the community relating to the safety of the 
new layout.  

4. An independent post construction safety audit has now been completed, as has an 
independent peer review of that audit. 

5. Whilst there was one “significant” item identified neither the independent post 
construction review nor the peer review concluded that overall the project was unsafe.  

6. Officers have responded to the audits recommendations within the audit document 
(appended). 

7. Officers recommend that parking be adjusted in consultation with directly affected 
residents to improve their inter visibility at residential driveways as a matter of priority. 
While this will have an impact on parking availability it will significantly improve safety 
to an acceptable level. 

8. In a separate paper this Committee at its 30 June 2016 meeting will consider a wider 
review of the Wellington cycling programme and how specifically the wider concerns 
about Island Bay will be addressed. 

 

Recommendation/s 

That the Transport and Urban Development Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Note the findings of the independent MWH Island Bay Cycleway post Construction 
Safety Audit 

3. Note the findings of the Wilkie Consultants peer review 

4. Note the officers comments in the audit document as “Client decision” 

5. Agree as a matter of priority residents are given an opportunity to have parking 
adjacent to their driveway adjusted and/or reduced to improve their visibility. 

 

 

Background 

9. A post construction safety audit of the pedestrian, cycling, and public transport 
improvement works along The Parade, Island Bay between Reef Street and Dee Street 
has been undertaken. 
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 10. A concept stage audit report was completed on the project dated 19 September 2014. 

11. There were two detailed design stage audits undertaken as the project was split into 
two stages. The Stage 1 (the section of project south of the village) audit report was 
completed dated 30 January 2015. The Stage 2 (the section of the project north of the 
village) audit report was completed on 19 March 2015. 

12. Construction of the project took place between September 2015 and March 2016. 

13. There was a degree of concern raised that the same auditors were used for both the 
concept and design stage audits, to address this an independent peer review of the 
post construction audit has been completed.  

Discussion 

14. The post construction safety audit identifies a number of issues, many of which have 
been addressed by officers as a “client decision” in the audit. 

15. A road safety audit is a term used internationally to describe an independent review of 
a future road project to identify any safety concerns that may affect the safety 
performance. The audit team considers the safety of all road users and qualitatively 
reports on road safety issues or opportunities for safety improvement.  

16. A road safety audit is therefore a formal examination of a road project, or any type of 
project which affects road users (including cyclists, pedestrians, mobility impaired users 
etc.), carried out by an independent competent team who identify and document road 
safety concerns. 

17. A road safety audit is intended to help deliver a safe road system and is not a review of 
compliance with standards. 

18. A road safety audit is not intended to be a technical or financial audit and does not 
substitute for a design check of standards or guidelines. Any recommended treatment 
of an identified safety concern is intended to be indicative only, and to focus the 
designer on the type of improvements that might be appropriate. It is not intended to be 
prescriptive and other ways of improving the road safety or operational problems 
identified should also be considered. 

19. The process for a more comprehensive review of the effectiveness of the project is 
outlined in the paper addressing council’s response to the Morrison Low report. 

 

20. The categories of concern in descending order of importance are Significant, Serious, 
Moderate and Minor. 

21. The only concern that rated as significant was the presence of ghost markings (2.1.1). 
This related to the redundant road markings not being fully removed and being partially 
visible especially at night. Action has been taken to address this concern. 

22. While the audit does not highlight major areas of concern it does touch on the issue of 
visibility entering or exiting residential driveways (2.1.8). The brief provided to the 
designers was to minimise parking loss, to achieve this, and in the absence of any 
formal guidance otherwise, the legal minimum of 1.0m either side of the driveway was 
allowed for. More recent guidance recommends 3.0m minimum and up to 8m in 
advance of the driveway to improve visibility. 

23. There have been a number of request from residents to address their visibility 
concerns. A register of concerns has been kept. Some residents have little difficulty 
with the existing layout. 
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 24. While it is acknowledged that a more formal review of the cycleway is pending it is 

appropriate to address this concern as a matter of priority, now that the risk has been 
identified and confirmed through a formal audit. 

25. It is recommended that all residents of The Parade that have expressed a concern of 
poor visibility at their driveway be given the opportunity to have adjacent parking 
adjusted / reduced to a minimum setback of 3.0m as identified in the audit . For 
enforcement purposes this will require an amendment to the traffic resolutions. 

26. Subject to committee approval it is proposed that residents be contacted during July 
and car parking adjusted in August. A subsequent retrospective traffic resolution would 
then be presented to committee in the new triennium as required. 

 

Options 

27. Although driveway access/egress visibility is identified as a current safety risk, Council 
could choose to leave remedying this until the substantive programme review take 
place. However as this is identified as a safety risk as part of the independent audit, 
officers advice is that this work be undertaken now as there is minimum costs 
(<$5,000). 

 

Next Actions 

28. Officers will undertake any remaining actions as identified in the audit and peer review. 

29. As a matter of priority officers will contact all those residents that have raised concerns 
about inter visibility at their driveway and offer to adjust parking to improve sightlines. 

30. In a separate paper, this Committee at its 30 June 2016 meeting will consider a wider 
review of the Wellington cycling programme and how specifically the wider concerns 
about Island Bay will be addressed. 

 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1. Independent Safety Audit   Page 95 
Attachment 2. Independent Peer Review   Page 136 
  
 

Author Paul Barker, Safe and Sustainable Transport Manager  
Authoriser David Chick, Chief City Planner  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

Consultation and Engagement 

There was no specific consultation as part of this paper. 

 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

There were no specific considerations as part of this paper. 

 

Financial implications 

There will be some minor costs associated with adjusting parking and completing actions 

identified within the audit, these will be able to be accommodated within the existing 

cycleways budget. 

 

Policy and legislative implications 

This is consistent with the Cycling Policy 
 

 

Risks / legal  

As per audit and report 
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 

Encouraging and providing for active transport has a positive effect in reducing vehicle 
emissions and reducing the impact of transport effects on climate change. 
 

Communications Plan 

A communications plan has been developed for this project to get it to this stage. An updated 
plan will make people aware of the decisions of this committee and cover the communication 
requirements as a result of adjusting parking. 
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Review Recommendation: 

Agree with the safety audit recommendation.  While on site, the reviewer noted that some of the 

areas shown in the safety audit where green markings were missing are now in place. However 

a consistent application of these markings is recommended. 

2.1.3. Belisha Beacons at Pedestrian Crossings 
Select concern 
rating 

Safety Audit assessment Frequency 

(Crashes are likely to be...) 

Severity 

(Death or serious injury is...) 

Infrequent Likely 

Review assessment Frequency Severity 

- - 
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The reviewer observed vehicles parked over the buffer area between the on-street parking bays 

and the cycle lane.  This non-compliance raises a safety concern due to reduced cycle lane 

width.  However installing safe-hit posts to correct parking may not resolve the concern as the 

reason for the non-compliance may not be as simple as poor parking skills.  It may be that 

vehicles are parked out of the bays (in most cases into the buffer area rather than in the traffic 

lane) due to a perception of better protection from traffic in the lane striking the parked vehicle, or 

providing better sight distance for vehicles entering/exiting the adjacent property. 

Review Recommendation: 
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Review Recommendation: 

Agree with the safety audit recommendation. 

2.1.8. Intervisibility sightlines at residential driveways Moderate 

Safety Audit assessment Frequency 

(Crashes are likely to be...) 

Severity 

(Death or serious injury is...) 

Occasional Likely 

Review assessment Frequency Severity 

Occasional Likely 
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Review Recommendation: 

Agree with the safety audit recommendation.  While on site, the reviewer observed that 

road works were being carried out in this area, and that the safe-hit posts have been 

removed, and therefore the review assessment and concern rating is removed. 
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Review Recommendation: 

Agree with the safety audit recommendation. 

2.2.5. Directional Tactile Paving at Pedestrian Crossing South of 
Dee Street Moderate 

Safety Audit assessment Frequency 

(Crashes are likely to be...) 

Severity 

(Death or serious injury is...) 

Infrequent Likely 

Review assessment Frequency Severity 

Infrequent Likely 

Review Recommendation: 

Agree with the safety audit recommendation. 



TRANSPORT AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE 
30 JUNE 2016 

Attachment 2 Independent Peer Review Page 147 

 I
te

m
 2

.3
 A

tt
a

c
h

m
e

n
t 

2
 

Review Recommendation: 

Agree with the safety audit recommendation.  

2.2.8. Disabled Parking Spaces and Fire Hydrant outside the 
Medical Centre Minor 

Safety Audit assessment Frequency 

(Crashes are likely to be...) 

Severity 

(Death or serious injury is...) 

Infrequent Unlikely 

Review assessment Frequency Severity 

Infrequent Unlikely 

Review Recommendation: 

Agree with the safety audit recommendation. 



TRANSPORT AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE 
30 JUNE 2016 

Attachment 2 Independent Peer Review Page 148 

 I
te

m
 2

.3
 A

tt
a

c
h

m
e

n
t 

2
 



TRANSPORT AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE 
30 JUNE 2016 

Attachment 2 Independent Peer Review Page 149 

 I
te

m
 2

.3
 A

tt
a

c
h

m
e

n
t 

2
 



TRANSPORT AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE 
30 JUNE 2016 

Attachment 2 Independent Peer Review Page 150 

 I
te

m
 2

.3
 A

tt
a

c
h

m
e

n
t 

2
 



TRANSPORT AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE 
30 JUNE 2016 

 

 

 

Item 2.4 Page 151 

 I
te

m
 2

.4
 WELLINGTON CITY - URBAN CYCLEWAYS PROGRAMME 

 
 

Purpose 

1. To seek committee approval to progress a range of actions in response to the NZ 
Transport Agency commissioned report on the Wellington Urban Cycleways 
Programme. 

Summary 

2. A level of unease led the NZ Transport Agency to commission an independent review 
of Wellingtons Urban Cycleways Programme to determine Wellington City Councils 
capability to deliver on the programme requirements. 

3. The review undertaken by Morrison Low management consultants lists a number of 
findings, recommendations and suggested actions. 

4. Officers are progressing these suggested actions including having established a cross 
agency review of the existing programme with a view to bring recommendations to the 
August 2016 Committee. 

5. The refreshed programme will also provide detail on how, and when, the community of 
Island Bay will be engaged to consider improving, amending or replacing the existing 
cycleway on The Parade. 

 

Recommendations 

That the Transport and Urban Development Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Note the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) commissioned Morrison Low report 
on Wellington’s Urban Cycleways Programme. 

3. Agree that officers proceed with actions listed and report back to Committee on 11 
August 2016. 

 

 

Background 

6. The Wellington Urban Cycleways Programme (UCP) aims to create a sustainable, 
liveable and attractive city that offers choices about how to travel, with an appealing 
cycle network that encourages people of all ages and abilities to cycle. It includes: 

 cycle infrastructure and facilities; 

 safety campaigns and initiatives; and 

 marketing and promotion. 

7. The programme seeks that a cycle network will be: 

 Connected; 

 High quality; 

 Suitable for all ages and abilities; and 

 Safer than traditional cycling provision. 
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 8. Councils programme is set out in the Cycleways Master Plan adopted by Council in 

September 2015. The adopted programme considers that approximately $100 million is 
required to create a principle cycling network for Wellington. 

9. In 2014, the Prime Minister announced $100 million additional funding for the UCP. 
This programme was designed to take full advantage of all funding sources, including 
local government and the National Land Transport Fund (NLTF), to enable high-quality 
projects to get underway much sooner than may otherwise have been possible. 

10. The Council has been successful in securing $9.5m of that fund and has approved LTP 
allocated ‘match funding’. Further match funding has been made available from the 
National Land Transport Fund administered by NZTA. The total allocation enables 
infrastructure investment towards cycling in Wellington for the first three years of the 
programme of $29.5m. 

11. The UCP programme is currently allocated to 3 package areas as follows: 

 Ngauranga to Bunny Street  $9.0 million 

 Central City    $13.5 million 

 Eastern Suburbs    $6.0 million 

12. Planning and construction of the Island Bay cycleway fell outside both UCP and NLTF 
funding criteria and was therefore fully funded by Council.  

13. Completion of the Island Bay cycleway has led to a level of unease amongst some 
members of the community. This level of unease has impacted on other projects in the 
current programme and cycling as a whole. 

14. In progressing planning for projects within each of the package areas officers have 
been working to very tight deadlines to enable completion by June 2018. Equally 
officers are working to an expectation that new cycleways would be attractive for new 
users and be separated from fast or high volumes of vehicles in order to realise the 
vision for a step change for those on bikes. These pressures to expedite the 
programme further added to the level of unease amongst members of the community. 

15. A review by the NZ Transport Agency, as part of its responsibility of managing and 
supporting the successful delivery of the UCP, was commissioned following public 
reaction and concern about Councils capability to deliver on existing commitments. 

16. Morrison Low Management Consultants undertook the review. 

17. The terms of reference for the review were to consider: 

 the risks of delivery of the UCP 

 the specific risks and opportunities in relation to individual projects within the 
programme 

 the governance arrangements for the programme 

 whether there is the appropriate capability and capacity to lead and deliver the 
programme 

 if there can be any modifications or different phasing of the programme 

 what options there are to reallocate funding in the event of non-delivery by 30 
June 2018 

 any relevant matters that need to be addressed in order to support the successful 
delivery of the programme. 

18. It is important to note that the review was not a review of the UCP itself, and what 
impact the UCP process might have on Councils ability to deliver infrastructure in the 
community 
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 19. The review document was made publicly available and circulated to all Councillors on 

1 June 2016. The report has a number of findings and makes a number of 

recommendations. These are discussed following. 

Discussion 

20. Officers generally accept the findings of the review and have taken steps to address 

the recommendations. We are committed to working collaboratively with the NZ 

Transport Agency to meet our common objectives. 

21. The review suggests a number of actions or next steps to be undertaken, these are set 
out in the table below along with officers response to each action: 

 

Action/Decision Comment Timeframe WCC Officers Response 

Implement enhanced 
programme 
governance between 
the NZ Transport 
Agency and WCC 

 

This will be critical to 
ensure the 
programme gets the 
right level of 
oversight and 
collaborative drive 

Do now A cross agency steering 
group has been established. 
The group is chaired by 
WCC’s Chief City Planner 
and includes membership 
from NZTA national cycling 
team, NZTA regional office, 
WCC Transport and WCC 
communications and 
marketing 

Establish a process 
for refreshing and 
recommissioning the 
programme 

 

This is will be 
sensitive as progress 
has to continue, 
balanced against the 
need to ensure the 
programme takes 
the community with 
it. It will also be 
critical to ensure that 
UCF funded 
components are 
delivered within the 
UCP timeframes 

Start 
process 
design now. 
Complete 
refresh over 
the next 
month 

 

A team has been co- 
commissioned by members 
of the steering group to 
oversee the refresh. Within 
the team three work streams 
are being managed to cover: 

 Engagement, 
communication and 
behaviour change 

 Planning, programming 
and funding 

 Review of the delivery 
model 

The outcome of the teams 
work on the refresh will be 
reported to Committee on 11 
August 2016 

Establish an approach 
and process for a 
review of Island Bay’s 
cycleway. This needs 
to be done with the 
community 

 

 

While the review can 
be done over time 
and should 
incorporate data on 
what’s working, 
findings from the 
safety audits and 
any other review 
commissioned, this 

Sooner 
rather than 
later 

 

A plan to re-engage with the 
Island Bay community 
including detailed 
engagement plan will be 
presented to Committee at its 
meeting of 11 August 2016. 

The refreshed programme 
may or may not include 
advancing investment on the 
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 should be signalled 

to the community 
who should be 
consulted closely. In 
addition solutions 
should not narrowly 
focus on a cycleway 
and should 
encompass a 
broader urban 
design/renewal 
approach 

south coast and/or 
Berhampore and Newtown. 
This would have an impact on 
the engagement with the 
Island Bay Community. 

It is expected that detailed 
and wider engagement would 
happen post-election and 
include the agreed 12 month 
review of the existing 
cycleway. It is recommended 
that discussion commence 
with the community as soon 
as practical on the 
engagement approach and 
outcomes noting the safety 
report also being considered 
by this committee at its 30 
June 2016 meeting. 

Any changes to the cycleway 
would be developed with the 
community early in the new 
year and take as long as 
necessary to get a suitable 
outcome. 

Review the approach 
for delivering the UCP 
projects in the Hutt 
Road and Eastern 
corridors 

 

(noting that the 
approaches identified 
for the Hutt Road and 
Eastern suburbs were 
already being 
addressed prior to the 
report’s release) 

 

WCC and the NZ 
Transport Agency 
need to ensure that 
learnings from Island 
Bay and this review 
are incorporated into 
their approach going 
forward 

Do now 

 

The team responsible for 
delivering cycleways has 
received positive reviews 
around the engagement 
process used recently in the 
eastern suburbs. 

The delivery of the Hutt Road 
project has been adjusted to 
now be delivered through a 
phased approach. 

The planning for the eastern 
suburbs is currently being 
reviewed in light of 
submissions received and the 
work looking to refresh the 
programme.  

WCC need to review 
their resourcing 
directed to delivering 
the programme 

 

A recommissioned 
programme will need 
adequate resourcing. 
WCC senior 
management should 
assure itself that it 
has sufficient 
resources directed to 

Do now 

 

Significant resource has been 
made available to the team 
through procurement of a 
consultant’s panel, however 
resourcing for communication 
and engagement resource 
internal to Council is now 
being addressed to match the 
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 the programme refreshed engagement 

model. 

The refreshed delivery model 
will also look at how NZTA’s 
resources can be used more 
effectively during the 
development phases of 
projects; this may mean 
NZTA personnel are 
imbedded in the project team. 

WCC and the NZ 
Transport Agency 
need to establish a 
process for refreshing 
the communications 
and engagement 
support for the 
programme 

 

The communications 
and engagement 
approach has 
improved as WCC 
has learned from its 
experiences with 
Island Bay and the 
Hutt Road projects. 
However, a 
refreshed 
programme should 
be supported by 
adequate 
communications and 
community 
engagement 
resources to ensure 
this critically 
important aspect of 
the programme is 
properly resourced 

Do now as 
part of an 
overall 
programme 
refresh 

 

We agree that this is critically 
important as engagement 
underpins all projects. 

This has been given 
prominence by the Manager 
of Communication at WCC 
having a role in the 
governance group and the 
refresh team dedicating a 
work stream to better 
undertaking how this will be 
improved. 

22. The refresh is a new collaborative approach to planning and delivering a 
pragmatic cycling programme for Wellington, to make cycling part of an 
integrated transport system in an attractive and accessible city.  

23. The work being undertaken by the refresh project team will be reported back to 
committee at its August 2016 meeting. A workshop with Councillors is also proposed 
prior to finalising the new project plan. 

24. As such the intent of this report is to provide Committee an opportunity to note the 
NZTA review and also advise the Committee of the extensive work on a refreshed 
programme already underway. 

 

Next Actions 

25. The refresh project team made up of members from both NZ Transport Agency and 
Council will review the current programme. It is expected that the team will propose a 
new engagement and communications strategy going forward, propose reallocating 
existing UCP funding to projects that have a higher degree of community acceptance 
and propose how the Council and the Agency can work better together to deliver a 
better outcome for those on bikes. 
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 26. The recommendations from the project team will be presented to Committee at its 11 

August 2016 meeting. 
 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1. Morrison Low - WCC UCP review   Page 158 
  
 

Author David Chick, Chief City Planner  
Authoriser David Chick, Chief City Planner  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

Consultation and Engagement 

There was no specific consultation as part of this paper. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

There were no specific considerations as part of this paper. 

 

Financial implications 

The review of the current cycling programme will provide confidence to the NZTA and the 

Minister for Transport that Council can deliver its allocation of the National Urban Cycleway 

Fund. 

 

It is expected that all costs will be able to be accommodated within existing approve budgets. 

 

Policy and legislative implications 

This is consistent with the Cycling Policy 
 

Risks / legal  

Not applicable 
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 

Encouraging and providing for active transport has a positive effect in reducing vehicle 
emissions and reducing the impact of transport effects on climate change. 
 

Communications Plan 

A communications plan has been developed for the cycling programme this plan is to be 
reviewed as a result of the refresh to the programme.  
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