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22 February 2008

Re: Ngauranga to Airport Strateqgic Study

This submission is from the Wellington Architectural Centre, a group which represents
both professional and non-professionals interested in architecture and design, and in
the promotion of good design in Wellington.

1) SUMMARY

We support
- the need to reduce car trips.
- the need for a greater commitment to more intensified areas.
- the WCC "Growth Spine" strategy supplemented by growth nodes or "limbs"
(such as Island Bay, Miramar and Karori).
- the creation of pedestrian and cycle hierarchies.
- Electronic Ticketing and ticketing integration across all forms of public transport
(including a 2 hour transfer or a system with a daily maximum, such as London's
Oyster card).
- Light Rail for enhancing the city’s public transport system.
- the switching tidal flow option (Option T1) which should be adopted for The
Terrace Tunnel immediately.
- the creation of a boulevard down Adelaide Road
- the proposed additional lanes for the Cobham Drive roundabouts.
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We conditionally support
- the four-laning of Ruahine St and Wellington Road as soon as possible, but only
if an extra Mount Victoria tunnel option is taken.
- the duplication of The Terrace Tunnel (Option T2) but only if money is first put
towards securing a high quality Public Transport solution, and it needs to be
demonstrated that this option would reduce Waterfront traffic, and a reduction of
lanes along waterfront routes. We consider this second Terrace Tunnel to be
of the lowest priority.

We do not support
- the propose traffic management measures for Ngauranga to Aotea motorway
without addressing the pinch points at both ends, and the Kaiwharawhara throat.
- Adelaide Road/Wallace Street options W1 and W2.
- Basin Reserve options B3, B4 and B5.

We strongly recommend that
- long and short term planning is undertaken to achieve a fully integrated public
transport system.
- the prime result must be workable not just for the drivers of cars, but also to
genuinely address the needs of other road users, such as buses, bicycles, and
pedestrians. Walkers, cyclists and public transport users must be consulted and
taken seriously in all future transport proposals.
- the identified bus priority measures must be considered as a single project.
- whichever public transport solution is adopted, it must be designed in order to
facilitate future developments, especially a high-speed Light Rail network.
- the transport corridor be extended to Johnsonville, to the full extent of the
"growth spine,"” and that Light Rail should be anticipated as part of this.
- access to Island Bay, and particularly Karori, must be considered in an
integrated manner within the strategy developed in the current study.



We caution that
- increasing bus services is only a partial solution; and will have a limited effect.
- increasing the capacity of the road network also increases road travel demand.

Fig 1: Downtown Cairo.

We note that much of the methodology of the model (WTSM) used to produce material
in the proposal appears to privilege cars, and the assumptions of the model need
revision to ensure the best options for Wellington's future are achieved. Other issues
such as the viability of congestion charges and the reduction of inner city carparks must
be examined. We also observe that the era of tunnels that populate Wellington is one
of a very different era of transportation modes and transportation needs, some dating
back literally to Victorian times. It is unrealistic to expect narrow tunnels, dug by hand,
in an age of horse-drawn transport to still serve the much larger city we have today.
modern tunnelling methods can provide for superior results and ensure a free-flowing
city. We need new and innovative transport solutions relevant to Wellington in the 21st
century. We believe that more creative and more forward-looking engagement with the
city's transport infrastructure is needed.

2) DETAILED DISCUSSION

Below are elaborations on these and additional issues that we believe need to be
considered, drawing on the two consultation documents the Ngauranga to Airport
Strategic Study Technical Report 1 (TR1) and Help us keep Wellington on the Move
(HukWotM).

Influence of future growth on transport needs

Urban Development Strategy and ‘growth spine’

Wellington has the highest (16%) Public Transport level of support of commuters in New
Zealand (TR1 p. 25). But rather than indulging in self-satisfied back-slapping, the
Wellington Architectural Centre believes that this level of support needs to be retained
and increased in order to cope with the region’s future population growth. We support
the assertion that "the only feasible way of reducing car trips is to make a greater
commitment to more intensified urban areas," which should be located at or near
“high quality passenger transport” (TR1 p. 130). This report shows that in eight years'
time (by 2016), State Highway 1 will be operating at capacity consistently along its full
length in both morning and evening peak (TR1 p. 131), with no prospect for an increase
in capacity. This is a short time (only 8 years) to rectify the situation and the Centre
strongly believes that continued prioritising of car traffic is not the answer.

Urban development strategies play a significant role in maintaining a viable Public
Transport infrastructure. The Architectural Centre consequently supports the "growth



spine" strategy adopted by WCC to accommodate regional population growth and to
mitigate many of the negative effects associated this, but, in addition to the
concentration of this spine along the SH1 corridor, we advocate for important growth
nodes being established as "limbs" from the growth spine ; e.g. Island Bay,
Miramar, and Karori (if better access to and from the suburb can be achieved). Along
with the possibility of more intensive residential development in each of these suburbs,
each of the suburban centres could easily sustain further commercial development.
Decentralising some of the projected employment growth throughout Wellington city (in
areas that are dense and well serviced by public transport), need not reduce the current
density of the Wellington CBD area, which we believe to be an important factor in
creating the diversity and vitality that defines the successful character of Wellington
city.1 Some of the expected growth must be directed toward these alternative centres to
alleviate pressure on all elements of the city’s transport network.

The Architectural Centre also believes that developing future transport strategies based
on a restrictive future urban development strategy could be detrimental to the existing
overall city transport network. Access to and from Karori is already particularly
problematic for example. Any attempt to "Keep Wellington on the move" should
recognise and address this current situation, so that the solution is an integrated
element within the overall strategy.

Range of transport available

Note — Transportation modelling

As noted above, we strongly support the assertion that “the only feasible way of
reducing car trips is to make a greater commitment to more intensified urban areas,”
which should be located at or near “high quality passenger transport” (TR1 p. 130).
There can be only one logical conclusion: that continued reliance on cars is not the
answer to continued growth . The city has a choice to either refuse to allow further
growth (and hence stagnate), or to take the plunge and start to plan for the future
with a fully integrated public transport system . We believe that such a system, of
either Light Rail, modern trams, or a fully separated busway system, combined with bold
TDM measures, is the only adequate response for overcoming the current car-based
traffic woes.

The narrowly focussed car-based measures taken so far (such as the ill-conceived, and
poorly implemented Inner City Bypass), have shown the inability of traffic engineers to
think through their actions across the full spectrum of transport modes and even across
a variety of trip directions. The report notes that a major cause of congestion is caused
by the Bypass/Willis St intersection (TR1 p. 132, ftnte 145), where two conflicting
streams of traffic collide each morning and afternoon. East/west SH1 commuter traffic
on the bypass must be rerouted to pass under that of north/south local Brooklyn/City
traffic to avoid the inevitable conflict that exists at present (TR1 pp. 193-194). This is in
addition to the negative ramifications and delays for pedestrians and cyclists caused as
a result of the Bypass at a time when the city ought to be facilitating transport options
alternative to private car travel. It is time the city's form spoke louder than its council's
platitudes in this regard.

Travel Demand Management (TDM)

The "growth spine” strategy is an important start for the management of travel demand
in Wellington. However, peak commuting demand into and out of the CBD can be
alleviated by encouraging some decentralisation of commercial employment to
appropriate suburban centres to provide greater opportunity for workers to live

IThe current successful urban qualities of Wellington’s inner city are in large part a function of its employment
and consequent built density (constrained as it is by the physical geography of the CBD). There is no
guarantee that these successful qualities will be sustained by a significant increase in employment density;
thus caution should be exercised before any "tipping point" is arrived at. Indeed, there remains the possibility
that further high-rise development (especially in the at-risk Te Aro Basin), will impair the relationship that parts
of the city maintain with its geographic setting, thus diluting or eradicating some of the recognised successful
characteristics of the central city.



nearer to their workplaces

, resulting in shorter trips spread across different points of

the transport network and, more importantly, greater opportunity for active travel

options.

Fig 2: Amsterdam bikepath (n.b. grade-separated cyc  le path).

Walking and cycling (Fig 3: Berlin cyclist on cycle path separated fro m road)
The statistic that less than 3% of work trips to the CBD are made by cycle (TR1 p. 35;
HukWotM p. 8) — a disappointingly low total — is not at all surprising given the tragically

bad state of the city’s existing cycle
network - which is, sadly, not a
network at all. It is unconnected,
and unsafe. The Architectural
Centre does not see the current low
cycling numbers as reason to
neglect this mode of travel. Rather
they point to a need to rectify the
situation. The cycle aspects of the
new bypass are appalling, despite it
appearing to be one of the most
cycle aware road in the capital. The
designers clearly do not understand
the needs or requirements of a
cycle network, nor of a cycle user.
A safe cycle route is one that is
completely separated from
vehicular traffic, neagting any
possibility for car/bike "accidents.”

Combining bus and bicycle routes is not a sensible appraoch - the biggests users with
the most vunerable. The designers need to get advice on these issues, and try riding

through the city on a bike.

Fig 4: Berlin Path (n.b. differing materials deline

ating cycle path)

We support the proposed creation of possible pedest rian and cycle hierarchies
(HukWotM p. 9). We believe that measures of priority must be given to these modes of



transport along the primary and secondary routes. Tertiary routes (especially cycle)
should be more extensive, reaching into the suburbs that they feed, with pedestrian
routes maintaining easy access to the public transport network. Measures to improve
cycling/walking safety and amenity must be introduced along these routes in particular,
but also need to be mandatory for all future roading upgrades, irrespective of whether or
not they fall into the identified network. Walking and cycling are the future of a healthy
and well-connected city.

Public transport — Increasing bus frequency

Increasing bus services to all suburbs can only hav e limited effect due to existing
pinch points on the public transport corridor (notably, along Lambton Quay) and the cost
of ongoing upgrades to the public transport corridor, including bus priority measures, as
well as the resolution of the Lambton Quay pinch point (where the large quantity of
buses queuing, pulling into, and out of bus stops, creates significant amenity issues and
safety hazards along the city’s most significant pedestrian route). In addition to the one-
off cost of upgrading the public transport corridor, the ongoing annual costs of servicing
a more frequent timetable are considerable if meaningful increases are to occur ($6-7
million p.a. for 20% increase, and $31-35 million p.a. for 50% increase) ("Help us keep
Wellington on the move" p. 20). The Architectural Centre considers that much of this
expenditure would be more productively inviested in an integrated public transport
system built around Light Rail.

Public transport —Public transport corridor

The Architectural Centre believes that the provision of a high quality public

transport route is essential _ if Wellington is to maintain and aim to increase its current
level of public transport patronage. We strongly support and look forward to a "reliable,
fast and frequent service operating in its own right-of-way separated from general
traffic" (HukWotM p. 9). We believe that such a service will make public transport a
more attractive alternative to the private motor vehicles.

Public transport — Existing bus initiatives

We support the existing bus initiatives (HukWotM p. 9). The introduction of electronic
ticketing will offer the potential for greater tick eting integration for all forms of
public transport in Wellington , making mode transfer much simpler, and thus more
attractive. This initiative should be encouraged to include all of the region’s bus
services, and existing (and future) train and ferry services, as well as the Cable Car.
The Architectural Centre also strongly supports the introduction of a two hour transfer
system, or a daily maximum, and a system similar to London's Oyster Card
(http://golondon.about.com/od/londontransport/qt/oyster_card.htm;
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/London_Buses).

Roading

We recognise that the existing road network is compromised by significant pinch points,
and that the resultant congestion causes harmful inefficiencies in both fuel consumption,
and through time delays, to the overall economy of the region. However, the
Architectural Centre believes that increasing capacity of the road network also
increases road travel demand . This will simply lead to a higher capacity for
congestion and is not a valid answer to current transport demands.

Bringing it all together: The options for improving the corridor

Modelling predicts that peak period trips to the CBD will increase by 18% between 2001
and 2016, bringing the road network to its full capacity (HukWotM p. 10), demonstrating
the road network does not have the capacity to continually adapt to Wellington City's
growth. Alternatives must be found and supported. The Architectural Centre believes
that full and timely implementation of the "growth spine" strategy (and suburban
extensions/growth nodes as suggested above) will ameliorate the expected increase of
peak period trips. Significant levels of employment at the identified growth nodes would
encourage trips throughout different parts of the transport corridor and wider network
rather than add to the peak period trips into and out of the CBD. In addition, incentives




for employers to offer flexible working hours/glide time would encourage travel at non-
peak times, and access to effective Broadband is also likely to increase the ability of
more citizens to work from home, further alleviating pressure on the roading network.

The analytical data presented in “Technical Report 1” appears to assume no changes to
current patterns of road use; and no attempt to migitate unconstrained growth of the
road network. We query whether or not (and if so how) it takes into account the
mitigating factors of expected growth through wider urban development responses
(such as those developed as part of the "growth spine" strategy). With significant and
bold measures taken to address public transport, the Architectural Centre believes that
the existing roading network would be sufficient if utilised at its most efficient capacity
(i.e. addressing the current pinch points).

We agree that improvements to the transport corridor are needed, but these must
involve a range of initiatives, including public transport, better facilities for cyclists and
pedestrians, TDM, and roading projects. Whichever solution is arrived at, the prime
result must be workable not just for the drivers of cars, and must also seriously
address the needs of other road users, such as buse s, bicycles, and pedestrians
These categories of transport are woefully catered for at present, and a creative and
bold response must be sought for the overall solution. Public transport needs must
come first, and not be a mere adjunct to the needs and desires private motor vehicle
users.

Affordable projects with early benefits

a) Bus priority measures

We note and applaud that WCC staff are in the process of developing bus priority
measures to improve the performance of the city’s public transport, which includes
dedicated bus lanes and signal pre-emption from Ngauranga to Kilbirnie. However, we
suggest that all of the identified bus priority measures should be cons idered as a
single project (to be realised in stages), rather than the current project-by-project
basis. Adopting a single fully integrated busway from Ngauranga to Kilbirnie, rather
than discreet bus lane projects, would ensure a bolder commitment to the initiative, and
facilitate a more efficient and timely process. It is important that this work be carried out
as soon as possible, and that it occur in a consistently managed, and integrated
manner. Whichever solution is adopted, it must be designed in order to facilitate
future developments, especially a high-speed light rail network.

b) Ngauranga to Aotea traffic management

The traffic management measures proposed for the Ngauranga to Aotea motorway
seem little more than an expensive and pointless exercise in increasing capacity
between two pinch points. Unless both pinch points are resolved, the benefit of the
suggested initiatives is extremely dubious for the outlay required.

c) Adelaide Road Boulevard

The Centre supports the creation of a boulevard down Adelaide Road as a wonderful
vision, and we look forward to seeing this happen — in conjunction, of course, with a fully
integrated bicycle and pedestrian solution. This option should be explored as soon as
possible, and notification made as soon as possible for widening the road to include
space for all transport modes:



Fig 5: Proposal for Adelaide Road Boulevard, and a model The Architectural
Centre believes can be productively used in other a  reas of the city including the
CBD.

Fig 6: Detail of Street in Fig 1.

We note however that WCC are looking at a study of the whole Adelaide Road area,
and are undertaking local user surveys. Transit and WCC need to improve
communications, work together, and take this once only opportunity to rethink the whole
of the Basin /Adelaide Road area in terms of creating a new traffic solution. The present
solution, and the proposals so far, are not workable.

Fig 7: Berlin Boulevard

We do not support, in any way, the other proposals (i.e. option W1 (four laning of
Wallace Street), and option W2 (Adelaide Road as one way pair with King Street), TR1
pp. 116-119). We do not agree at all that option W1 is a feasible scenario. Wallace
Street is still a narrow suburban residential street, and is unsuitable for major road use.
It has a high pedestrian count, and should remain as such — a zone for residents, and



pedestrians, not for increased car numbers. Neither do we agree with Option W2 as a
possible traffic solution. King Street is not a suitable size, width, orientation, or
character, as it is a very small, narrow, residential zone, albeit a densely packed one.

d) Basin Reserve improvements

The options B3, B4, and B5, for dealing with congestion at Basin Reserve (TR1 pp. 100-
108), are all typical traffic engineering solutions based on out-of-date 1960s motorway
design, and would cause significant social and spatial blight over the area. A flyover,
whether one- or two- laned, would, as the report notes: disrupt vistas, affect the context
of the Basin, segregate the neighbourhood, create shading, and noise. We do not
support this.

The Architectural Centre rejects all of these as options, encouraging instead the
intention to update the investigations to reflect a more balanced approach. We
therefore request that people of more creative abilities be used to determine solutions
that are better than the sad, tired and dated solutions put forward in Technical Report 1.
Which ever solution is chosen, the prime result must be a workable solution for all
users, especially bus, bicycle, pedestrian, and future public transport corridors. These
categories of transport are not well catered for at the present Basin Reserve
intersection. Creative solutions, such as looking at subsurfacing a straight through,
bypass tunnel (from the Mount Victoria Tunnel to Buckle Street (i.e. SH1)) should be
considered to alleviate the traffic problems. An aerial ramp across a corner of the park
and past the church is an antiquated response and should be dropped forthwith. Such
expenditure will not provide productive gains of any significance.

e) Cobham Drive roundabouts

We support the proposed additional lanes for the Cobham Drive roundabouts, as a
feasible and relatively simple response. However, the final design must also take into
account a dedicated cycle route, and allow for a dedicated public transport way, such as
bus, tram, light rail, etc (as determined in the overall strategy).

Future development

Inner city

The Architectural Centre believes that the Ngauranga to Airport scope of this study does
not address the city’s overall transport problems, thus hampering the professed raison
d’etre of the current study: to "Help us to keep Wellington on the move." In particular,
access to Island Bay, and particularly Karori, must be considered in an integrated
manner within the strategy developed in the current study . Future development
must see these suburban centres available to be utilised to cater to the city’s projected
growth.

Enhanced public transport system

More work is needed to determine the optimum route for "at grade" public transport
through the city. Options include the Golden Mile, the Waterfront, and we note that a
route utilising Featherston Street also exists (TR1 p. 5). An advantage of Featherston
Street or the Waterfront would be an ability to dedicate the Golden Mile to bus transport,
and this is the option the Architectural Centre particularly supports investigating further.

f) Segregated busway

Given the relative high ongoing costs of running a more frequent bus fleet, the current
congestion of buses along the Golden Mile, and the advantages of Light Rail in terms of
passenger capacity travel times, and environmental impact, Light Rail is our preferred
option for enhancing the city’s public transport sy stem, as well as for the reasons
outlined below. Nevertheless, we also see a segregated busway as a viable short-term
alternative (far preferable to the current situation), but maintain that such a system must
allow future upgrade to a Light Rail system.



g) Light rail
As noted above, Light Rail is our preferred option for enhancing the city’s public
transport system. Light Rail is a low emissions option which enables:
- the sense of pride which accompanies a Light Rail system, resulting from the
sense that Wellington is at last a real city, able to compete with international
cities, reflected in well-designed interchanges and connections to other transport
infrastructure.
- the ability to generate transport-oriented development (e.g. the growth of
London's "MetroLand," as a result of the Metropolitan Line)
- lower operating costs (lower labour costs etc.)
- higher passenger loads
- smooth and comfortable travel
- faster speed
- the ability to have express routes
- better viability to implement priority at intersections
- more reliable timetabling
- better safety (own tracks)
- the ability to use existing rail corridors

Delaying this solution will result in a series of disparate bus lanes being accepted as a
dedicated busway, and the inevitable bureaucratic inertia sets in. Likewise, there is no
point in waiting for future technological developments (such as electronic guided buses -
which may or may not be realised), for the same reasons. Early adoption of new
technology is also not cost effective, and can cause reliability issues that will adversely
affect user uptake of new systems. We want the city's transport to be successful - not
an experiment. The Architectural Centres strongly supports the ado ption of Light
Rail from the Hutt Valley and Johnsonville and the Northern Suburbs, through
Wellington CBD, and on to the airport. We believe Light Rail will be the transport
mode of choice. In support of such a conclusion, the 2001 Census figures demonstrate
that in Johnsonville, for example, (where commuters have the choice between bus and
train), most commuters choose the train (http://wellurban.blogspot.com/2006/07/back-
on-track-choosing-rail.html). The suggested Railway Station to Hospital stretch must
allow for the future possibility of extending the network in these directions. Elimination
of mode transfer for most CBD commuters to/from north of the city is possible.

Regarding the link to the airport, we note that the current preference by passengers is to
take a taxi, that this is dictated by the current quick and simple service, and that the
ensuing costs are relatively cheap (at least compared to Auckland). However, as
Auckland has got more congested, taxi prices are now totally prohibitive, with prices of
over $100 commonly noted. This will only increase with the rising price of oil.

Wellington must plan ahead and look to the future, as even options such as parking
private cars at the airport have been made prohibitively expensive (over $25 per day).
Taxis and cars travelling to the airport use conges  ted roads, and they are not the
way of the future. Passengers can and will move to other means of transport,
provided that they are convenient, faster and affordable. Figure 3.23 (TR1 p. 31) shows
that 70% of trips to and from the airport are to or from Wellington City. The data needs
to be disaggregated in order to ascertain the percentage of trips to and from the CBD,
which we suspect to be the majority origin or destination. Light Rail is the best and
guickest means of achieving that efficiency on this route. The current bus route is
circuitous and slow, negating the choice for most users who wish to access the city
quickly, and the timetabling is not well aligned to flights. At peak times, travel is
predominately business oriented (i.e. most passengers will be going direct from the
airport to the CBD). We need a rapid passenger system that recognises and addresses
this need.

Technical Report 1 states that "Light Rail to the airport, when competing with buses,
attracted almost no passengers” (TR1 p. 60). We believe the Transport Model (WTSM)
is highly flawed and completely reject its findings.



The model must enable the complexities of the situation to be more accurately
represented including:

- non-uniform population growth across the city

- increasing oil prices and restricted supply versus Light Rail costs

- the ability for humans to adapt to new circumstances

- the changing attitudes of the general public to transport options as issues of
sustainability gain interest and environmental consciousness increases

- addressing the current inability for "The GWRC Strategic Transport

Model ... [to] estimate the mode shift from taxi passengers to light rail. the
existence of taxis" (TR1 p. 76).

The model predicts only 10 passengers in two hours from morning peak via Light Rail,
whereas if the Light Rail was quick and easy to access the city, there is no reason why
it would not pick up a significant number of airport taxi travellers (i.e. circa 40%), if not

the majority of car users as well (88% including cars).

Comparisons with the current bus route to the airport are meaningless to say the least:
it is slow and indirect, finishes early in the evening, runs at long intervals, and the
timetable is not well aligned to flight times. Technical Report 1 also notes that “it is
unlikely that a city the size of Wellington could afford the type of duplication of
passenger services being tested” (i.e. both buses and Light Rail) (TR1 p. 60), yet that is
what has been tested. We request that the model is adapted to take into account more
of these issues and re-run to obtain more accurate figures, in order to accurately
determine the viability of extending a Light Rail service all the way to the airport.

h) The Terrace Tunnel — tidal flow

We note that although the option of switching tidal flow in The Terrace T unnnel
(Option T1, TR1 pp. 88-89) is technically tricky, and is a stop gap measure only, it is the
only affordable option in the realistic near future. As such it must be implemented
immediately .

i) The Terrace Tunnel — duplication

Of the remaining solutions, T3a and T3b (TR1 pp. 91-92) are expensive, and only
partial solutions, and therefore of little point. If any new tunnelling is to be done, then it
seems only sensible to go with the complete duplica tion of the existing tunnel,

(i.e. for Option T2; TR1 pp. 89-91). This would then utilise the substructure already in
place in the "Shell Gully" and would safeguard the usage of this section of the motorway
for some years to come. It is however an extremely expensive solution and we believe
that money should first be put towards securing a high g uality Public Transport
solution , which will truly safeguard our options for the future.

If tunnel duplication were to be pursued, this option must go hand-in-hand with lane
elimination and traffic calming along the waterfront quays. We see these are two parts
of the same project. Waterfront access is too important an issue to be dishonestly used
to justify dubious roading projects (e.g. Inner City Bypass).

Access to Eastern Suburbs

i) Mt Victoria Tunnel duplication — Paterson Street

We believe that if tunnels under Mt Victoria are to be considered, then Option B1 at
Pirie St is the most efficient in terms of traffic flow (TR1 pp. 95-98). We note that
the construction of this option would cause massive disruption, but this must be
balanced against the relief from present disruption caused by the current circuitous
route around the Basin Reserve. If the Pirie Street option was chosen, then the houses
that would have to be vacated and moved/demolished, could be relocated over the
completed tunnel. However cut and cover for the section prior to the tunnel under the
mountain is not the best way forward. Modern tunnel boring machines would be best
used to start right from Hania Street and to continue all the way through. This would
cause less disruption than a cut and cover trench. The Paterson Street, Option B2
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(TR1 pp. 98-100), might be a welcome relief to the congestion through Mount Victoria,
but we do not believe that it would do a great deal to relieve congestion at the Basin
Reserve itself. Regardless, whatever option is decided on (including the status quo)
better facilitation of pleasant cycling is needed. A transparent barrier between the road
and the pedestrian/cycle path to reduce exhaust and sound pollution, and the removal
of cycle barriers on the footpaths leading up to the tunnel, would be improvements able
to be effected at small cost.

k) Ruahine Street and Wellington Road

We note that the four-laning of Ruahine St and Wellington Road is a high priority,
relatively affordable, and should go ahead as soon as possible , but only if an extra
Mount Victoria tunnel option is taken , and only if the public transport system is
fixed first . Without that, there is no point.

3) FINAL COMMENTS

We are concerned about the apparently "duplicitous” nature of this consultation where
the summary consultation document (HuKWotM) eliminates many of the options raised
in the commissioned TR1. Many people making submissions would have relied heavily
on the shorter document, and this will likely mean that the council receives biased
feedback on the issues. We strongly ask that the council take this into account in their
deliberations.

We also note the unfortunate timing of the announcement on Tuesday 19th February
that the Greater Wellington Regional Council is to hold Public Transport Forums to brief
the public about options for rail and bus networks in late March and early April, after the
date submissions for the Ngauranga to Airport Strategy are due
(http://lwww.gw.govt.nz/story26329.cfm). While this announcement was not the
responsibility of the WCC, such announcements fail to instil any faith that there is, or
that there can be, a collaborative and comprehensive approach to issues such as
transport across the city. Communication among the key players (e.g. WCC, GWRC,
Transit, and community groups) is critical if you want a successful city. We want a
successful and vibrant city, with a transport system which puts Wellington squarely in
the 21st century and on the path toward being a city of international significance. Our
comments are aimed at going some way to achieving this.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Ngauranga to Airport Strategic Study.
If you have any questions about any of the points raised please contact me.

Yours sincerely

Christine McCarthy
President
The Architectural Centre
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