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14 August 2017 (approved extension) 
 
We wish to speak to our submission at the Committee 
meeting 

 

 

Proposal for contraflow cycle ways under ‘Traffic Resolutions - Traffic and parking restrictions 

(Round 3, September 2017) 

This submission reflects the views of 20 members1 who responded to the survey. Overall, the survey 

results show that: 

 The majority do not support the Cuba St (Southbound) between Ghuznee and Vivian Sts 

proposal (TR82-17) 

 The majority do not support the Willeston St (eastbound) between Willis and Victoria Sts 

proposal (TR80-17) 

 There is no clear support or opposition for the Lower Cuba St (both ways) between 

Wakefield and Manners Sts (TR77-17). 

ICW is concerned that the use of contraflows cycle lanes is not included in the Cycling Framework 

2015, despite contraflows cycle lanes being used in overseas since 2005. There is no data on the 

expected use of the contraflow lanes to support the proposals and no risk assessment of any of the 

proposals. 

Q1. Level of support for Cuba St (Southbound) between Ghuznee and Vivian Sts  

The majority (13, 65%) opposed or strongly opposed the proposal, with 4 (20%) supporting or 

strongly supporting, and 3 (15%) neutral/ambivalent.   

Of those opposing the proposal, 6 were cyclists and 6 were not cyclists. Of those supporting the 

proposal, 3 were cyclists and 1 not a cyclist. Those responding neutral were not cyclists. 

Q2. Reasons for support/not supporting the Cuba St Southbound contraflow cycle way2 

Respondents who want to encouraging cycling are reasonably balanced between cyclists and non-

cyclists. As are the responses raising concerns about the carparks being near the cycle lane, the 

narrowness of the street for the proposed mix of uses, that a cycle way already exists one block over 

on Victoria St, and having another Island Bay expensive scenario.  Respondents could select more 

than one option.  

  

                                                             
1 People registered on our database. 
2 Option 3 incorrectly refers to the west side, but ICW considers that respondents would understand this was 
an error given the further qualification of the ‘indicated space between parked cars and the cycle lane’. 
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Respondents provided additional comments: 

The focus of this proposal seems to be on enabling cyclists to get to Mt Cook, rather than safety. The 

exit at Vivian St takes the cyclists into the upper parts of Cuba St, which is two way or into double-

lane, one-way Vivian St, when there is a cycle-way on Victoria St that goes to Abel Smith St and 

would enable cyclists heading to Mt Cook to go into Webb St and then into Mt Cook.  The website 

states ‘minor changes’ will be made to the entrance into this part of the street, which is already 

quite narrow for larger vehicles turning into it, to provide a waiting area for cyclists.  It is interesting 

that a cyclist has responded that it is not suitable for cyclists riding the wrong way up a one way 

street. 

 

 

 

One member attended an ICW Committee meeting to raise his concerns about this proposal and the 

potential that carparks will be removed in the future, and also noted the lack of specific data related 

to volumes of cyclists. He had also measured the road between the parking on both sides as 5.1 

metres, rather than the 5.6 metres that WCC’s publicity states. The measurements need to be 

confirmed before Council decides on the proposal. 

                                                             
3
 No response provided to question on whether cyclist or non-cyclist. 
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Q3. Level of support for the Willeston St eastbound contraflow cycle lane? 

The majority (10, 40%) opposed or strongly opposed the proposal, with 5 (25%) supporting or 

strongly supporting, and 5 (20%) neutral/ambivalent.   

Of those opposing the proposal, 6 were cyclists, 3 were not cyclists and 1 non-response. Of those 

supporting the proposal, 3 were cyclists and 2 not a cyclist. Those responding neutral were not 

cyclists. 

Q4. Reasons for support/not supporting the Willeston eastbound cycle lane? 

The highlighted options in the table below that had the most responses were closely split between 

cyclists and non-cyclists and 6 of these respondents opposed the proposal. Respondents could select 

more than one option. 

 

Respondents provided additional comments: 

 

*This comment was ‘1)Just not suitable for cyclists riding the wrong way up a one way street.2) 

money better spent elsewhere.’ 

Q5. Level of support to allow cycling both ways in lower Cuba St (between Wakefield & Manners 

Sts)? 

There is no clear support for this proposal, with a small majority (8, 42%) who supported or strongly 

supported the proposal, followed by 7 (37%) opposing or strongly opposing, and 4 (21%) 

neutral/ambivalent.   

Of those supporting the proposal, 3 were cyclists, 5 were not cyclists. Of those opposing the 

proposal, 5 were cyclists and 2 were not a cyclist. Those responding neutral were not cyclists, with 

one non-response. 
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Q6. Reasons for support/not supporting the lower Cuba St cycle both ways proposal? 

The highlighted responses were close or evenly split between cyclists and non-cyclists.  Other 

material on the web that was not in the consultation document indicates that cyclists going south 

will be expected to use a lane on the left side. This creates issues with cars being parked crossing the 

cycle lane, or holding up traffic while waiting for a cyclist to pass.  

 

 

Respondents provided additional comments: 

The second comment below regarding the no-cycling restriction in Cuba Mall (between Manners and 

Ghuznee St) raises a question of how much benefit this will achieve, and highlights the lack of data 

that is available for all the proposals.   

 

Q7. Overall, do you think these proposals will make cycling safer and more convenient for people 

travelling on bikes? 

The majority (11, 55%) said No, with 3 (15%) responding yes, and 6 (30%) neutral/ambivalent. 

Of those saying No, 6 were cyclists, 5 were not cyclists. Those responding yes, 2 were cyclists and 1 

was not a cyclist. Of those responding neutral/ambivalent, 1 was a cyclist, 4 were not cyclists, with 

one non-response. 

Respondents provided additional comments: 
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Q8. Would you use the contraflow lanes if you are a cyclist? 

The majority of those responding that they would not use any of the proposals were cyclists.  

 

 

Other Comments 

The strategic context for the proposals 

It is unclear how the contraflow cycle lanes fit into the wider strategy around increasing the uptake 

and safety of cycling. The Cycling Framework 2015 states that the types of cycleways that will be 

created include: 

 Quiet zones 

 Shared vehicle/bike zones 

 Protected bike lanes 

 Alternative bike paths 

The Framework does not mention contraflows despite these being in use in Belgium in 2005 and 

France in 2010.  The Framework states that shared vehicle/bike zones are in ‘busy commercial areas, 

where there is limited space and lots of people walking along and across the street. Businesses in 

these areas may need convenient parking for their customers. Because of the high volume of traffic, 

these zones will need low speed limits (30km/h or less). They are only appropriate over short lengths. 

People on bikes must take the traffic lane’ (p10).   

This description sounds like Cuba St between Ghuznee and Vivian St. There is no risk assessment of 

the proposed contraflow and no data on the number of cyclists who are likely to use it. 

The photo used on the website of a busy Paris St. The other photos (available from the link) show 

wider streets, less congested streets, streets with no cars on, which do not fit with the reality of 

Cuba St between Ghuznee and Vivian Sts.   

Consultation process 

The Committee is concerned at the consultation process for these proposals.  Including the 

contraflow proposals, which are substantive changes and part of wider strategic initiatives, among a 

number of other routine traffic resolutions without any indication on the consultation page, does 

not aid participation in consultation.  We noted that traffic resolutions related to electric vehicles 

were listed separately, when it had the same closing date – see below from the ‘Closed consultation’ 

Cyclist Non-cyclist 
2 1 

1  

  

1 2 

6 42 
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webpage.  

 

Proposals of this nature should have the standard 20 working days rather than 15 working days. 

More detailed information was available from the link on the WCC’s News item on the contraflows, 

but the link was not provided on the consultation page 

http://transportprojects.org.nz/current/central/cuba-street-bike-lane/  

Information provided to ICW following the announcement states that work is continuing on a further 

contraflow lane proposed for Mercer Street. Given the current nature of Mercer Street, ICW is 

concerned that this proposal has not been highlighted to allow the public to have more input into 

the development given that all the other proposals were released. 

Evidence-based policy 

There is no data on cyclist volumes for any of the proposals. There is no risk assessment readily 

available for public consumption in the information provided for consultation. This is not best 

practice policy development. 

ICW’s Sustainable Development Priority 

ICW acknowledges that it was invited to participate in the Working Group, but due to resource 

constraints we were unable to do so. ICW supports public authorities to encourage more sustainable 

fuel options to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. We recognise that changes are required and the 

city is in a transition process.  Notwithstanding this, ICW considers that the feedback received raises 

questions about the value and appropriateness of these contraflow proposals.   

Demographics of respondents 20 (6%) of 319 members (1 non-response) 

12 Residential owner-occupier in inner city 

1 Residential landlord in inner city 

0  Residential tenant in inner city 

1  Business/organisation property owner-occupier in inner city 

2 Business /organisation tenant/lease in inner city 

3 Other: residential & business inner city landlord, property owner in outer city, also have an 

apartment 

Are you a cyclists or non-cyclist? (1 non-response) 

2 Yes – regular commuter/recreational user 

7 Yes – recreational/occasional 

10 No 

http://transportprojects.org.nz/current/central/cuba-street-bike-lane/

