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1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Greater Wellington has an ongoing programme of area-wide public transport 
service reviews, in accordance with policies laid out in the Wellington 
Regional Public Transport Plan 2011-2021.  The programme requires that all 
scheduled passenger transport services be reviewed at least once every five 
years, to ensure that they continue to meet the needs of the community and to 
reflect any changes such as shifts in demand.  These reviews are not a statutory 
requirement. 

Area-wide reviews provide an opportunity to maximise the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the public transport network within a larger geographical area.  
They take a short to medium term view, focus on operational improvements to 
the network, and look to achieve these within existing public transport budgets. 

The Wellington City Bus Review (initially named the Wellington Public 
Transport Review) commenced in 2009 and was originally planned for 
completion in 2011.  It encompasses the urban areas of Wellington City, south 
of Grenada North.   

The first round of consultation occurred between June and July 2009.  A total 
of 3,253 responses were received.  The initial public consultation asked 
respondents to detail the use of public transport in their household, their likes 
and dislikes of public transport, and their preferences for areas of improvement 
and their demographics. 

The results of this data were published on the Greater Wellington website and 
used in the formulation of the proposed network. 

Consultation on the proposed network occurred between 13th February and 16th 
March 2012 and the feedback on this consultation constitutes this report. 

1.2 Recent Consultation 
Public feedback was received between Monday February 13th and Friday 
March 16th, 2012; a number of late responses were received and included in the 
analysis after agreement with Officers and Councillors.   

Public consultation was predominantly web based and hard copy questionnaire 
feedback. 

Feedback was also received in email form from individuals, operators, 
stakeholders and residents groups.   

The pamphlet advertising the consultation ‘What do you think?’ was 
distributed to 84,000 households in the review area.  A breakdown of the 
volume and form of feedback is as follows 

• 3,097 completed online responses 
• 1,995 partially completed online responses1 
• 850 hard copy questionnaire responses 

                                                 
1 Partially completed response means  the online form was not fully completed, however  all answers were taken into account in the data analysis 
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• 250 email questions answered 
• 150 emails with feedback 
• 100 phone queries answered 

The feedback questionnaire (Appendix 1) is a hard copy of the consultation 
booklet which was distributed to libraries, council offices and individuals on 
request.  The booklet contained the consultation questionnaire, a detailed 
description of the proposed network broken down into northern, southern, 
eastern and western suburb segments.  Within these areas it detailed a guideline 
of days and hours of operation as well as frequency on the proposed routes.   

The consultation booklet concluded with a section of 15 questions which were 
divided into the following sections, 

• two questions relating to demographics 
• four relating to public transport use 
• four relating to likes and dislikes of the proposal 
• four relating to the degree certain aspects of the proposal appeal 
• one asking for comment  

Questions 1 through to 8 refer to the respondent’s view on the routes they use, 
whilst questions 9, 10, & 11 refer to the respondents’ view of the proposal in 
terms of the wider network. 

This report documents the findings of this secondary round of public 
consultation.  In addition to the questionnaire, feedback comments received via 
email and at public meetings will be used to determine the next iteration of the 
Wellington City Bus Review network design. 

2. Executive Summary 

A 7% response rate for feedback has enabled a high level of analysis to be 
undertaken and conclusions to be put forward. 

The northern suburbs returned the highest feedback rates with 32% of the total, 
the western suburbs were second with 30% followed by the southern and 
eastern suburbs with 24% and 14% respectively.  It should be noted that some 
respondents completed multiple entries both online and in hard copy. 

The most popular bus routes currently used by respondents were the routes 3, 
23, 54, 18, & 44. These routes predominantly link suburbs across the city with 
key points such as Wellington Hospital, university campuses, and regional 
shopping centres.  Officers believe this is a positive point as this is a key aspect 
in the provision of the proposed network as we seek to connect our 
communities. 

The data from respondents would suggest that feedback was primarily from 
current users of public transport, with 60% of people using public transport 20 
or more times per month.  

The data suggests that predominantly respondents use services in the off-peak 
and during the weekends and evenings.  However 81% of respondents who had 
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a strong dislike to the proposed changes in the services overall were peak 
travellers. 

Many individuals wanted more frequent services and extra weekend and 
evening services, the proposed network delivers this.  

83% of respondents who had a strong dislike to the proposed changes in their 
services travelled in the peak time segment. 

Officers believe that the communication of some aspects of the proposal could 
be improved.  This was particularly relevant to the alternative waterfront route.  
This route was meant to be highlighted as an overflow route only to reduce 
congestion in the CBD, and whilst this idea was positively received by focus 
groups, others who didn’t have the opportunity to have a detailed discussion on 
this route were predominantly negative towards it. 

9% of respondents said they would use services more often than they currently 
do and 34% about the same, leaving 57% responding they would use services 
less often.   

The difference between operational issues and the actual network concept 
should be highlighted.  Operational issues such as capacity and timetable 
integrity are themes the current network faces.  Themes such as increased 
coverage and increased frequency are relevant to the proposed network design 
and addressed within it. 

Our communication with the public on the review was not clear enough and 
did not describe the proposal and its objectives sufficiently.  This was 
highlighted particularly in themes such as the negative response to peak only 
services, when in effect these services changed little from current peak-only 
services. 

In conclusion, the feedback received and the content of this will allow us to 
move forward with the network iterations which come out of our further 
consultation with our communities.  Working with our communities will allow 
us to be open in our communication and findings and move forward to achieve 
the objectives of the review. 

3. Response to survey questions 

The following section summarises the responses to the survey questions, 
excluding Question 14, as this question asked for written comments.  The 
percentage is calculated against the total response rate from that segment. 
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3.1 Information about respondents 

3.1.1 Distribution of feedback (Question 1) 

Response via suburb
Eastern Suburbs

14%

Northern Suburbs
32%

Southern Suburbs
24%

Western Suburbs
30%

 
When the individual suburbs are broken down into the northern, southern, 
eastern and western segments we see that the northern suburbs segment had the 
largest feedback response with 32% of the total, followed by the western 
suburbs with 30%.  The amount of feedback received from the northern and 
western suburbs reflects the public interest at the information sessions held. 

Northern Suburbs

Churton Park
37%

Grenada Village
2%

Kaiw haraw hara
0%

New lands
9%

Ngaio
12%

Ngauranga
0%

Woodridge
2%

Paparangi
4%

Johnsonville
17%

Glenside
2%

Khandallah
13%

Broadmeadow s
2%
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The suburbs of Churton Park, and Johnsonville had the greatest number of 
responses, with 37%, and 17% respectively.  At the other end of the scale 2% 
of responses were received from Glenside, 2% from Woodridge. 

Southern suburbs

Berhampore
6% Houghton Bay

6%

Island Bay
10%

Kingston
4%

Lyall Bay
8%

Mornington
4%

Mt Victoria
3%

New tow n
17%

Ow hiro Bay
2%

Mt Cook
5%

Brooklyn
13%

Vogeltow n
4%

Southgate
7%

Melrose
11%

 

In the southern suburbs Newtown had the highest number of respondents with 
17%, followed by Melrose with 11%.  At the lower end of responses Owhiro 
Bay residents fed back 2% of responses. 

Eastern Suburbs

Hataitai
26%

Karaka Bay
2%

Kilbirnie
11%

Oriental Bay
2%

Seatoun
7%

Strathmore 
16%

Maupuia
5%

Miramar
25%

Moa Point
0%

Rongotai
1%

Roseneath
4%

Breaker Bay
1%
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In the eastern suburbs the majority of responses came from Hataitai and 
Miramar residents with 26% and 25% responses respectively.  At the lower end 
of response were Breaker Bay and Moa Point with less than 1%. 

Western Suburbs

Karori
32%

Thorndon
1%

Wellington CBD
2%

Northland
22%

Crofton Dow ns
1%

Wilton
14%

Pipitea
0%

Highbury
8%

Te Aro
4%

Wadestow n
5%

Kelburn
6%

Aro Valley
5%

 
In the western suburbs by far the greatest response came from Karori residents 
with 32%, at the lower end of the response rate were Pipitea and Thorndon. 

3.1.2 Which existing bus routes do you use most often in the Wellington City 
area? (Question 2) 

Existing bus routes used

0
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1400
1600
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Feedback showed that the following routes were the most used by respondents, 

• Route 3- this is a cross city route connecting Karori with Lyall Bay 
notably travelling through Wellington CBD, past Wellington Hospital 
and through Kilbirnie to Lyall Bay. 
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• Route 23- this travels from Wadestown past Victoria University, through 
Wellington CBD, past Wellington Hospital, through Kilbirnie to 
Houghton Bay. 

• Route 54- this travels from Churton Park through Johnsonville and onto 
Courtenay Place. 

• Route 18- this travels from Karori Park past Victoria University’s Karori 
and Kelburn campuses, to Massey University, past Wellington Hospital, 
through to Kilbirnie and onto Miramar. 

• Route 44- this travels from Khandallah through the Wellington CBD past 
Wellington Hospital onto Kilbirnie and Miramar shops and through to 
Breaker Bay. 

• Route 1- this travels from Island Bay past Wellington Hospital through 
the CBD onto Wellington Station. 

• Route 43- this travels around the Khandallah area, along the Hutt Road 
into Wellington Station, through the CBD and Courtenay Place, past 
Wellington Hospital, Kilbirnie Shops, Miramar Shops, Strathmore and 
Breaker Bay. 

• Route 11- this travels from Seatoun through Strathmore and then 
Kilbirnie, past Wellington Hospital and Massey University onto 
Wellington Station. 

• Route 2- this travels from Miramar through Kilbirnie and Hataitai onto 
Courtenay Place and then to Wellington Station 

• Route 14- this travels from Kilbirnie shops into Hataitai and Roseneath, 
around Oriental Parade into the CBD then onto Wadestown, Wilton and 
Northland. 

These 10 routes were used by 57% of the total of respondents. 

3.1.3 How often do you use the bus? (Question 3) 

Bus Usage

20 or more times per month 
(at least f ive times a w eek)

60%

Five to nineteen times per 
month
28%

One to four times per month
9%

Less often / never
2% Don't know

1%

 
Feedback was received predominantly from current bus service users with 60% 
of persons feeding back they used services 20 times a month or more and 28% 
using services 5 to 19 times per month.  This means that 88% of the feedback 
was received from consistent network users, meaning that the feedback results 
are very much based on the views of current users of the network. 
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3.1.4 When do you use the bus? (Question 4) 

Usage by time

During the w eek, at peak 
times (7-9am or 3-6pm)

35%

During the w eek, in the 
evening (after 6pm)

19%

During the w eekend
22%

Don't know
1% Not applicable

1%

During the w eek, during the 
day (9am-3pm)

22%

 
Peak usage of services was the most popular time segment identified by the 
feedback with 35%.  During the week between 9am and 3pm as well as the 
segments of weekends and evenings also proved popular with circa 63% of 
those feeding back saying they used services at these times. 

3.1.5 Which of the following places do you regularly travel to by bus?  
(Question 5) 

Top 5 destinations

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

Wellington CBD Newtown Kelburn / Victoria
University

Kilbirnie Karori

 
Wellington CBD is shown as the principal destination for travel from the 
responses.  This is unsurprising considering it is the business and education 
centre of our region.  Other destinations of note are Newtown, Kelburn 
(Victoria University), Kilbirnie and Karori.  These centres and sub-regional 
centres are all important areas for aspects such as employment, educational, 
and social and recreational activities. 
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3.2 Feedback on the individual’s view of the proposed changes 

3.2.1 What do you think about the proposed changes to the services you 
use? (Question 6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Respondents with a strong dislike of the proposed changes to the services they 
used showed that they were predominantly peak users with 83% of these 
respondents falling into this category. 

3.2.2 Which aspects appeal to you? (Question 7) 
Which aspects appeal to you?

375

1098 1013

321 398
277

947

132

1924

295

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

Easier to
understand bus

netw ork

More frequent
services

Extra evening &
w eekend
services

Better bus
routes

Connects more
places

Easier to
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betw een
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Free transfers Something else Nothing Not appilcable

Aspect

Response

 
There was a considerable amount of feedback focusing on positives of the 
proposal.  These main appealing themes were ‘More frequent services’, ‘Extra 
weekend and evening services’, and ‘Free transfers’, all key aspects of the 
proposed changes.  

Responses

Strongly dislike
57%

Dislike
17%

Like
7%

Strongly like
5%

Niether like 
nor dislike

11%

Don't know
3%

Peak
83%

Other
17%
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3.2.3 Which aspects don’t appeal to you? (Question 8) 
Unappealing aspects

2741

1805

2522

1415

574
302

94

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

Changes to routes Changes in frequency Making connections
(transfers)

Complexity of services Something else Nothing Not applicable

Aspect

Response

 
The changes to the routes and making connections were aspects which least 
appealed to those feeding back.  The perception of the complexity of the 
network and changes in frequency were also unappealing to respondents. 

3.3 Feedback on the individual’s view of the overall network 

3.3.1 What do you think about the proposed changes for the Wellington city 
area overall? (Question 9) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

A combined 50% of respondents neither liked nor disliked, liked, strongly 
liked or didn’t have an opinion on the changes to the overall network.  This 
counters those who had a strong dislike or dislike to the proposed changes. 

Of the 29% who strongly disliked the overall changes 81% of these responded 
that they predominantly used peak services. 

Wellington City overall changes

Dislike
21%

Like
12%

Strongly like
4%

Niether like nor dislike
21%

Strongly dislike
29%

Don't know
13%

Peak
81%

Other
19%
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3.3.2 Which aspects appeal to you? (Question 10) 
Appealing aspects

516

1243 1199

451

732

415

1083

144

1726

0

200

400

600

800

1000
1200

1400

1600

1800

2000

Easier to
understand bus

netw ork

More frequent
services

Extra evening and
w eekend bus

services

Better bus routes Connects more
places

Easier to connect
betw een services

Free transfers Something else Nothing

 
The segments of  ‘More frequent services’, ‘Extra evening and weekend 
services’ and ‘Free transfers’ were all appealing to respondents 

3.3.3 Which aspects don’t appeal to you? (Question 11) 

Responses

2306

1418

2306

1451

411

613

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

Changes to routes Changes in
frequency

Making connections
(transfers)

Complexity of
services

Something else Nothing

 
Changes to the current routes as well as making connections were the most 
unappealing aspects overall to respondents.  This was followed by the changes 
in frequency and the complexity of services on very much an equal basis 
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3.4 Other specific network questions 

3.4.1 Alternative waterfront peak route (Question 12) 
Alternative waterfront corridor

Strongly dislike
26%

Dislike
13%

Niether like nor dislike
22%

Like
16%

Strongly like
9%

Don't know
14%

 
A combined total of 25% of respondents liked or strongly liked this option, 
22% of respondents had a neutral opinion of the alternative waterfront route 
and a combined 39% of respondents disliked and strongly disliked this aspect 
of the proposal in its current format. 

3.4.2 Do you think you would use the bus more or less often as a result of all 
the proposed changes? (Question 13) 

Overall public transport usage

Less often
57%

About the same
34%

More often
9%

 
A combined response of 43% suggests that respondents would use services 
about the same or more often, with 57% saying they would use services less 
often if the network was implemented in its current format. 
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3.4.3 Off-peak Johnsonville services travelling via Newlands (Question 15) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

A combined 57% did not have a strong dislike to off-peak services travelling 
via Newlands. 

Of the 43% of respondents who expressed a strong dislike of off-peak 
Johnsonville services travelling via Newlands 78% of these responded they 
travelled in the peak. 

4. Predominant themes from feedback questionnaire 
The following section details responses from the hard copy ‘What do you 
think?’ feedback questionnaire, as well as those who responded to the 
questionnaire online. 

Question 14 invited respondents to be more specific with comments regarding 
the proposed changes.   

4.1 Generic themes 
Accessibility was a predominant focus of generic feedback and the noting that 
accessibility between transferring services was crucial.  The ease of the transfer 
from one bus to another in terms of the accessibility of the bus as well as 
transfer times was a key theme. 

Feedback was also given requesting more information on infrastructure details; 
respondents felt that there was a lack of detail both financially and 
operationally on how these transfer stations would be funded and designed. 

Concerns were raised regarding the future of the trolley bus routes and the 
current upgrading of certain areas of this.  Respondents believed that this was 
an unnecessary financial spend if these routes were going to be dieselised. 

Off-peak services via Newlands

Dislike
6%

Like
3%

Strongly like
2%

Strongly dislike
43%

Don't know
39%

Niether like nor dislike
7%

Peak
78%

Other
22%
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The need and request for further consultation was a theme of the feedback by 
respondents from across all suburbs.   

The additional projects of the Public Transport Spine Study as well as 
Integrated Ticketing were raised often with questions as to where these fitted 
into the Wellington City Bus Review, as well as suggestions that the review 
should not proceed until these projects had drawn conclusions which could be 
built into the review. 

4.2 Northern suburbs 
The northern suburbs had the highest response rate on the official form with 
1284 responses or 32%. 

The comments from Johnsonville residents focussed mainly on the proposed 
Core Route H travelling via Newlands into the CBD from Johnsonville. The 
concern from the community was around travel times and capacity when 
boarding these buses.   

Newlands residents fed back their concerns that Core Route H services may be 
at capacity when they reach Newlands and there would not be space for 
passengers here. 

Responses from Broadmeadows were predominantly positive on increased 
frequency and later services which serviced this suburb. 

There was a strong view from the combined northern suburbs that the proposal 
reduced peak services from this area and it was an attempt to move people onto 
using the rail. 

The status of integrated ticketing was also raised with the fear that residents of 
the northern suburbs would be disadvantaged due to a lack of integrated 
ticketing citing the current arrangement of two independent bus operators as 
well as rail. 

It was important to respondents that capacity met demand, especially on the 
peak commuter services. 

There was a general apprehension in the feedback that the requirement to 
transfer would cause additional waiting times for passengers as well as 
accessibility themes. 

Residents of Khandallah fed back concerns on the capacity and frequency of 
services in the proposal and how they would be affected by this. 

Crofton Downs respondents were largely positive regarding the proposal citing 
an improvement of services. 

No responses were received from residents of Ngauranga or Kaiwhararhara. 

4.3 Western suburbs 
The western suburbs had the second highest response rate on the official form 
with 1233 responses or 30%. 
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Predominant comments from this suburb detailed the importance of the route 
18 as it offered a crucial cross city connection and linked university campuses 
as well as Wellington Hospital.   

A direct route to Wellington Hospital was a popular request by residents of the 
Western suburbs; this was a predominant theme of the residents in the Karori 
area. 

Access to and from The Terrace was expressed as a concern in the feedback.  
Respondents suggested that there were not enough access points and where you 
could gain access it is unsafe. 

As with other suburbs it was important to respondents that capacity met 
demand, especially on the peak commuter services. 

The current routes 22 and 23 were raised often with the suggestion that the 
proposal did not offer a suitable equivalent to these current services. 

Kilbirnie in the southern suburb section and accessibility to it from the western 
suburbs was seen as necessary by respondents due to its banking and shopping 
facilities. 

Many respondents requested more detail on the proposed interchange theme in 
the Zealandia area.  Detail was requested on the exact location, design and 
facilities. 

The core route C was not seen as a service which would serve Victoria 
University; the proposal put forward a short walk whilst respondents said this 
was not an acceptable option. 

4.4 Southern suburbs 
The southern suburbs had the third highest response rate on the official form 
with 981 responses or 24%. 

Some respondents stated that some of the current bus services are inefficient 
and need reviewing, although they felt that the proposal did not equate to an 
acceptable alternative in its current format. 

There was a belief that travel times would increase with transfers and the 
change in routes. 

The National Hockey Stadium was raised as the proposal did not offer any 
route which gave direct access to this. 

Comments were made that the finish time for secondary routes at 10pm was 
too early, especially on Friday and Saturday nights. 

Concern on the capacity and frequency of both the A1 and D1 were put 
forward with a perception that this was a degradation of service and it would 
not meet passenger demand. 

The area around Britomart Flats was identified by respondents as a key area 
which is currently serviced by public transport but in the proposal this area is 
lacking coverage. 
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One of the main themes fed back from respondents in Newtown was their use 
of the current route 18; they did not feel that the proposal offered a suitable 
alternative to this. 

Melrose residents expressed concern over the loss of the route 23 and a 
perceived lack of alternative in the proposal. 

4.5 Eastern suburbs 
The eastern suburbs had the fourth highest response rate on the official form 
with 548 responses or 14%. 

Respondents fed back that demand would outstrip capacity in their opinion and 
that many services in the peak were overcrowded already. 

The need to travel to Kilbirnie proved to be a major theme as this was seen as a 
centre for shopping and banking for those in the eastern suburbs. 

The route 30 was expressed as being a very popular route to Miramar residents 
and there was concern that this was being removed in the proposal. 

Concerns were raised regarding the future of the trolley bus routes and the 
current maintenance on certain areas of this.  Respondents believed that this 
was an unnecessary financial spend if these routes were going to be dieselised. 

Access to and from The Terrace was expressed as a concern in the feedback.  
Respondents suggested that there were not enough access points and where you 
could gain access it is unsafe. 

Comments were made that the finish time for secondary routes at 10pm was 
too early, especially on Friday and Saturday nights. 

4.6 CBD corridor 
Feedback expressed concern regarding the alternate CBD route travelling along 
the waterfront.  Thoughts were that there were not enough bus stops and that 
the increased walking time to the CBD was not acceptable taking into account 
the potential for inclement weather. 

5. Identified predominant themes with mitigations 
This section details the predominant themes breaking them down into network 
proposal themes and operational themes which are currently faced. 

5.1 Generic themes 

Predominant Network Theme Mitigation 

Accessibility themes in relation to 
transfers 

In terms of accessibility we will be demanding of 
operators in our contracts in the provision of 
accessible vehicles 
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Predominant Operational Theme Mitigation 

More detail on cost/budget for 
infrastructure changes 

The infrastructure plan will be clear on the 
financial aspects of proposed infrastructure 
improvements 

Concern that it appears trolley 
buses are being targeted for 
gradual removal 

The proposal is not a tool for gradually 
removing the trolley buses.  The intention is to 
utilise all the trolley fleet and consolidate them 
onto particular routes  

A clear message to the community will be put 
forward 

More detail on infrastructure of 
connection themes requested; 
location, design etc 

The infrastructure plan will be clear on location 
and design 

We will communicate  to the community as 
designs and locations are developed 

More details on timetables and 
interchange wait times 

Transfer times will be carefully formulated in the 
timetable.  Current practice is that a transfer is 
no shorter than 4 minutes and no longer than 
15 minutes.  It is likely that due to the higher 
frequencies being offered in the proposal 
transfer times will be optimal 

Timetables will be developed and 
communicated once routes and capacity 
requirements are finalised 

Concern that there will be no further 
consultation 

We will be undertaking further consultation and 
have a full plan of targeted consultation with 
representatives of resident groups and other 
stakeholders 

Clarity on how the Spine Study fits 
in with the proposal 

The WCBR is looking at short to medium term 
public transport improvements. The Spine 
Study is a long term project and whilst it does 
have implications on the WCBR it can run 
concurrently with it 

A clear message to the community will be put 
forward 

Clarity on timings and plans for 
Integrated Ticketing 

The integrated ticketing project is another 
external project which can run concurrently with 
the WCBR 
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5.2 Northern suburbs 

Predominant Network Theme Mitigation 

Core route H customers in 
Newlands concerned that there will 
not be enough capacity as the 
services will fill up prior to arrival at 
Newlands 

The potential to split the core route H into a 
variation of a H1 and H2 is to be explored.  This 
would split the route at the appropriate point on 
Centennial Highway with H1 travelling directly in 
and out of Johnsonville and H2 travelling 
directly in and out of Newlands 

This option will be tabled at our consultation 
meetings with resident groups and other 
stakeholders 

Rail is not seen as an alternative 
core route as it terminates at 
Wellington Station 

Rail is an option of choice for the customer.  
The current network proposal offers the 
customer options of modes of public transport 
on which they will make an individual choice, as 
per the current services 

Core route H travels through 
Newlands, concern that this adds 
travel time for Johnsonville 
customers 

The investigation of the H1 and H2 route option 
as described in the first point has the potential 
to mitigate this if this is the way we decide to 
move forward after consultation with resident 
groups and other stakeholders  

The extent of off- peak transfers in 
the Northern Suburbs is a concern 

This can be broken down into two aspects, 
transfer times and accessibility 

Transfer times will be carefully formulated in the 
timetable creation.  Current practice is that a 
transfer is no shorter than 4 minutes and no 
longer than 15 minutes.  It is likely due to the 
higher frequencies being offered that the 
proposal transfer times will be optimal 

We will communicate timetables once they have 
been developed 

In terms of accessibility we will be demanding of 
operators in our contracts in the provision of 
accessible vehicles 

Tawa is not in the study area and 
thus direct services from Tawa are 
not proposed 

Although Tawa is part of Wellington City the bus 
routes here are interlinked predominantly with 
Porirua services so this is where these services 
fall in terms of service reviews, services in Tawa 
were reviewed recently 

Link route to Johnsonville Medical 
Centre requested 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

We will communicate this to the relevant 
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resident groups and other stakeholders 

The lack of a direct Wellington CBD 
service from Middleton Road and 
the adjacent area 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

We will communicate this to the relevant 
resident groups and other stakeholders 

 

Predominant Operational Theme Mitigation 

Peak Only routes are not clear in 
terms of their operation 

Our communications for this detail of the review 
will be clearer.  We are also undertaking a 
demand and capacity study to provide 
explanation at the next round of consultation on 
this theme 

Lack of integrated ticketing is a 
theme particularly around routes 12 
and 47 as these are run by different 
operators 

The current operation in this area has no 
integrated ticketing so we are not proposing 
anything different in the review.  Integrated 
ticketing is not needed to begin implementation 
of the proposal 

Additional information requested on 
Halswater Drive infrastructure 
requirements 

The infrastructure plan will contain the relevant 
information on this 

 

5.3 Southern suburbs 

Predominant Network Theme Mitigation 

The proposal does not have an 
exact equivalent for the current 
routes 18, 22, & 23 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

The amount of feedback on the Route 18 has 
certainly been noted and alternative options will 
be explored, views from resident groups and 
other stakeholders on how to move forward will 
be sought 

Britomart Street has been raised as 
an area which needs good public 
transport access 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed, views 
from resident groups and other stakeholders on 
how to move forward will be sought 

The Core Route A2 is not going to 
be fully utilised and should cover 
the current Route 23 instead 

We are undertaking a capacity and demand 
study to provide explanation at the targeted 
consultation on this theme 

 



 

WGN_DOCS-#1045919-V1 PAGE 21 OF 44 
 

Predominant Operational Theme Mitigation 

Access to/from The Terrace We will work with Wellington City Council to 
confirm and establish sufficient infrastructure to 
support transition of passengers to/from the 
Terrace 

Concern on capacity and frequency 
of Core Route D1 in comparison 
with current routes 

We are also undertaking a capacity and 
demand study to provide explanation at the 
targeted consultation on this theme 

Concern on capacity and frequency 
of Core Route A1 in comparison 
with current routes 

We are also undertaking a capacity and 
demand study to provide explanation at the 
targeted consultation on this theme 

 

5.4 Eastern suburbs 

Predominant Network Theme Mitigation 

The proposal does not have an 
equivalent for the current route 11 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

There is a perceived lack of 
coverage in the Eastern Suburbs, 
especially Strathmore Park 

We are undertaking a capacity and demand 
study to provide explanation at the targeted 
consultation on this theme 

Need to extend the proposed Route 
25 

We are undertaking a capacity and demand 
study to provide explanation at the targeted 
consultation 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

Route 14 should extend to Kilbirnie This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

The proposal does not have an 
equivalent for the current route 5 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

 

Predominant Operational Theme Mitigation 

Access to/from The Terrace We will work with Wellington City Council to 
confirm and establish sufficient infrastructure to 
support transition of passengers to/from the 
Terrace 

The Core Route C is not a sufficient 
equivalent for current Route 18, 22 
& 23 in terms of capacity and 

We are undertaking a capacity and demand 
study to provide explanation at the targeted 
consultation 
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frequency 

Concern that capacity will not meet 
demand at peak times 

We are undertaking a capacity and demand 
study to provide explanation at the targeted 
consultation 

Proposed Route 30 is unclear in it’s 
operating frequency and direction 

We will be clear on the route, direction and 
frequency and communicate this 

 

5.5 Western suburbs 

Predominant Network Theme Mitigation 

The Route 18 is seen as a crucial 
cross city connection giving access 
to the Universities and Hospital 
amongst other things 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

The proposed route 14 no longer 
incorporates the Gloucester Street 
loop 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

The proposal does not have an 
exact equivalent for the current 
routes 18, 22 & 23 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

A direct service to Wellington 
Hospital is requested 

This will be reviewed in the next iteration of the 
network and cost/benefit will be analysed 

Queries as to the reasoning behind 
why Campbell Street is being used 
on the proposed route 16 rather 
than Beauchamp Street 

We will be clear on the rationale behind this.  At 
a high level the reasoning was to increase 
public transport access to the community 

 

Predominant Operational Theme Mitigation 

Clarity of proposed Route 19 
workings, what is this route trying 
to achieve? 

We will be clear on the rationale behind this and 
put this forward at the consultation meetings 
with residents groups and other stakeholders; 
we will also take this into account in the next 
iteration of the network design 

Concern that capacity will not meet 
demand on proposed route 17 

We are undertaking a capacity and demand 
study to provide explanation at the targeted 
consultation 

The perceived loss off peak hour 
services to/from Wilton, Mairangi 
and the Northern Suburbs 

We are undertaking a capacity and demand 
study to provide explanation at the targeted 
consultation 
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5.6 CBD corridor 

Predominant Network Theme Mitigation 

Concerns expressed regarding 
alternate CBD corridor in relation to 
access to CBD 

We will be clear in our consultation with resident 
groups and other stakeholders that this is an 
option we put forward to act as an overflow in 
the peak only so it does not induce congestion 
on the Golden Mile 

6. Next steps 
Moving forward the project has been broken down into work stream segments 
with tasks allotted to these. 

The work streams are: 

• Network Analysis 
• Network Design 
• Targeted Consultation  
• Communications 
• Infrastructure 
• Operational Implementation 

These work streams have key milestones allotted in the planning process to 
allow us to monitor progress, these milestones are: 
 

Milestone Date Description 

1  29 May completion of Analysis Report for Economic 
Wellbeing Committee meeting 

2   mid-August next network iteration completed (following the 
first round of targeted consultation) 

3  early 2013 network finalised (further consultation 
completed prior) 

 4  April/May 2013 begin process of operational implementation 

Further consultation with our communities is a key aspect of the project 
moving forward.  Meetings will be held with residents groups where we will 
workshop options based on trends of opinion from this analysis. 

The consultation with our communities will form an integral part of the next 
iteration of the network design.  This iteration will also include a capacity 
study to ensure that capacity will meet demand on the network. 

Communication will be provided in a pro-active way to ensure the information 
to our communities is understandable and consistent in manageable quantities. 

In conclusion this Review aims to provide a network design, 
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• which delivers increased PT access to our communities 
• which delivers frequent core services and access to secondary services 
• which delivers capacity during the peak 
• where duplication and inefficiencies are minimised 
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Appendix 1 ‘What do you think?’ Feedback Document 
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