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 Report 
  

TO: Council 

FROM: Transportation Planning Manager / Senior Traffic Engineer 

MEETING DATE: 23 September 2013 

  

SUBJECT: CYCLE/PEDESTRIAN SAFETY ON ONE-WAY SECTIONS OF 

STATE HIGHWAY 1 – AN UPDATE 

 

 

 

SUMMARY   

The report presents an update regarding collaborative work involving the NZ Transport 

Agency (NZTA), DCC and Spokes to improve cycle and pedestrian safety on the one way 

sections of State Highway 1 (SH1) through the central city.  This is in response to the 

Council’s request to the NZTA in November 2012 for the identification of short term 

measures to improve cycle safety, and the development of a long term plan to improve 

pedestrian and cycle safety. 

 

A second round of consultation has been completed regarding proposed targeted changes 

to parking to improve cycle safety at six sites. It has not always been possible to align the 

needs of stakeholders and to achieve the objective of reducing the risk to cyclists. That 

aside, it has been concluded that changes are warranted at six of the seven remaining 

sites.  Changes are also warranted on the Hospital block. 

 

Regarding the long term plan for improving safety for cyclists on SH1 through the central 

city, a number of options have been identified and explored.  NZTA working with DCC staff 

have identified two preferred options for the provision of cycle facilities on SH1 and initial 

consultation on those options will start shortly.   

 

 

 

 

IMPLICATIONS FOR:  

 

(i) Policy: No 

 

(ii) Approved Annual Budget: The changes to parking will incur an 

estimated cost of $2000, to be funded from 

existing 2013/14 budgets.   

 

(iii) LTP/Funding Policy: No 

 

(iv) Activity Management Plans: 

 

Cycle safety and provision of cycle lanes are 

measures in the Transportation AMP. 

 

(v) Community Boards: No 

 

(vi) Sustainability: Cycle and pedestrian safety and amenity. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

 

1. Note that following further consultation with businesses, parking changes at seven sites 

will proceed, including around the Hospital block. 

 

2. Note that the New Zealand Transport Agency, working with the Dunedin City Council: 

 

a. Have identified two preferred options for the provision of separated bicycle facilities 

on the State Highway 1 One Way Pair; 

 

b. Will be initiating a consultation process to explain the proposed options and to seek 

feedback from the public, businesses and interested parties; 

 

c. Have developed a draft consultation document attached to this report that will be 

finalised following feedback from the meeting; 

 

d. Will report back to the Council on the outcomes of that initial consultation process 

when complete, with a recommendation on any preferred option for the provision of 

safer bicycle facilities on the State Highway One Way Pair, together with how this 

would support a wider network for safe cycling within the central city.  

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

This report presents an update on collaborative work between DCCl and NZTA staff and 

Spokes to improve cyclist and pedestrian safety on the one way sections of SH1 through the 

central city.   
 
 

BACKGROUND  

Following a further cyclist fatality on the one way section of SH1 in November 2012, the 

Mayor raised concerns about the safety of cycling on the NZTA’s one way street system 

through Dunedin city at the Extraordinary Council meeting in November 2012.  The Council 

resolved: 

 

"That the Chief Executive writes to NZTA regarding the one way pair, 

requesting with urgency: 

 

a) a list of temporary interventions proposed to improve the safety of 

cyclists, and 

b) the development of a high level plan for enhanced cyclist and pedestrian 

safety on the one way pair, noting that the Council would like to see 

consideration of separated cycle facilities; and 

c) any suggestion as to alternative enhanced routes and assistance in 

funding for such works." 

 

In response to this resolution, a joint working group has been set up consisting of 

representatives from the NZTA, the DCC and Spokes.   

 

An update was provided to the Infrastructure Services Committee meeting held on 5 March 

2013.  At this meeting the Committee resolved: 

 
"1 That the NZTA Progress Update on short and long term improvements to 

the network be noted. 
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2 That the Infrastructure Services Committee request that NZTA discuss the 

detail and possible changes of the proposed Option 2 Concept Plan for the 

Castle St/Anzac Ave intersection with Transportation staff and SPOKES to 

help resolve safety concerns raised and note that this option was a short 

term measure. 

 

3 That the Committee note its preference for the cul de sac option (option 

4) in the medium term and request staff to include any works required to 

improve the efficiency of the Anzac Ave/St Andrew St/Ward St 

intersection as part of the Transportation Strategy. 

 

4 That the Anzac Ave/St Andrew St/Ward St intersection be promoted to 

the NZTA as a priority for road safety works. 

 

5 That the Committee recommend that Council request NZTA hold urgent 

discussions with Cadburys to identify legal safe solutions to access issues. 

 

6 That the Committee recommend that Council request NZTA and staff to 

report back to each Infrastructure Services Committee meeting on the 

progress of the medium/long term options for enhanced cyclist and 

pedestrian safety on the one way streets." 

 

From this list, resolutions (2) and (5) have been completed.  Resolutions (3) and (4) have 

been noted and will be considered as part of the proposed Central City Safety and 

Accessibility upgrade included in the Draft Transport Strategy.   

 

A further update was provided to the Council meeting on 20 May 2013.  At this meeting, the 

Council were asked to note that an initial round of consultation had been completed regarding 

proposed targeted changes to parking to improve cycle safety.  That resulted in 17 sites 

where affected parties were supportive of the proposals (some with minor changes), and it 

was proposed that staff proceed with those changes.  Eight sites required further consultation 

before changes could be considered for implementation. The number of sites has been 

reduced to seven as two sites (S6 and S8) have been amalgamated.  

 

A discussion took place on the impact of the proposed changes and the consultation that had 

taken place.  Concern was expressed that not all the people or organisations who may be 

affected by the proposed changes had been involved in the consultation. Concern was also 

expressed regarding the loss of short term parking particularly around the hospital. 

 

Comment was also made that the five additional options for long term solutions should be 

prioritised in terms of impact on safety. 

 

The Council resolved: 

  

"1 That the Council note that parking changes in locations where affected 

parties are supportive will proceed.  

 

 2 That in the light of the proposed changes to short-stay parking 

immediately adjacent to the Cumberland Street entrance to the Hospital, 

Council staff, in conjunction with the NZTA, liaise with the Hospital to 

establish a suitable drop-off zone for users of facilities on the Cumberland 

Street side of the Hospital. 

 

 3 That staff be delegated authority to implement the proposed changes as 

soon as an alternative drop-off zone is established, and appropriate 

publicity measures put in place. 

 

 4 That the Council note that in the other locations, staff will refine 

proposals in consultation with affected parties and report back to the 
Infrastructure Services Committee." 
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 5 That the options for the long term Central City Cycle Network be ranked 

in order of safety and efficiency by staff and NZTA to be reported back to 

the Infrastructure Services Committee." 

 

Regarding these resolutions, this report provides information regarding numbers (2), (3), (4).  

Regarding (5), a workshop was held with Councillors to explain the options, and the ranking is 

presented in a later section.   

 

Two additional resolutions were made at that meeting: 

 

"1 That the Council further consult with the AA on cycle safety proposals. 

 

 2 That the eastern footpath of the One Way North be considered as a long-

term separated cycle way." 

 

Regarding these resolutions, (2) has been considered and information is presented in a later 

section.  For (1), the AA have advised they have no comment at this stage. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

Short Term Interventions 

Attachment 1 gives an update against progress on short term interventions identified 

following consultation.  In outline, these are:   

1. Carriageway Changes  

Cycle lanes have been widened to 2.4m (from 1.3-1.5m) on all mid-blocks where this was 

required.   

 

The Anzac Avenue / Castle Street intersection which was the site of a previous cycle fatality 

has been re-designed and construction will be completed by mid-September 2013. 

 

The NZTA have identified sites where measures are required to provide protection in locations 

where vehicles change lanes across the cycle lane (e.g. bollards as have been used to protect 

the cycle lane by the Leviathan Hotel).  Five sites were identified, of which 2 sites have had 

bollards installed, 1 site is at the planning stage, and 2 sites will not proceed.      

 

The NZTA have also identified sites where the carriageway seal has built up over time leaving 

a significant height difference between the carriageway and the kerb and channel.  This 

makes it difficult / impossible for vehicles to park close to the kerb.  Milling of the seal can 

reduce this height difference and allow better parking discipline.  Milling of the northbound 

Hanover to Frederick Street block has been completed, and other sites will be completed as 

part of the 2013/14 resurfacing programme if budgets allow. 

 

2. Parking – Excluding the hospital block 

This section is in accordance with the resolution to refine parking proposals in consultation 

with affected parties and report back on eight further sites. The proposed changes comprise 

three broad types, as listed below. 

 

Type Proposed Change Benefit 

1 Reviewing the time restrictions 
and the number of short-term 
parks. 

Minimise the number of conflicts that can occur 
between vehicles manouvering into/out of on-street 
parks and cyclists. 

2 Removal of parking adjacent to 
busy vehicle entrances. 

Improve visibility between motorists exiting off street 
parks and cyclists such that both users have sufficient 
time to see each other and avoid a potential collision. 
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3 Lengthening bus stops. To ensure that stopped buses do so in such a manner 
that they do not intrude into the cycle lane. 

 

The following locations have been reviewed and changes recommended that result in some 

parking spaces being removed and replaced with no stopping lines, or changed to a different 

type of parking. These changes have been kept to a minimum as the value of on-street 

parking to surrounding businesses is well understood.  Refer to Attachment 2 for details of the 

proposed changes and maps illustrating the site locations. 

 

1. Short Term Parks – 4 sites labelled S4,S6/S8,S11, S12  

 

2. Driveway labelled – 1 x site labelled D10  

 

3. Bus stop labelled- 1 x site labelled B20.   

 

The exception is Site D3, the bus stop in Cumberland Street on the southern side of the 

entrance into Countdown. The original proposal was to relocate the bus stop south of its 

current location to facilitate a left turn slip lane being installed in a manner that reduces 

vehicle speeds and pedestrian/cycle conflicts. The NZTA have decided not to pursue this 

option. 

Consultation  

Twenty two stakeholders including adjacent businesses, Automobile Association, and the 

Otago Regional Council have been invited to comment on the proposals.  

 

Seventeen stakeholders commented on the propose changes. It has not always been possible 

to align the needs of stakeholders and to achieve the objective of reducing the risk to cyclists. 

That aside, it has been concluded that changes are warranted at  six of the seven remaining 

sites as illustrated by Attachment 2, a summary of which is provided in the following table.  

 

Site State Highway section by 

block 

 

Change in the number and type of parks 

 

Pay and 

Display  

 

P5 P10 P15 Free 

S4 Great King Street North 

(Albany to Union Street West) 

-3 +3 n/a n/a n/a 

S6/S8 Great King Street North 

(Howe to Duke) 

n/a n/a n/a n/a -3 

S11 Cumberland Street 

(Union Street West to Albany) 

-1 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

S12 Gowland Street 

(Albany to Frederick) 

-1 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

B20 Queens Gardens n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

D10 Great King Street North 

(Dundas to Howe) 

n/a n/a -1 n/a n/a 

 Overall Change (totals) -5 +3 -1 - -3 

All stakeholders that responded to the proposals have been advised of the proposed changes 

outlined above, including any follow up actions as required, e.g. monitoring. 

Funding 

It is estimated that to proceed with the proposed changes will incur a cost of approximately 

$2000 for changes to signs and markings that will be funded from existing budgets.    

 

3. Parking – Hospital block 

Staff carried out two site visits and wrote to the Southern DHB on 14 June 2013 outlining 

matters to be discussed.  The Southern DHB responded to this letter on 22 July 2013, 
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outlining their views on parking around the hospital.  A meeting was held with a 

representative from the Southern District Health Board (DHB) on 26 August 2013 to discuss 

outstanding issues.   

 

The Southern DHB are supportive of removing 3 x P5s, 13 x 4 hour paid parking spaces and 1 

unused bus stop on Cumberland Street, and replacing these spaces with 2 x 2 hour mobility 

parking spaces, 14 x all day paid parking spaces and some no stopping lines around the 

vehicle access to the underground car park to improve visibility (refer Attachment 3).  It is 

recommended that these changes proceed.  Two P5s have been retained in this location at 

the request of the Southern DHB, and these will be monitored.   

 

Overall, this reduces the amount of pick up/drop off parking in the vicinity of the hospital by 3 

spaces.  The Southern DHB are not convinced of the demand for P5s around the hospital and 

the need to replace these drop off spaces elsewhere in the vicinity.  It was therefore agreed 

that DCC staff would monitor the demand for P5, P30 and 4 hour parking on Frederick Street 

(Cumberland to Great King Street block) and Great King Street (Hanover – Frederick Street 

block), and provide data to the hospital to determine whether there is additional demand for 

P5 parking which is not being met.  The position can then be reconsidered in light of the data. 

 

The Southern DHB acknowledged the difficulty around parking and confirmed that this will be 

reviewed in their long term building plans.   

 

In the interim, it was suggested that Great King Street car park could be promoted for use by 

visitors.   Currently drivers are not permitted to turn right into the Great King Street car park 

which will affect the convenience and appeal of this parking building for hospital visitors.  This 

situation will be reviewed by DCC staff.   

 

Long Term Plan - Cyclists 

NZTA, working in collaboration with DCC staff, have identified and explored a number of 

potential longer term solutions for improving safety for cyclists within the central city, and in 

particular on the SH1 one-way system.   Although the end goal is a wider network solution 

within the central city for safer cycling, assessment to date clearly shows that the SH1 one-

way system needs to be the key area of focus, and would be critical to the success of any 

wider network planning.   

Ranking of Options 

Five options have been developed for cycling corridors through the central city that traverse 

the city in a north-south direction.  The Council requested in its 20 May 2013 meeting for an 

additional option to be evaluated and this is also included.   

 

Table 1 shows the six options ranked relative to one another against a range of criteria.  This 

is the ranking matrix that was presented and explained at the Councillor workshop led by the 

NZTA. 

 

The criteria for ranking are as follows: 

 

 Safety – How safe the option is overall, for all users e.g. how many potential conflicts 

there are and how serious they are; 

 

 Level of Service Cycling  – The level of service that the option offers for cyclists e.g. 

how attractive the facility will be to cyclists, how direct it is, how easy it is to use, how 

safe it feels, how much delay there is; 

 

 Level of Service Vehicles – The level of service that the option offers for motor vehicles 

e.g. does it create additional delays at intersections for motorists / freight? 

 

 Parking – The overall effect on parking of the option e.g. will parking need to be 

removed?  How much? 
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 Cost – The cost of the option e.g. construction cost and loss of revenue from parking 

meters. 

 

Table 1: Ranking of central city cycling options (1=best, 6=worst) 

Option description1 Safety Level of 

Service 

Cycling 

Level of 

Service 

Vehicles 

Parking  Cost 

One-way pair SBFs (right) 1 1 3 3 3 

Cumberland Street bi-directional 

SBF 

2 2 3 2 1 

Great King Street bi-directional SBF  3 4 2 4 2 

One-way pair SBFs (left)  4 3 3 5 3 

George Street SBF (with shared 

space at southern end) 

5 5 6 6 5 

Eastern footpath converted to 

cycleway (requested through Council 

meeting 20 May 2013) 

6 6 1 1 6 

One way SBF on inside of parked cars Not ranked as has fatal flaws 

Cycle lanes on RHS of one way pair Not ranked as has fatal flaws 

 
The ranking table shows that there are two preferred options for the provision of cycle 

facilities on SH1 (the one-way pair).  Further information about the ‘Eastern Footpath 

converted to cycleway’ is presented in Attachment 4.   

 

Draft consultation material (Attachment 5) presents the two preferred options.   

 

 Separated Bicycle Facilities on the right hand side of northbound SH1 and on the right 

hand side of southbound SH1, providing for cyclists travelling in one direction  

 

 Separated Bicycle Facility on one side of Cumberland Street for its length, providing for 

cyclists travelling in both directions  

  

The NZTA will lead the consultation on these options, and DCC staff will also be involved.  The 

consultation process will be carefully designed to ensure businesses affected are actively 

involved.  The results of consultation will be reported back to the Council.   

 

 

Financial Considerations 

 

If the NZTA and the Council want this project to be included in the Regional and National Land 

Transport Programmes 2015-18, it is necessary to proceed with the initial consultation 

process now, to narrow down the options for more formal consultation later in the year. 

 

Once this round of consultation has been completed it is anticipated that a preferred option 

will be identified and further explored, and formal consultation completed.  If there is 

agreement from the NZTA and the Council, the proposal can then be developed to a point 

where it can be submitted for consideration for the Regional and National Land Transport 

Programmes 2015-18.  NZTA normally fund 100% of the cost of works on state highways. 

 

Removal of on-street parking on the state highway and possibly some other city streets would 

be required if the community, the Council and the NZTA support the installation of cycle 

facilities.  Removal of parking would result in loss of revenue for the Council.  The extent that 

parking is affected will depend on the Council, NZTA and community’s preferred option for 

cycle provision. 

 

 

                                            
1 SBF = separated bicycle facility 
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Long Term Plan – Pedestrians 

The focus of the DCC / NZTA / Spokes Project Team to date has been on short and long term 

options for improving cyclist safety on SH1.  Work has just commenced to analyse problems 

contributing to pedestrian safety on SH1 through the central city, and to look at options for 

improving safety for this group of users.  Progress will be reported back to the Council in due 

course.   

 

CONCLUSION  

NZTA, working with DCC staff, are taking steps to improve cycle and pedestrian safety on the 

one way sections of SH1 through the city.  A progress update regarding short term 

interventions is provided (Attachment 1), and the Council are asked to note the intention to 

proceed with for targeted changes to on-street parking (see Attachments 2 and 3).  The cost 

of making these changes is estimated at $2,000, and will be funded from existing 

Transportation Operations budgets.   

 

Further information about the ‘Eastern footpath converted to cycleway’ (requested through 

Council meeting 20 May 2013) option is presented in Attachment 4.  The ‘Draft Consultation 

Document for SH1 Central City Cycle Network Options’ (Attachment 5) is attached for noting.  

This will be used for consultation purposes and will be further refined following feedback from 

the Council meeting.   

 

Prepared by:   

   

   

   

   

Sarah Connolly  Ron Minnema 

Transportation Planning Manager  Senior Traffic Engineer 

 

 

Approved by:   

   

   

   

   

Graeme Hamilton  Tony Avery 

Acting Transportation Group 

Manager 

 General Manager Infrastructure and 

Networks 

 

 

Date report prepared:  18 September 2013 

 

 

Attachments 

1. Progress update 

 

2. Parking Changes: Excluding the hospital block 

 

3. Parking Changes: Hospital block 

 

4. Eastern footpath converted to cycleway (requested through Council meeting 20 May 

2013) 
 

5. Draft consultation document for SH1 Central City Cycle Network Options 



Attachment 1: Progress Update – Short Term Interventions 
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Priority 

group 

Underway or implementation 

currently planned (for completion by 

July 2013)  

Update May 2013 

1 Re-mark mid-block layout to achieve 

2.4m wide cycle lane (2.0m alongside 

bus stops).   

 Northbound: St Andrew St – Hanover 

St.  

 Southbound: Dundas St – St David 

St; and Hanover St – St Andrew St.  

All have been completed. 

 

 

1 Anzac Ave/Castle St/Stuart St: 

constructing permanent treatment to the 

temporary layout that is presently in 

place. 

 

Construction to be completed by middle 

of September. 

To investigate further now – NZ Transport Agency led 

2 Re-mark remainder of mid-block layout 

to achieve 2.4m wide cycle lane (2.0m 

alongside bus stops).  This is to be done 

in conjunction with future resurfacing or 

as one-off funding allocations allow – to 

be investigated.  Priorities for this would 

be: 

 Northbound: Hanover St to Union St 

(Hospital, S-bend, and University 

Book Shop blocks).  

 Southbound: St David St to Frederick 

St (past University and S-bend).  

All work completed. 

 

 

2 Measures to provide protection / 

definition at weave areas (lane changing 

across the cycle lane, e.g. bollards as 

have been used by the Leviathan Hotel), 

in particular: 

 Northbound: Andersons Bay Rd (past 

the Oval); Rattray St to Dowling St; 

Countdown and New World 

supermarkets.   

 Southbound: Toitu (Queens Garden) 

to Jetty St bridge ramps.  

Southbound:  Toitu (Queens Garden) to 

Jetty St bridge ramps has been planned, 

will be installed in near future. 

Northbound: Andersons Bay Rd (past the 

Oval) completed; Rattray Street to 

Dowling Street some adjustments to be 

made. 

 

Countdown and New World 

supermarkets, not proceeding.   

 

 

2 Identify and mill sites where the seal 

coat has built up high against kerb 

channel (which deters motorists from 

parking close to the kerb) 

It is anticipated that the sites will be 

under taken in conjunction with the 

13/14 resurfacing programme if budgets 

allow. 

 

To further investigate now – Dunedin City Council led 

3 Review of position and length of short 

term parks adjacent to the cycle lane 

(longer term parks have less incidence 

door opening, and increasing the length 

of parking bays reduce the need for 

parallel parking).  Indenting of parking 

bays to also be investigated. 

 

Round 1: Changes at 17 sites were 

reported to the Council on 20 May 2013, 

and those changes have now been 

implemented. 

 

Round 2: Changes are proposed for 

seven additional sites, see Attachment 2 

and 3 for details of those proposed 

changes. 3 Review need for parks in immediate 

proximity of busy accesses, which drivers 
coming out of those accesses can’t 

reasonably see along the cycle lane (eg 

hospital carpark access (St Andrew St – 

Hanover St). 
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3 Review length of bus stops (so as 

minimal lengths make it awkward for 

buses to enter and park completely clear 

of the cycle lane). 

3 Investigate ability for parking 

enforcement to enforce against parking 

that blatantly impedes safe use of the 

cycle lane. 

Police advised offenders liable for $60 

fine.  DCC do issue infringement notices.  

Taxi companies have been asked to 

refrain from this practice.   

Other ideas to be considered/investigated (NZTA or DCC to suit) 

4 Investigate shared use of uphill footpaths 

on steep arterial routes (eg upper Stuart 

St, Rattray St, Brockville Rd). 

(SH 1) Pinehill Rd – work has been 

undertaken to facilitate access off the 

north bound one way and formalise 

existing cyclist behaviour in uphill 

direction in conjunction with the DCC.  

4 Improve connectivity to Andersons Bay 

Rd shared path/northbound cycle lane 

(particularly beneath the rail overbridge).  

Explore including this in the Council’s 

Minor Improvements Programme. 

4 Hook turn (for right turns) layouts at 

signalised intersections.  

Included in the design for Anzac Avenue 

/ Castle Street intersection.  Will be 

considered at other locations in 2013/14.   

4 Cycle sensitive detector loops There are already some in place, e.g. 

Howe Street intersection.  The NZTA are 

including these when new signals are 

installed.   

4 Ability to cycle within a single route 

through the Botanic Gardens (NEV shops 

to Leith St bridge).   

This will be covered in the long term 

network development of the central city. 

4 Warning signs/education Not progressed. 



Attachment 2:  Parking Changes – Excluding Hospital Block 
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Site S4 - Revised Proposal  

 

Original Proposal 

In May 2013 some affected businesses were advised in May 2013 of the proposal to: 

 Replace two of the four P5 parks in Great King Street with No Stopping lines. 

 Convert two P5 parks in Great King Street to an Authorised Vehicle Only (AVO) park that can 

be used by commercial vehicles. 

 Convert two of the existing Pay and Display parks in Great King Street to P5’s. 

 
Revised Proposal 

Feedback that we have received in response to the original proposal included: 

 Some support for the AVO as it can be used by couriers. 

 The P5’s do not provide sufficient time for some customers to complete their business. 

 Converting some of the P5 parks to P10’s. 

 

Taking into account the feedback, Parking Strategy (2008-2018), site surveys, and site 

observations a revised proposal was prepared the involves providing more P5 parking in Great 

King Street North with the following comments: 

 Assumes the demand remains the same thereby ensuring that motorists will find it a lot 

easier to find and access a park which will minimise the time they spend parked in the 

cycle lane. 

 It does not address the issue of providing more long term parks over and above existing 

levels. 

 

Consultation 

The following comments were received from stakeholders regarding the revised proposal: 

Automobile Association 

Kirkland Property 

Company Limited 

No comment received at this stage. 

No response received 

Landlord on behalf of 

three tenants 

Requests that the three Pay and Displays that are to be 

converted to P5 are converted to P60. 

University Bookshop Supports the revised proposal and highlights that the survey 

results may have been skewed as they were undertaken during 
the school holidays. 

380 Great King St No response received. 

 

Recommendation 

 Implement the the changes to parking as illustrated. 

 Monitor the changes and if further changes are required meet with the stakeholders to 

discuss options for reaching a mutually acceptable solution that seeks to meets their 

needs and the objective of reducing the risk to cyclists. 
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Site S4 - Concept Plan  

 

Retain existing ‘P5 in this area’ 

which can accommodate 5 

vehicles simultaneously 

 

 

Replace existing 4 hour Pay and 

Display parks with 2 x P5 parks. 

 

 

Replace existing 4 hour Pay and 

Display park with 1 x P5 park. 

 

 

Albany Street 
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Site S6/S8: Revised Proposal  

 
Original Proposal 
In May 2013 some businesses were advised of the proposal to replace: 
 

 Two of the four existing P5 parks outside 808 Great King Street North with all day free parking. 

 The three P15 parks outside 750 Great King Street North with all day free parking. 

 
Revised Proposal 
There has not been general support for the proposed changes outlined above, plus we have been 
made aware that the bus stop on the western side of Great King Street North is too short to allow a 
bus to stop clear of the cycle lanes. As a result In July 2013 stakeholders were invited to comment 
on a revised proposal where the key changes involve: 

 Retaining the exiting 4 x P5 parks outside No. 808 Great King Street North. 
 Extending the existing bus stop south by 6m and installing No Stopping lines. 
 Replacing the 3 x P15 parks with 2 x P15’s and 1 x P15 park. 
 

Consultation 

The following stakeholders commented on the revised proposal: 

 

Automobile Association No comment received at this stage. 

George Street Normal School Understands the rationale but the proposal will increase 

pressure on parents to find safe drop off/ pick up point for 

their children. Staff have been working with the school to 

address these issue. 

Highway 88 Limited No response received. 

North End Wine Company Request the P15’s are changed to P30. 

Otago Regional Council Supports the bus stop being lengthened. 

Pizza Hut Supports retaining the status quo outside their business. 

The Head Supports retaining the status quo outside their business. 

774 Great King Street North No response received. 

782 Great King Street North 

(c/- 239 Malvern Street) 

Supports retaining 3 x P15 parks to enable access to flats. 

 

Recommendation 

Implement the the changes to parking as illustrated. 
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Site S6/S8 - Concept Plan  

 

Extend the existing bus stop south by 6m to 

enable it to park without intruding into the 

adjacent cycle lane. The balance of parking 

available is too short to allow a vehicle to 

park without intruding over the vehicle 

access into George Street Normal School. 

Consequently No Stopping lines are 

proposed. Extending the bus stop north 

over the vehicle access is not an option as 

vehicles wishing to turn into the vehicle 

access while a bus is stopped would be 
required to  stop in the cycle lane 

Retain the existing 4 x P5 parks 

taking into account that no off street 

parking is available for Pizza Hut, 

and the demand for parking from 

4pm onwards results in a short 

period when conflicts could occur 

between those vehicles using the 

P5’s and commuters travelling home 

after work. 

Kerb protrusions and 

the pedestrian 

crossing have been 

removed 

Replace 3 x P15 parks with 2 x 

P15 parks and 6m No Stopping 

lines immediately north of the 

P15’s to facilitate ease of access 

into and out of the P15’s. This 

proposal will minimise the time 

that vehicles may spend in the 

cycle lane while attempting 

parking manoeuvres. The 

proposal takes into account the 
available off street parking. 

Install No Stopping 
lines 

New P15 park 
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Site S11: Revised Proposal  

 
Original Proposal 
In May 2013 the Otago University Students Association (OUSA) were advised of the proposal to 

replace the 2 x P5 parks outside the OUSA offices with Pay and Display, and that ‘No changes’ 

would be made until consultation with stakeholders was completed. 

 
Revised Proposal 

A review of our original proposal resulted in a revised proposal being submitted to the OUSA 

that involved retaining the 2 x P5 parks outside the OUSA offices, and removing 1 x Pay and 

Display on the northern side of the P5’s. The revised proposal: 

 Retains two P5 parks in Cumberland Street. 

 Increases the ease of access to the P5’s. 
 

Consultation 

The following stakeholders commented on the revised proposal: 

Automobile Association No comment received at this stage. 

OUSA Supports the revised proposal.  

 

Recommendation 

Implement the the changes to parking as illustrated. 

 

Site S11 - Concept Plan 
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Site S12: Revised Proposal  

 

Original Proposal 
In May 2013 the ANZ were invited to comment on the proposal to replace the 3 x P5’s in Gowland 
Street with Pay and Displays. 

 
Revised Proposal 
The ANZ advised that they wished to retain the three parks. In response to the feedback the 
original proposal has been revised and involves replacing 1 x P5 park in Gowland Street nearest 
the exit from the ANZ off street car park with No Stopping lines. The revised proposal: 

 Retains two P5’s on Gowland Street. 

 Improves intervisibility between southbound cyclists and vehicles exiting the car park. 

 Increases the ease of access to the P5’s. 
 

Consultation 

The following stakeholders commented on the revised proposal: 

ANZ Supports the revised proposal.  

Automobile Association No comment received at this stage. 

 

 

Recommendation 

Implement the the changes to parking as illustrated. 

 

Figure 4: Site S12 - Concept Plan 
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Site B20: Revised Proposal  

 

Original Proposal 
In May 2013 Toitū and the Dunedin Chinese Gardens were invited to comment on the 
proposal to: 

 

 Convert the existing P5 in Queens Gardens to a Pay and Display park as it appears 

superfluous given a ‘pick up and drop off’ park has been created north of the P5. 

 Convert the existing bus stop outside 35 Queens Gardens to Pay and Display parking 

given an alternative bus stop has been installed outside 42 Queens Gardens. 
 
Revised proposal 

In response to the proposal Toitū suggested that the bus stop outside 31 Queens Gardens be 

relocated to the area outside the Josephine Foyer of Toitū. 
 

Consultation 

The following stakeholders commented on the revised proposal: 

Automobile Association No comment received at this stage. 

ORC Tour coach parking is not the responsibility of the ORC. 

Bus and Coach Association Supports the revised proposal. 

Toitū (incorporating The 

Chinese Gardens) 

Supports the revised proposal. 

 

Recommendation 

Implement the the changes to parking as illustrated. 
 

Figure 5: Site B20 - Concept Plan 
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Site D10: Revised Proposal  

 

Original Proposal 
In May 2013 some businesses on the western side of Great King Street North were invited to 
comment on the proposal to shorten the P10 on the southern side of the entry/exit to Kentucky 
Fried Chicken’s premises at 714 Great King Street North.  This shortened P10 would be 6m long, 
sufficiently long to cater for a car or a 4WD.  
 
Revised proposal 

In response to the original proposal we received a request to remove the P10 in its entirety to 
discourage long haul trucks from parking in the P10 and at times over part of the adjacent vehicle 
accesses. The revised proposal: 

 Will reduce the risk to cyclists by improving inter-visibility between northbound cyclists and 

vehicles exiting KFC. 

 May have an effect on businesses on the opposite side of the road as the P10 may be used by 

their customers. 

 

Consultation 

The following stakeholders submitted the following comments on the revised proposal: 

 

 

Automobile Association No comment received at this stage. 

Civic Video Supports partial removal of the P10 that results in sufficient 

space being provided for two vehicles, 10m long 

Cutlers Real Estate Opposes any reduction in parking 

Bella Vista Motel Supports whatever Council propose 

KFC Properties Limited No response received  

Restaurant Brands Supports total removal of the P10 

 

Recommendation  

Implement the the changes to parking as illustrated as per the orginal proposal to ensure that 

a motorist exiting the KFC car park can see a cyclist travelling north and have sufficient time 

to react and stop to avoid a collision. 

Site D10 - Concept Plan 

 

 

Install No stopping lines, retain 

sufficient length for one vehicle to 
park in the existing P10 

714 Great King Street North 



Attachment 3: Parking Changes: Hospital Block 
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EASTERN FOOTPATH CONVERTED TO CYCLEWAY (REQUESTED THROUGH 

COUNCIL MEETING 20 MAY 2013) 

 
The suggestion to convert the eastern footpath on SH1 to a dedicated cycleway was 

presented at the Council meeting on 20 May 2013.  The reasoning behind the suggestion was 

that pedestrian numbers are lower on the eastern footpath. 

 

The Project Team reviewed this suggestion and concluded that within the Central City area it 

is not reasonable to assume there will be no pedestrians on the eastern footpath, even though 

pedestrian numbers tend to be lower.  People parking and pedestrians accessing the buildings 

adjacent to the eastern footpath would still require safe passage to their destination via a 

footpath, or to a crossing point where they could access the western footpath.  The safety of 

people exiting buildings and parked cars would therefore be at risk were this footpath to 

become a cycleway.   

 

In addition, converting the footpath to a dedicated cycleway would put cyclists themselves at 

risk because they would travel behind a row of parked cars, they would travel closer to the 

property boundary, and they would not be protected by the drainage channel.  These risks are 

explained further below. 

 

In Europe footpaths have traditionally been very wide.  It was often possible to retrofit cycle 

facilities adjacent to existing footpaths (whilst still retaining those footpaths) without having 

to shift kerb lines, which made those projects relatively inexpensive.  The potential to do this 

on SH1 has been considered by the Project Team, as this solution would not have the problem 

of losing a footpath. 

 

However, footpaths along the SH one-way pair are mostly 3.0 m wide from the property 

boundary to the kerb face, which gives an effective width of some 2.5 m, as some width 

behind the kerb is taken up with parking meters and other street furniture.  That remaining 

width is insufficient to provide separate facilities for pedestrians and cyclists in an urban area.  

The Project Team considers it appropriate to provide separate facilities for both cyclists and 

pedestrians in the city centre, rather than not provide for pedestrians on one side of the 

street, even though the right hand side of the one-way streets may well have a low 

pedestrian count. 

  

The Cycle Network and Route Planning Guide that was published in 2004 by the Land 

Transport Safety Authority devoted a section to this issue, which is reproduced in Figure 1. 

 

Compared to SBFs, safety for cyclists would be compromised under this option for several 

reasons: 

 

 Cyclists would travel behind a row of parked cars.  Whenever cyclists are less visible to 

turning motorists (either at driveways or at intersections not controlled by traffic 

lights), their crash rate increases.  This could be mitigated to some extent through the 

removal of parking in the vicinity of driveways and intersections. 

 

 Cyclists would travel closer to the property boundary.  Where drivers are leaving 

driveways that have restricted visibility, there is less time for drivers and cyclists to 

react to one another.  The closer that cyclists are to the property boundary, the higher 

their crash rate at driveways.  The same problem exists with pedestrians; where 

property exits are close to the trajectory of cyclists, the potential for risk increases.   

 

 With the SBF option, drivers leaving a driveway would get to the drainage channel 

before they cross the cycling facility.  As the drainage channel is the lowest point of 

the road, the channel acts like an inverse speed hump and thus provides a form of 

traffic calming, with drivers slowing down towards reaching this point and safety thus 

increasing.  With the pathway option, drivers have fully crossed the path of cyclists 

before they reach the drainage channel.  This is an inherent safety feature of SBFs 

that pathway solutions cannot provide, and it would make a significant difference to 

cycle crash rate. 
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 Unless there is a level difference between the cycling facility and the pedestrian space 

(a feature most common in Denmark), it is likely that pedestrians would frequently 

wander into the cycling space, which would introduce safety issues. 

A key difference is that under New Zealand traffic law, cyclists on paths are required to give 

way to other traffic when crossing side roads, which lowers cyclists’ level of service. It can 

therefore be assumed that some existing cyclists would not accept the facility, which would 

not occur with any of the other options.  This would not be an issue at those intersections that 

are signalised, as traffic lights for cyclists and right turn arrows for motorists would keep the 

two movements apart. 
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Figure 1: Section 6.16 from the Cycle Network and Route Planning Guide (LTSA, 

2004) 
 

 



Attachment 5: Draft Consultation Document for SH1 Central City Cycle 

Network Options 
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DRAFT SUMMARY OF STATE HIGHWAY 1 CENTRAL DUNEDIN CYCLE NETWORK 

PREFERRED OPTIONS 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Local demand for an improved central Dunedin network of cycleways that separate motor 

vehicles from bicycles has been growing as the rate of cyclist accidents remains high.  

Within the central city there have been 13 crashes since 2003 that resulted in serious 

injury to cyclists, three of which were fatal. All of these fatal crashes, including a prior 

death in 1998, occurred on the State Highway 1 one-way pair.  

None of the deaths involved mistakes by the cyclists, but were caused by driver error 

combined with the close proximity of the cyclists to parked or moving vehicles. 

Since the initial fatality in 1998 the cycle infrastructure has been steadily improved, but 

further serious and fatal injuries have shown the need for a complete re-think in how 

cycle travel and safety is managed within the central city. 

This proposal summarises options for a network of Separated Bicycle Facilities (SBFs) 

(refer Appendix 1 for definition, photos and example) for State Highway 1 within 

Dunedin’s central city that are safe for everyone to use as an everyday way of getting 

around. 

In most cities where SBFs have been provided, cyclist numbers have grown, while the 

risk of crashes for people riding bikes decreased. In some, the rate of motorised vehicle 

crashes decreased, too. 

Making cycling safer and more appealing to residents can make economic sense, too, due 

to reduced congestion, reduced demand for parking, a healthier community and reduced 

economic drain from petrol costs. 

Five route options for SBFs on State Highway 1 in the central city have been developed. 

Two of the five options offer the greatest progress and best balance in terms of safety 

and appeal for cyclists and convenience for motorists. Both of these options are 

described in this summary.  

 

Why have these SBF options been prepared? 

There are three main reasons: 

1. most importantly, to improve the safety of cycling on State Highway 1 within the 

city centre 

2. to develop a more appealing cycle network that meets the demand from those 

residents who would prefer to cycle but don’t due to safety concerns 

3. to develop a cycle network that provides safe and convenient connections for 

cyclists travelling between main destinations in the central city. 

 

Why improve cycling safety? 

A rising proportion of Dunedin residents are keen to take up cycling as a form of 

transport (see below), however recent deaths and injuries on central city streets show 

there is a need to improve the safety and number of cycleways to prevent a parallel 

increase in crashes between cyclists and vehicles.  

 

Is there an unmet demand for safer cycleways in the city? 

In June 2013 a People’s Panel survey asking Dunedin residents about their daily 

transport choices had 503 respondents. Of these, 5% said they currently cycle as their 
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main mode of transport yet 25% wanted to use a bike as their main mode of transport 

for daily activities. 
 

59% either agreed or strongly agreed that “more cycleways… separated from traffic 

would encourage me to cycle (or cycle more)”. 

In the same survey, 75% of respondents indicated they mostly use a car for transport, 

but close to half of these people (39%) said it wasn’t their preferred option.  

When asked if the Dunedin City Council should spend money on constructing separated 

cycleways, 74% either agreed or strongly agreed (10% opposed). 

This proposal includes a vision closely aligned with the 2013 Draft Dunedin City Transport 

Strategy: that the number of Dunedin people who cycle to work rise from 3% (Dunedin 

census 2006) to 10% by 2024. 

 

TARGET AUDIENCE 

The target audience for the improved cycleways is those people who would like to bike 

more often but find the existing cycle routes too risky or uncomfortable for them. 

The existing central city network fits standard Australasian design practice, but, while it 

is used freely by enthusiastic and confident cyclists, it remains unappealing to the target 

audience. 

 

OPTIONS FOR SEPARATE BICYCLE FACILITIES 

Five main north-south options for Separated Bicycle Facilities (SBFs) for State Highway 1 

in the central city have been developed. Below you’ll find a description of the two 

preferred options.  

 

One-way pair SBFs (right) Option 

This option provides SBFs along both of the one-way streets between Rattray Street and 

the Gardens.  

The SBFs would be located on the right hand side of both of the one-way streets 

according to the direction of travel. This avoids interaction with bus stops, and the busier 

property access ways.  

On-street parking on the right hand side of both one-way streets would be removed to 

accommodate the SBFs. 

In terms of safety, this is the best option: 

 Between intersections, cyclists are separated from traffic 

 At intersections with traffic signals, traffic crossing the cycle lane is controlled 

 Where motorists need to cross the cycle lane at uncontrolled intersections (without 

traffic lights) and accesses, they only need to be alert to cyclists approaching from 

one direction. 

(Refer to Appendix 2 for cross section and maps) 

 

Cumberland Street SBF option 

This option would provide a two-way SBF along the whole length of Cumberland Street. 

This would use Emily Siedeberg Place as a link connecting the opposing directions of the 

one-way streets.  

Like the previous option, the SBF would be located on the right hand side of the road, as 

this is the side that links up simply with Emily Siedeberg Place, avoiding the need for 

cyclists to cross the one-way streets. 



 Page 25 of 31 

On-street parking on the right hand side of Cumberland St would be removed to 

accommodate the SBFs. 

This option would impact motorists turning right off Cumberland Street. 

In terms of safety for cyclists, the Project Team considers this option second-best only to 

Option 1. However, cyclists would have to deal with two-way cycle traffic. 

(Refer to Appendix 3 for cross section and maps) 

 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

Should this proposal gain community support, and funding is forthcoming from the NZTA 

and the DCC, the following answers to common queries about this project would apply: 

 

Would property access be affected? 

Property access would be maintained. 

What’s in it for me as a driver? 

Good traffic flow will continue to be maintained.  There will still be two ‘straight on’ lanes, 

and at most intersections there will continue to be separated turning lanes.  Traffic signal 

phasing will need to be adjusted to provide for people using the SBF, but the emphasis 

on maintaining co-ordination (i.e. the ‘green wave’) for through traffic along the state 

highway will continue.  The proposal would enable more people to go by bike, so there 

may well be a benefit for drivers from less traffic, and less demand for parking. There’s 

less risk of injuring a cyclist when they’re in a protected lane, too. 

Would the on-street parking outside businesses be affected? 

Parking would be removed on the right hand side of the road/roads if an SBF is going to 

be installed. We would work with each affected party regarding their parking needs. 

Where would I park if this goes ahead?  

The impact on parking would be managed by reviewing parking provision in surrounding 

areas to ensure adequate supply of spaces.  Short term parking would be maintained by 

introducing shorter time limits on side streets where spaces are now mostly used by 

commuters. The city’s parking buildings and off-street car parks are not used to capacity 

at present. Also, it is anticipated that growth in cycling will decrease parking demand. 

Would the DCC lose revenue if paid parking spaces are removed? 

The Dunedin City Council would lose some on-street parking revenue with the installation 

of SBFs. 

Why stop at Queens Gardens? 

At this time, the road layout between Queens Gardens and the Oval is under review 

(refer Draft Dunedin City Council Transport Strategy).  For this section, use of Vogel 

Street, or SBFs on Crawford Street and / or Cumberland Street remain possible options.   

Who has right of way on roads with SBFs? 

All turning traffic gives way to straight-through traffic. At traffic lights, turning vehicles 

and cyclists would have their movements controlled by traffic signals. 

Why have the SBFs on the right hand side? 

This avoids interaction with buses and bus passengers at bus stops. Also, along the one-

way streets the busier driveways tend to be on the left hand side. 

Would there be a need to remove street trees? 

Yes; numerous kerb extensions would be taken out, many of which hold trees. However, 

landscaping and street appeal would be an important aspect of design, regardless of 

which form of SBF is favoured, so new plantings may occur. 
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Would mopeds and mobility scooters be able to use the SBF? 

No; mobility scooters would continue to use the footpath. Power-assisted bicycles with a 

power output not exceeding 300 Watts would be permitted to use the SBF; mopeds must 

use the main traffic lanes. 

 

NEXT STEPS 

To have your say please go to [insert link to website]. 

The Project Team will then: 

 review the feedback received 

 report to the Council regarding the outcomes of the pre-consultation process  

 ask for the Council to approve a formal consultation process, the results of which 

will be reported back to the Council. 

 

If an option is approved by the Council: 

 the costs and design will be determined. 

 the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) will consider whether to fund the project 

through its National Land Transport Programme 2015-18.  

(Note the central city one-way pair is designated as State Highway 1. Works on a 

state highway are typically 100% funded by the NZTA.)  

 The detailed design will be presented to the public for final consultation.  
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Appendix 1 

What is a Separated Bicycle Facility (SBF)?  

An SBF is a cycle lane within a roadway, but separated from motorised traffic lanes by a 

barrier, e.g. a kerbed ‘island’ or planter boxes.  

SBFs can be one-way or two way depending on the design of the network. In the case of 

the options presented in this summary, the SBFs are for cyclists only, with pedestrians, 

mobility scooters and skateboarders using footpaths. 

Examples of SBFs: 

 

Separated Cycling in Portland, Oregon 

Internationally, cities such as Amsterdam, Vancouver, Montreal, Melbourne and New York 

treat cycling as a serious mode of transport. The case of Portland, Oregon demonstrates 

the impact of making cycling a commonplace activity.  

In 1990 the bicycle network in Portland (population 600,000) was very basic and, at 

most, 8% of the residents commuted by bike. By 2007 the network had become wide-

ranging and safer. The number of people using bicycles to commute rose as high as 33% 

in some areas of the city. 

By 2011 over 18,000 cyclists were crossing the four bridges over Portland’s Willamette 

River daily, up from 2850 in 1991. Despite the vast increase, the number of crashes 

involving cyclists did not rise. By providing separated facilities for cycling, Portland also 

avoided a major traffic congestion problem and saved itself tens of millions of dollars on 

roading infrastructure. 

Portland’s example shows that people will take up cycling when they feel safe, and for 

most people that requires physical protection from motor vehicles on all but the quietest 

streets. 
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Appendix 2: One-way pair SBFs (right) Option 

Cross section for One-way pair SBFs (right) Option 

 

Route Map 

(see following page) 
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Appendix 3: Cumberland Street SBF option 

Cross section for One-way pair SBFs (right) Option 

 

Route Map 

(see following page) 
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