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1 Introduction 

The purpose of this technical note is to document the work underpinning the proposed Cobham Crossing 

and Speed Review. 

 Programme Context 

The Cobham Crossing and Speed Review project are a component of the Let’s Get Wellington Moving 

(LGWM) three year programme. The priorities in the three-year programme are: 

 Making travel by bus to and through the central city faster and more reliable, and 

 Creating a better environment for people walking and on bikes. 

The Cobham Crossing and Speed Review project combine improvements for people walking and on 

bikes with changes to travel speeds on State Highway 1 within the programme area. 

 Background 

This note compiles background from the following working material: 

 Cobham Crossing design assumptions report (working draft prepared to document the assumptions 

used in the concept design). 

 Speed Review Report (working document) for the SH1 Speed Limit Review (Mount Victoria to 

Airport). 

 Report content 

This report contains the following sections: 

 Transport context; 

 Crossing problem statements and investment objectives; 

 Crossing options assessment; 

 Crossing details; 

 Speed review; and 

 Summary. 

 Proposed Improvements 

The proposed improvements are shown in Figure 1 below and include: 

 Implementing a signalised crossing on SH1 (Cobham Drive) between Troy Street and Evans Bay 

Parade to provide for improved active travel connections between Miramar and Kilbirnie; 

 Reducing the speed limit on Ruahine Street from 70km/h to 50km/h; and 

 Reduce the speed limit on Cobham Drive and Calabar Road from 70km/h to 60km/h. 
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Figure 1: Proposed improvements 

  

Ruahine Street speed limit 

reduced from 70km/h to 50km/h 

Cobham Drive and Calabar 

Road speed limit reduced 

from 70km/h to 60km/h 

New signalised crossing 

of Cobham Drive 
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2 Transport Context 

 LGWM Programme 

The LGWM programme is considering a range of potential future improvements in this area.  

The City Streets package is considering public transport improvements between the City and Kilbirnie 

and Kilbirnie and Miramar over a medium-term timeframe (within 10 years). Detailed business cases on 

these projects to confirm the route and form of improvements are yet to commence. 

Similarly, decisions on whether there will be a Mass Transit service to Miramar and the Airport in the 

longer term are some time away with the  indicative business case currently underway.  

Given the poor safety record of this particular corridor, coupled with the growth in pedestrian and cycling 

activity in the area, we need to provide a safe crossing as soon as possible. 

 Current travel demands  

Waka Kotahi traffic count data (2019) shows that the average daily number of vehicles using Cobham 

Drive is approximately 35,000 (two-way). Figure 2 below shows that the average hourly demands for 

weekdays and weekends in both directions. Figure 2 shows that demands are consistently high across 

most of the day on both weekdays and weekends. Southbound demands are higher than northbound 

demands which suggests northbound traffic may be taking alternate routes to avoid congestion along 

SH1. 

 

Figure 2: Hourly traffic demands on Cobham Drive (west of Troy Street, 2019) 

Wellington City Council count data1 (2019) showed that approximately 225 cyclists used the Cobham 

Drive path (east of Evans Bay Parade) in the morning peak period (2 hours). In the weekend 118 cyclists 

 
1 https://www.transportprojects.org.nz/cycle-data/cordon-data/ 
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used the path in a four-hour period. This data was prior to the recent upgrade of the path and does not 

include pedestrian use.  

 Current travel performance 

TomTom travel time data from 2019 has been used to provide an indication of the current travel times 

along the SH1 corridor for two trips. This data is summarised in Table 1 below which shows travel times 

for journeys between the Airport and Ngauranga and between Miramar and Willis Street. For these 

routes, most daytime trips take ten minutes or longer. 

Table 1: Travel time (minutes) ranges from TomTom data2 

 
Airport to Ngauranga3 Miramar to Willis Street4 

Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound 

Uncongested 
conditions (early 

hours of the 
morning) 

11-13 minutes 11-13 minutes 7-9 minutes 7-8 minutes 

AM peak 
(weekday) 

20-38 minutes 19-35 minutes 17-34 minutes 9-16 minutes 

Midday (weekday) 13-19 minutes 14-22 minutes 9-15 minutes 9-15 minutes 

PM peak 
(weekday) 

16-38 minutes 18-36 minutes 13-34 minutes 12-24 minutes 

Weekend peak 15-28 minutes 17-33 minutes 11-24 minutes 11-22 minutes 

 

Table 2 below shows traffic speeds measured by Waka Kotahi on Cobham Drive in October – November 

2019. The table shows that mean and 85th percentile speeds (in most locations) are lower than the 

posted speed limit of 70km/h. 

Table 2: Speed data on Cobham Drive (range shows difference between adjacent lanes where applicable) 

 
Northbound 

(adjacent to ASB 

Southbound 
(adjacent to St 

Patricks College) 

Northbound 
(adjacent to 

runway) 

Southbound 
(adjacent to 

runway) 

Mean speed 59-60 km/h 62-63 km/h 56-59 km/h 54-59 km/h 

85th percentile 
speed 

66 km/h  70-71 km/h  64-68 km/h  61-65 km/h  

  

 
2 Ranges are based on the difference between the mean speed and the 85th percentile speed 
3 Calabar Road / Broadway roundabout to Ngauranga interchange 
4 Hobart Street / Park Road / Miramar Avenue roundabout to Willis Street  
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 Active Travel Network 

Figure 4 below shows the current (and under construction) active travel facilities and the barrier to safe 

crossing that is created by the SH1 corridor and connecting roads. 

 

Figure 3: Existing Active Travel Network 

  

Key: 

Off-road cycling path + 

pedestrian path 

On-road cycle lanes + 

footpaths 

Barrier to safe crossing 
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3 Crossing problem statements and investment objectives 

The following sub-sections outlines the problem statements, evidence and project objectives that have 

been identified (for the crossing) to date. 

 Problem statements 

The following problem statements have been identified for the crossing: 

 Lack of safe crossing options causes people to take risks potentially leading to death and serious 

injury; 

 High traffic volumes and speed severe access between Miramar Peninsula and Kilbirnie by walking 

and cycling leading to increased use of motor vehicles; and 

 Cobham Drive is a critical regional link connecting the airport and Wellington CBD where travel time 

reliability needs to be considered. 

 Evidence to support the problem statements  

The following evidence supports the problem statements: 

 1.8 kilometres with no formal crossing facility east of Evans Bay Parade (refer Figure 4 below which 

shows that there are no safe crossing facilities along Cobham Drive which acts as a barrier for 

people wishing to travel between Miramar and Kilbirnie). 

 Between 2011 and 2021 there has been one fatal and one serious5 pedestrian crossing crashes 

across Cobham Drive, During the same time period, one serious injury and four minor injury cycle 

crashes occurred along the route. 

Other factors influencing the need for a crossing include: 

 People accessing sports / community / education facilities south of SH1 (Kilbirnie); 

 Evidence of informal6 / unsafe crossings; 

 Probable suppressed demand: people don’t cycle to work and parents driving kids to school and 

sport given the lack of safe crossing facilities; 

 New Cobham Drive and Evans Bay cycleways and Miramar developments are projected to increase 

the number of people needing to cross Cobham Drive to an estimated 250 people per day; and 

 Community, stakeholder and political requests for a crossing. 

 Project objectives 

The following project / investment objectives have been identified: 

 Improve safety for people walking and cycling between Miramar and Kilbirnie via Cobham Drive; 

 Improve connections to existing/ planned walking, cycling and public transport infrastructure to 

increase the choice of walking or cycling to access social and economic opportunities; and 

 Maintain predictable and acceptable journey times and throughput to key regional destinations 

(airport and CBD). 

  

 
5 Injury (fracture, concussion, severe cuts or other injury) requiring medical treatment or removal to and retention in 
hospital. 
6 Trodden paths across the median 
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Figure 4: Lack of safe crossing facilities 

 

4 Crossing options assessment 

The following sub-sections outline the crossing options considered and their assessment to identify the 

technically preferred option. 

 Location Options 

We considered 12 potential options for a crossing (considering three crossing forms at four locations) as 

shown in Figure 5 and Table 3 below. These four locations have been identified as potential crossing 

locations to connect Miramar and Kilbirnie, the three eastern-most locations would all connect into 

Kilbirnie via Troy Street. The western location would provide a connection through to Tacy Street via the 

existing walkway adjacent to the ASB sports centre.  

Key: 

Key routes between 

Kilbirnie and Miramar 

Barrier to safe crossing 
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Figure 5: Crossing location options considered (gis.wcc.govt.nz) 

Table 3: Options considered 

Form \ Location 
Area 1 - Calabar 

Road 
Area 2 - East of 

Troy Street 

Area 3 - Troy 
Street 

intersection 

Area 4 - West of 
Troy Street 

At-grade signals 1A 2A 3A 4A 

Bridge 1B 2B 3B 4B 

Underpass 1C 2C 3C 4C 

 

Figure 6 below shows the connectivity implications for each crossing area. As shown, crossings in Areas 

1 and 2 would require additional crossings to provide the necessary connectivity. 

Area 4 (west of 

Troy Street) 

Area 1 (Calabar 

Road) 

Area 2 (east of 

Troy Street) 

Area 3 (Troy 

Street intersection) 
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Figure 6: Connectivity implications of different areas 

  

Area 4 
Area 3 

Additional crossing 

required here for 

Area 1 to work 

Area 1 

Area 2 

Additional crossing 

required here for 

Areas 1 and 2 to work 
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 Options assessment  

The location of options and the form were assessed separately, the details of which are detailed below. 

4.2.1 Location of crossing 

Table 4 below describes some of the key location differentiators. 

Table 4: Location differentiators 

Differentiators 
Area 1 - Calabar 

Road 
Area 2 - East of 

Troy Street 

Area 3 - Troy 
Street 

intersection 

Area 4 - West of 
Troy Street 

 

Not on desire-line 
between Kilbirnie 

and Miramar, 
would require 

additional crossing 
of Troy Street and 
Miramar Avenue 

Would require 
additional crossing 

on Troy Street 

Potential to 
provide access to 

both east and 
west sides of Troy 

Street  

Single crossing 

 
 

Busiest section 
(highest traffic 

demands) 

Busiest section 
(highest traffic 

demands) 
 

 

Secondary bus 
network 

Primary bus 
network 

Primary bus 
network 

Secondary bus 
network 

 

Locations to the west (Troy Street intersection or further west) have the benefit of not requiring an 

additional crossing of Troy Street (to connect Miramar and Kilbirnie) and are better aligned with the 

desire-line between key facilities in Kilbirnie and Miramar. 

Locations at the Troy Street intersection or immediately to the east have the highest traffic demands and 

the busiest section of bus network and therefore have greater potential for delays from an at-grade 

facility (or construction impacts for any option form). 
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4.2.2 Form of crossing (qualitative analysis) 

Table 5 below describes some of the key crossing form differentiators (the options have been compared 

against the current situation).  

Table 5: Form differentiators 

Differentiators At-grade signals Bridge Underpass 

 
Travel time for 

pedestrians and people 
on bikes 

Approximately 10-20% 
reduction in travel time 
between Miramar and 

Kilbirnie Town Centres7 

 

Approximately 15-25% 
reduction in travel 
distance and time 

between Miramar and 
Kilbirnie Town Centres8  

 

Approximately 15-25% 
reduction in travel 
distance and time 

between Miramar and 
Kilbirnie Town Centres8  

 

 
Access for mobility 

impaired 

Level access provided 

 

Ramps more difficult for 
mobility impaired to 

navigate 

 

Ramps more difficult for 
mobility impaired to 

navigate 

 

 
Travel time for vehicles 

Potential to increase 
vehicles travel times by 
an average of up to 15 

seconds 

 

  

 
Impacts on the 

overdimension route 

 

Potential restriction to 
over-dimension route 

 

 

 
Safety impacts 

Improved safety 

 

Complete separation 
from vehicles 

 
 

Complete separation 
from vehicles 

 

 
Compliance 

Breaks in traffic could 
encourage crossing 

downstream of at-grade 
signals 

 

Indirect routes (ramps 
~200m long) could 

result in non-
compliance 

 

Indirect routes (ramps 
~100m long) and 
personal safety 

concerns could result in 
non-compliance 

 

 
7 Assumes 45 second delay incurred at crossing, pedestrian speed of 5km/h and cycle speed of 20km/h. 
8 Compared against travel via Cobham Drive and Evans Bay Parade. Assumes ramps do not significantly increase 
travel distance.  
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Differentiators At-grade signals Bridge Underpass 

 
Persona Safety 

  

Potential for personal 
safety and security 

issues  

 

 
Cost 

$0.8-1.2M 

 

$10-17M9 

 

> $10-17M10 

 

 
Visual impacts  

 

Visual impact 

 

 

 
Construction disruption 

Low disruption 
expected11 

 

Moderate disruption 
expected12 

 

High disruption 
expected13 

 

 
Flooding and sea level 

rise risks 

  

Potential risk of flooding 

 

 
Property impact 

 

Potential risk of 
property purchase14 

 

Potential risk of 
property purchase14 

 

 At-grade signals align well with the investment objectives of improved safety and improved 

connectivity, but potentially impact on the reliability of journeys (less than 2.5% additional travel 

time). The at-grade crossing has a significantly lower cost and lower construction impact than the 

other options but may not be as well supported by public and stakeholders. 

 A bridge would align well with the investment objectives of not impacting on the reliability of journeys 

and would separate vulnerable users of the crossing from traffic (improving safety). However, the 

vertical change and ramp length may discourage use and could lead to vulnerable users continuing 

to cross at-grade. The bridge also has other potential impacts including visual and property impacts 

and a relatively high cost. 

 
9 Two 200m long ramps, 30m long crossing of road, 4m wide = 1,720m2, cost rate estimated to be $6,000-
10,000/m2. 
10 Similar base cost range to bridge expected with additional costs associated with temporary works (diversion 
routes for traffic lanes, constructing within the water table etc.) and ongoing maintenance (CCTV, dewatering etc). 
11 Lane and shoulder closures with potential for short-term road closures whilst ramps are constructed. 
12 Lane and shoulder closures to construct foundations with potential for short-term road closures to lift bridge 
elements into place, longer duration than at-grade crossing. 
13 Lane and shoulder closures to construct rams, medium term temporary diversions, reduced capacity or road 
closures whilst trenching across Cobham Drive, longer duration than other options. 
14 Ramps are expected to be 200m long and 4m wide and will need to fit alongside current paths and traffic lanes. 
On the land side of Cobham Drive this could result in property purchase to provide the additional width required. 
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 An underpass would align well with the investment objectives of not impacting on the reliability of 

journeys and would separate vulnerable users of the crossing from traffic (improving safety). 

However, the vertical change, ramp length and potential personal safety issues may discourage use 

and could lead to vulnerable users continuing to cross at-grade. The underpass also has other 

potential impacts including flooding / sea level rise issues, property impacts, construction disruption 

and a relatively high cost. 

4.2.3 Form of crossing – cost benefit analysis 

The Austroads Australasian Pedestrian Crossing Facility Selection Tool15 was used to compare the 

economic costs and benefits of signals with a grade separated option (the bridge has been used as a 

proxy for either of the grade separated options noting that the underpass is expected to have a higher 

cost).  

Table 6 below summarises the economic outputs from the tool. 

Table 6: Economic Summary  

Cost or 
benefit16 

Signals 
Grade 

separation 
Discussion 

Cost $0.8-1.2M $10-17M As noted in Table 5 above. 

Pedestrian 
delay 

saving17 
$0.1-1.1M $0.2-1.1M 

Benefit for pedestrians compared to waiting to 
cross the road without any facility (grade separated 
option has marginally higher benefits due to delay 
for pedestrians waiting at signals). 

Vehicle delay 
saving 

-$0.3M - 
Cost associated with delays incurred by vehicles at 
signals. 

Safety saving $2.0M $3.8M 
Benefits associated with the reduction in crashes. 
The signals are assumed to reduce crashes by 
45% and the grade separated option by 85%.  

Net benefits $1.8-2.8M $4.0-4.9M Sum of all benefit streams 

Benefit cost 
ratio range 

1.5-3.5 0.2-0.5 Net benefits / construction cost 

 

  

 
15 https://austroads.com.au/pedestrian-tool/ (V2.2.1) 
16 All benefits are Net Present Values assuming an analysis period of 40 years and a 6% discount rate. 
17 The range of pedestrian delay savings depends on the level of delay for a pedestrian to cross the existing road 
and depends on whether the approaching traffic is considered interrupted or uninterrupted.  

https://austroads.com.au/pedestrian-tool/
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The results show that the signals will provide more benefits than the cost of implementing the option 

whereas the grade separated option will not deliver benefits equal to the cost of implementation.  

 Technical preferred option  

An at grade signalised pedestrian crossing is the preferred option for the following reasons: 

 It will deliver improved access (especially for mobility impaired) and safety for pedestrians and 

cyclists at a significantly lower cost than grade separated options. 

 The construction and operational impacts of the signals and raised platforms are expected to have a 

minor impact on the duration of typical journeys along the corridor. 

A grade separated solution would provide higher safety benefits, however the additional cost to achieve 

the additional benefits is significantly higher than those additional benefits.. A grade separated option 

would also require resource consent and potentially require property purchase which would delay 

implementation and the realisation of any safety benefits. 
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5 Crossing details 

The following sections describe the proposed crossing, its location, its key features, how it will operate 

and what outcomes are expected. 

 Location 

The option assessment identified that a signalised crossing which connects people from Miramar and the 

pedestrian and cycle path along the north side of Cobham Drive to Kilbirnie via the existing path adjacent 

to the ASB Sports Centre is the most appropriate form and location for a safe crossing of Cobham Drive. 

Figure 7 below identifies the location of the crossing and key features in the surrounding area. 

 

Figure 7: Surrounding network 
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 Key Features  

The key features of the proposed crossing treatment are described below: 

1 – Signals 

 The traffic signals will stop vehicles to allow active travel users to cross the road. The crossing will 

have the following features: 

o Separate call buttons for people on foot and people on wheeled devices; 

o Separate phases to cross the traffic in each direction so that traffic is not delayed while 

active travel users move between the two crossings; 

o A call-ahead functiont to ensure virtually call the second crossing so that delays to active 

travel users are minimised once they get to the second crossing; and  

o Detectors to stop a green phase for active travel users early if the waiting area is clear 

(this will not impact the flashing red time).  

2 – Platforms 

 Raised safety platforms will be used to slow the speed of vehicles travelling through the crossing to 

40km/h (from a proposed speed limit of 60km/h). The platforms will be designed in accordance with 

best-practice18 to minimise the impact on large vehicles. 

 The purpose of the reduction of speed is to reduce the liklihood of death or serious injury to a active 

travel user of the crossing in the event of a vehicle failing to stop at the red signal. This is in 

accordance with the Safe System approach which the LGWM partners have adopted. 

 The platform and the surfacing in advance of the platform will be coloured to increase the conspicuity 

of the platform and provide additional surface friction where required. 

3 – Stagger 

 The stagger between the two crossings allows the two crossings to be operated separaretly 

minimising the impacts on the reliability of journeys. 

 Traditionally staggered crossings are set-out so that crossing users are walking towards on-coming 

traffic to increase awareness of the risk posed by the oncmoing traffic19. In this instance, the stagger 

has been reversed to better accommodate the desire-line from Miramar to Kilbrinie and (so users 

aren’t doubling back) and reduce the likelihood of non-compliance. 

  

 
18 https://www.vicroads.vic.gov.au/-/media/files/technical-documents-new/road-design-notes/road-design-note-
0307--raised-safety-platforms-rsp-version-c2.ashx  
19 This has not been identified as a significant concern in a Road Safety Audit of the project. 

https://www.vicroads.vic.gov.au/-/media/files/technical-documents-new/road-design-notes/road-design-note-0307--raised-safety-platforms-rsp-version-c2.ashx
https://www.vicroads.vic.gov.au/-/media/files/technical-documents-new/road-design-notes/road-design-note-0307--raised-safety-platforms-rsp-version-c2.ashx
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 Operation 

The following sub-sections describe how the crossing will operate for the different user types. 

5.3.1 Pedestrians and cyclists 

Figure 8 below shows how the crossing will operate for pedestrians and cyclists: 

 

Figure 8: Crossing layout 

When the crossing is called (crossing button pushed) the signals will change to allow pedestrians or 

cyclists to cross. The time that pedestrians or cyclists will have to wait will depend on the traffic 

conditions and the duration since ther crossing was last used (the maximum duration between succesive 

crossing uses will be less than one-minute).  

To reduce delays for pedestrians and cyclists when crossing from kerbside, a call forward ahead function  

may be included.  A call from a kerbside push-button can register a call at the median push-button and 

ensure pedestrians are not delayed when crossing the full width of the road (when conditions suit). The 

call ahead will illuminate the relevant steady red pedestrian/cycle display on the subsequent crossing so 

users know a call has already been placed. 

  

Chicane transition between 

crossing and path to ASB Sports 

Centre to reduce cyclist speeds 

Narrowing of cycle path 

adjacent to crossing to 

reduce cyclist speeds 

Safe waiting space clear 

of the through cycle path 

Most direct path between 

crossings for pedestrians 

Easiest path for cyclists 

to make turns 
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5.3.2 Vehicles 

When the crossing is not in use vehicles will have a green signal.  

Detection technology may be used to ensure that if a crossing user crosses before the signal chganges 

that the request is cancelled so vehicles are not stopped if crossing users are not waiting. 

Warning signage is proposed to warn vehicles of a potential queue caused by the crossing (when 

heading towards the city). 

 Outcomes 

The following sub-sections describe the outcomes for the different user types. 

5.4.1 Pedestrians and cyclists 

Safety 

The Waka Kotahi standard safety investigation toolkit20 notes that a midblock raised pedestrian crossing 

is expected to result in a 40% reduction in deaths and serious injuries. 

Access 

The crossing is expected to delay crossing users by approximately 45 seconds (approximately 20 

seconds average delay per crossing). However, there will be an overall net reduction in travel time for 

journeys between Miramar and Kilbirnie. 

The travel distance between Miramar and Kilbirnie21 via the active travel facilities on Cobham Drive and 

Evans Bay Parade (where a safe crossing is currently provided) is approximately 2.7km. This distance is 

expected to take a pedestrian around 32 minutes to walk and a cyclist around 8 minutes22.  

A more direct route via the new crossing and Tacy Street is approximately 2km. This distance is 

expected to take a pedestrian around 26 minutes to walk and a cyclist around 6.5 minutes22. Even with 

the additional delay of the crossing, this will remove approximately 5 minutes travel distance for a 

pedestrian and one minute for a cyclist. 

5.4.2 Vehicles 

Vehicles have the potential to be delayed by the new crossing, this delay is made up of two parts, delay 

from the raised platform and delay from the signals themselves: 

 Assuming a vehicle is not stopped by the signals, the delay associated with decelerating to 40m/h 

from 60km/h and returning to 60km/h is approximately one second23. 

 Assuming free-flow conditions the average delays experienced by vehicles at the signals are 

expected to be low (less than 15 seconds24) and queues caused by the crossing are not expected to 

reach adjacent intersections. 

The above delays do not consider the impact of adjacent intersections and congestion which may mean 

that at peak times the crossing will not increase overall travel times along this section of SH1. 

 
20 https://nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/standard-safety-intervention-toolkit/standard-safety-intervention-toolkit.pdf  
21 Assumed to be between the intersection of Park Road / Miramar Avenue and Rongotai Road / Bay Road 
22 Assumes 5km/h for pedestrians and 20 km/h for cyclists and excludes crossing delays. 
23 Time to travel 100m is 6.0 seconds at 60km/h. Time to decelerate from 60km/h to 40km/h over 30m is 2.2 
seconds. Time to accelerate from 40km/h to 60km/h over 70m is 5.0 seconds. Times calculated using equations of 
motion. 
24 Modelled using SIDRA 8 using traffic demands from October 2019 

https://nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/standard-safety-intervention-toolkit/standard-safety-intervention-toolkit.pdf
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Table 1 above shows that travel times for two routes through the intersection are generally 10 minutes or 

more and therefore the  additional 15 seconds of delay caused by the crossing alone (excluding the 

speed limit reduction) will not significantly change the time taken to travel this corridor.  
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6 Speed Review 

The following sections describe the reasons for the speed review, the changes to key route segments 

and what outcomes are expected. 

 Speed Review Context  

New Zealand’s Road Safety Strategy 2020-2030, Road to Zero25, targets  40% reduction in deaths and 

serious injuries over the next decade. 

Waka Kotahi is undertaking speed and infrastructure interventions on the State Highway that will 

contribute to reducing deaths and serious injuries.  Speed Reviews are being undertaken as part of the 

Road to Zero Infrastructure and Speed Management Strategic Programme which in this case overlap 

with and have been included within the LGWM programme.   

Any new speed limits will have to comply with the requirements of the Land Transport Rule - Setting of 

Speed Limits 2017, Rule 54001/2017 (Speed Rule) and in accord with the methodology set out in the 

Waka Kotahi Speed Management Guide 2015 (SMG). 

 Corridor identification 

Waka Kotahi have a geographic mapping application (Mega Maps) which identifies the top 10% of 

locations (across the country) where a speed limit reduction is expected to significantly reduce deaths 

and serious injuries. Ruahine Street (SH1), Calabar Road (SH1) and Cobham Drive (north of roundabout 

with Calabar Road) have been identified as being in the top 10% of locations across the country. 

The SH1 corridor from the Basin Reserve (Paterson Street) to the Airport has been subject to a speed 

review to ensure a consistent approach is applied to the corridor (rather than solely looking at the 

sections that fall within the top 10%). 

 Speed review process 

The speed review process considers the following factors: 

 Existing road geometry; 

 The corridor length; 

 The current speed limit; 

 The average operating speed; 

 The safe and appropriate speed26;  

 Land-use / access along the corridor; 

 Hazards and controls which increase (or mitigate) the likelihood or severity of a crash; and 

 The crash history. 

  

 
25 https://www.nzta.govt.nz/safety/what-waka-kotahi-is-doing/nz-road-safety-strategy/ 
26 The safe and appropriate speed is identified by Mega Maps and is the travel speed that is determined to be safe 
for a road segment based on the road function, design, safety and use. It is determined based on Table 2.1 and 2.2 
of the Speed Management Guide 2017 
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 Assessment of route segments 

The corridor has been broken into four sections as follows: 

 Basin to Taurima Street; 

 Taurima Street to Wellington Road (Ruahine Street); 

 Ruahine Street to Evans Bay Parade (Wellington Road); and 

 Evans Bay Parade to Airport (Cobham Drive and Calabar Road) including the Wellington City 

Council section of Cobham Drive from Calabar Road to Shelly Bay Road. 

Table 7 below summarises the quantitative inputs to the speed review. 

Table 7: Quantitative inputs to speed review for each section of corridor 

Section Length 
Posted 

speed limit 

Safe and 
appropriate 

speed27 

Mean 
operating 
speed27 

Crash history 

Basin to Taurima 
Street 

1.1 km 50 km/h 50 km/h 48 km/h 
Between 2011 and 
2020 there were a 

total of 528 crashes, 
including 24 serious 

outcome crashes 
(DSIs) 

Ruahine Street 0.7 km 70 km/h 60 km/h 55 km/h 

Wellington Road 0.6 km 50 km/h 50 km/h 39 km/h 

Cobham Drive and 
Calabar Road 

2.2 km 70 km/h  
50-60 
km/h28  

49-60 km/h 

Table 8 below summarises the qualitative inputs to the speed review. 

Table 8: Qualitative inputs to speed review for each section of corridor 

Section Land-use Hazards and controls 

Basin to Taurima 
Street 

Limited access along section No separation, constrained width  

Ruahine Street Residential land-use along one side with 
some direct access to SH1 

Some sections with painted median 
separation 

Wellington Road Residential land-use both sides with direct 
access to SH1 

No separation, multiple accesses 
and intersections 

Cobham Drive and 
Calabar Road 

Limited access along section  
Median separated (solid island) 

along Cobham Drive  

 

The proposed speed limit changes are shown in Figure 9 below and summarised below. 

 Basin to Taurima Street will remain at 50km/h; 

 
27 From Mega Maps III 
28 The 50km/h section was on Calabar Road from Caledonia Street to the Airport (500-600m) 
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 Taurima Street to Wellington Road (Ruahine Street) will reduce from 70km/h to 50km/h which will 

provide consistency with adjacent sections and remove a short section of different speed limit29; 

 Ruahine Street to Evans Bay Parade (Wellington Road) will remain at 50km/h; and 

 Evans Bay Parade to Airport (Cobham Drive30 and Calabar Road) will reduce from 70km/h to 60km/h 

which will bring it mostly in line with the safe and appropriate speed and the mean operating speed. 

 
29 The Land Transport Rule - Setting of Speed Limits 2017 notes that the minimum length for a 50 or 60km/h speed 
limit is 500m and that “The point at which a speed limit changes must be at, or close to, a point of obvious change 
in the roadside development or the road environment”. 
30 Both the sections controlled by Waka Kotahi and Wellington City Council 
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Figure 9: Proposed speed limit changes 

  

Ruahine Street speed limit 

reduced from 70km/h to 50km/h 

Cobham Drive and Calabar 

Road speed limit reduced 

from 70km/h to 60km/h 
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 Outcomes 

Safety 

The speed limit reductions will result in death and serious injury savings of 0.13 per annum31.  

Access 

Table 9 below compares the theoretical32 difference in travel time between the current and proposed 

speed limits on the two changed sections. Along the corridor the theoretical increase in travel-time is 33 

seconds. However, the average travel speeds are generally lower than the proposed speed limit and 

therefore these theoretical travel times are not often achieved as indicated by the average travel times. 

As noted above, Table 1 shows that travel times for two routes that use this corridor are generally 10 

minutes or more. Any increase in travel time (33 seconds or less) associated with the change in speed 

limit will not significantly change the time taken to travel this corridor.  

Table 9: Comparing travel times for different speed limits 

Section 
At current 
speed limit 

At proposed 
speed limit 

Difference 
Existing average 

travel time33 

Ruahine Street 
33 seconds 47 seconds 

14 
seconds 

43-52 seconds 

Cobham Drive and 
Calabar Road 

113 seconds 132 seconds 
19 

seconds 
144-174 seconds 

 

 

  

 
31 These savings are additional to the crossing benefits presented in section 4.2 
32 Assumes vehicles are able to travel at the speed limit and are not stopped or slowed by intersections or 
geometric constraints 
33 TomTom travel time data from 2019, range shows difference in direction of travel 
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7 Summary 

This case for change demonstrate the justifications for the proposed improvments: 

 Implementing a signalised crossing on SH1 (Cobham Drive) between Troy Street and Evans Bay 

Parade to provide for improved active travel connections between Miramar and Kilbirnie; 

 Reducing the speed limit on Ruahine Street from 70km/h to 50km/h; and 

 Reduce the speed limit on Cobham Drive and Calabar Road from 70km/h to 60km/h. 

The proposed crossing aligns well with the investment objectives and will deliver improved access 

(especially for mobility impaired) and safety for pedestrians and cyclists at a significantly lower cost than 

grade separated options. 

The construction and operational impacts of the signals and raised platforms are expected to have a 

minor impact on the duration of typical journeys along the corridor. 

The proposed changes to the speed limit are aligned with best practice and will improve safety and 

consitency along the corridor between the Basin Reserve and the Airport.  

The additional 15 seconds of delay caused by the crossing and the additional travel time of up to 33 

seconds will not significantly change the time taken to travel this corridor. 
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