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The key considerations from the MCA assessment, in selecting the options to progress, are noted 
below. 

• All options that were assessed had an overall positive weighted score for the ‘transport’ criteria 

set out in Table 13. Of note, all options received a positive score against the criteria ‘suitable 

for all ages and abilities of cyclists’. For the Point Chevalier Road section of the route, the 

removal of street trees would allow for the highest quality of cycle facility to be provided, 

although retention of street trees would still allow for a good quality cycle facility. 

• During community consultation, local residents expressed a strong desire to retain the existing 

Pōhutukawa trees on Point Chevalier Road and this was considered as part of scoring for 

effects on visual amenity/landscape effects. 

• Existing tree roots are very close to the kerb line on Meola Road and therefore, removal of 

street trees is required to deliver cycle facilities. The type of cycle facility provided will affect 

whether mitigation planting can be carried out and this was part of scoring for effects on visual 

amenity/landscape effects and for effects on ecology and the natural environment. 

• The treatment for Garnet Road needs to tie into the proposed facility as part of the Waitematā 

Safe Routes work. This means the design team will adopt the treatment that is proposed for 

the Waitematā Safe Routes project and accept that as the preferred option unless significant 

design issues occur. 

• An MCA was not completed considering a uniform treatment along itsthe  length of Meola Road 

becauseconsidering the full route of Meola Road because of the different attributes of each 

section. However, to provide a consistent and legible facility on Meola Road  there was a 

preference to adopt the same option across all three sections of Meola Road. A mixture of cycle 

facilities would result in design challenges and may not achieve the transport criteria set out in 

the MCA.   

• For Meola Road (reserve section), the option that had the highest weighted score (Option 1A) 

was not progressed. Option 2, which was progressed, had the third h ghest weighted score.  In 

addition to the MCA, AT have undertaken an assessment of the cycling Quality of Service (QoS) 

of the various options for this route using the AT Quality of Service (QoS) evaluation tool. This 

assessment is provided in Appendix E Options Assessment (within Appendix E - Appendix X3 

QoS option assessment). Both options for Meola Road achieve a QoS 2. This is the second 

highest level of quality in the evaluation tool (i.e. only a QoS 1 is higher) and confirms both 

options will provide an improvement in cycling facilities for the route. Considering the bi-

directional options at the Meola Road - Residential and Meola Road - Garnet Road section 

have a higher MCA score; it is practical to continue a bi-directional design through this middle 

section. In addition, land acquisition is required for Option 1A which will increase costs and 

timeframes for implementation  therefore there were additional factors abovebeyond the MCA 

in this instance in determining the design for this section to provide a continuous and legible 

facility . 

In assessing the options against the investment objectives, the following is noted. 

• Uni-directional cy le facilities (with the TDM recommended widths) were considered to provide 

the safest form of cycle facility in residential sections however this is balanced against the ability 

to provide a buffer between vehicles (parked and moving) and pedestrians.  

• Bi-directional cycle facilities that did not meet the recommended design standards in the TDM 

were considered to provide a lower quality and less safe cycle facility (relative to the other 

options). Likewise, options which required narrowing around trees provide a lower quality of 

service. This impacted on the ability to score well on the mode share objective.   

• Options for Point Chevalier Road contributed well to the travel time objective with the addition 

of the bus lane.  There is no notable improvement with the residential sections on Meola Road, 

however the reserve section contributes to the objective through the removal of parking to 

provide continuous 3.2m wide lanes. 
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All of the options considered from the Scheme Assessment Report included an assessment of whether 

bus lanes could be included as part of that optionAs a result of investigations, options were assessed 

as to whether bus lanes could be incorporated into the option. If an option did not allow for bus lanes to 

be included, it was not progressed for further consideration. This is in line with the agreed objectives 

and consistent with the assessment within this business case. 

6.6 Options for intersection improvements 

The MCA detailed above assumed that all upgrade options would include some form of intersection 

improvement at the three major intersections to improve safety for active mode users and enable a 

continuous cycle facility. The intersections include: 

• Point Chevalier Road / Great North Road;  

• Point Chevalier Road / Meola Road; and 

• Meola Road / Garnet Road. 

Refer to the Intersection Modelling Report dated April 2020 in Appendix E for detailed assessments of 

the intersections. 

6.6.1 Great North Road / Point Chevalier Road  

This major four arm traffic signal-controlled intersection contains a priority controlled free flow left turn 

lane from Point Chevalier Road onto Great North Road. Whilst providing capacity for motorised users 

this movement does not allow pedestrians to cross safely and there is the risk of cyclists being struck 

by the free-flowing left turning motor vehicles.  

Options to rRemoveing the priority controlled left turn lane were developed. The removal has 

implications on the revised traffic signal phasing resulting in a less efficient traffic signal phasing but 

providing increased safety benefits to pedestrians and cyclistse users  A number ofO options were 

developed to identify a layout and traffic signal phasing sequence that would give an equal or better 

level of service or delay to motorists than the existing operation of the intersection. Refer to Appendix 

E Options Assessment Report Aug 2019 for the assessment. 

The left turn slip lane is proposed to be removed as shown in Figure 28.  

Figure 28: Great North Road / Point Chevalier Road Intersection 
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Removing the priority controlled left turn lane has implications on the revised traffic signal phasing 

resulting in a less efficient traffic signal phasing but providing increased safety benefits to pedestrians 

and cycle users. A number of options were developed to identify a layout and traffic signal phasing 

sequence that would give an equal or better level of service or delay to motorists than the existing 

operation of the intersection. Refer to Appendix E Options Assessment Report Aug 2019 for the 

assessment. 

6.6.2 Point Chevalier Road / Meola Road 

The existing intersection at this location is a give way priority controlled intersection. The following 

options have been considered for incorporation into the short listed route options: 

• Change the priority of the intersection. This would mean that the give-way control on 

Meola Road would be removed and would be installed on the Point Chevalier Road northern 

approach instead. Therefore, Point Chevalier Road northern approach would become the side 

road. This would mean that a dedicated facility could be provided for the full route (without 

terminating) through the intersection. 

• Upgrade the intersection to a signalised intersection. This would allow for signalised pedestrian 

and cycle crossings to be installed so that active mode users can safely cross the road. 

• Upgrade the intersection to a roundabout. Cycle facilities could be provided through the 

roundabout, likely using shared paths as there are space constraints for a fully protected 

roundabout design.  

The change in intersection priority was discounted. An assessment of the option using SIDRA 

intersection modelling software confirmed that the option would result in a significantly poorer 

operation of the intersection compared to the current layout. As no bus facilities are provided at this 

intersection, any impact to general traffic would have the same impact to bus users. There is also 

limited opportunity with this option to provide for people transitioning from the Point Chevalier Road 

northern approach to the facilities on the preferred route and limited opportunity to provide improved 

facilities for walkers. Furthermore, there are challenges in providing a safe design given Point 

Chevalier Road is the expected priority with a T-intersection layout such as this. Therefore, this option 

was discounted as it did not fully address safety issues for people cycling and people walking and 

would result in considerable delay to bus passengers and general traffic. 

The upgrade to a signalised intersection would create some delay to traffic but would allow for safe 

crossing for all walking and cycling movements. The Scheme Assessment Report recommended that 

the signalised intersection was progressed as the preferred option.  

The roundabout option provides the best benefit to motorised road users however at the time of the 

Scheme Assessment, studies showed that in urban areas with pedestrian and cyclists present, 

roundabouts have a very poor crash record and should not normally be considered.  

Feedback from public consultation in 2019 raised concerns about the impact of signalisation on travel 

times. After public consultation and a reconsideration of current best practice, AT recommended that 

this intersection be readdressed and that a roundabout be investigated. An assessment of the 

roundabout has confirmed this option will minimise the impact on travel times for bus passengers and 

general traffic, while improving safety for people walking and cycling. 

It is now recognised that a compact single lane roundabout is generally more in line with safe system 

principles than signalised intersections or priority-controlled intersections. This is because the 

geometry of a roundabout results in lower vehicle speeds and the impact of vehicle collisions is less 

likely to result in death or serious injury20. However, roundabouts are also associated with poor safety 

 
20 Austroads Research Report Understanding and Improving Safe System Intersection Performance, 
Austroads, 2017, pg. 7 
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outcomes for people cycling and people walking. The design of the roundabout can influence this, 

with raised tables on approaches improving safety outcomes for all users. This will be considered 

through the detailed design for the roundabout to ensure alignment with Safe System principles. 

Figure 29: Point Chevalier Road / Meola Road Intersection 

 

6.6.3 Meola Road / Garnet Road  

The current form of this intersection is a roundabout, with two approach lanes on both the Garnet 

Road legs. The multi-lane entry does not provide the best outcomes for pedestrians or people on 

bikes and therefore alternative options have been considered, including signals and roundabout 

metering. 

The assessments supported the proposal of a roundabout on a raised table, with two approach lanes 

on the southern Garnet Road approach and pedestrian (and cyclist) crossings on all approaches as 

shown in Figure 30. 
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Figure 30: Meola Road / Garnet Road Intersection 
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These are annotated on the map inThe preferred option is shown in Figure 31. Refer to the Detailed 
Design Philosophy Statement22, contained in( Appendix H), for more details of the preferred option. 
Refer to Appendix I for the preferred option drawings. 

Figure 31: Map of planned works as part of the preferred option 

 
22Point Chevalier to Westmere Cycleway, Detailed Design Philosophy Statement, dated September 2020, 
prepared by Mott MacDonald NZ 
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7.2 Scope 

The scope of the project is to deliver improvements to Point Chevalier Road, Meola Road and 
Garnet Road. Detailed design is currently being completed for the preferred option. Refer to the Detailed 
Design Philosophy Statement and the design drawings contained in Appendix I for the project scope. 

The scheme design recommended to upgrade the Point Chevalier Road / Meola Road intersection to a 
signalised intersection. However, AT are now proposing to implement a roundabout at the Point 
Chevalier Road / Meola Road intersection.  

AT are proposing a roundabout trial at the intersection to confirm that a roundabout is appropriate. AT 
will implement the trial when funding is received. The temporary trial will occur for a minimum of four 
weeks and will occur during the normal school term (i.e. avoiding school holidays) and when traffic flows 
are considered a reasonably normal level as a result of COVID-19 disruption. This trial needs to be 
completed before the design of the Point Chevalier Road / Meola Road intersection can be finalised. 
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As noted previously, the design of the cycle lanes (around street trees) is being progressed through 
detailed design to minimise the extent of cycle lane narrowing. 
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8.1.1 Improved road safety outcomes and perceptions 

Crashes by Severity are expected to reduce as a result of the preferred option. The preferred option 
will provide a segregated cycle facility for the full route. The design meets the AT TDM Design Standards 
and will ensure that there is enough separation between cyclists and vehicles, including parked 
vehicles, which will improve actual and perceptions of safety. 

There have been eight injury crashes along the corridor in the last five years. With the preferred option 
in place, it is predicted there will be 40 less injury crashes over the next 40-year period, resulting in a 
(non discounted) savings in the social cost of injuries of $19 million. 

In total, 25 raised tables will be provided with this project. Of these, 12 raised tables (with priority 
control) are installed on all side roads to the preferred route. 13 raised tables will be installed along 
the route. This will ensure that vehicle speeds are reduced to 30km/h where people walking and on 
bikes are crossing and will help in creating an overall low speed environment along the route.  

While no traffic calming devices are proposed on other roads within the vicinity of the route, the raised 
tables on the side roads will create a ‘threshold’ type treatment that indicates to drivers they are 
entering a residential area and should therefore help encourage low vehicle speeds across the wider 
area. 

This will improve safety for all road users, including people on bikes that choose not to use the 
dedicated cycle facilities. 

It is proposed to signalise the existing zebra crossing on Point Chevalier Road to a signalised 
crossing. The crossing will be raised to ensure a slow speed on the approach to the crossing  
Signalisation of the crossing will also improve safety for drivers turning right into and out of Tui Street, 
by creating gaps in the traffic stream. 

The traffic calming devices and additional crossings will also improve safety fo  walkers through a 
slower speed environment and more opportunities to easily cross the road. 

Consultation was conducted in 2016 to identify routes within this area of Auckland23 that people would 
prefer as well as to identify any concerns users had about existing routes   

In total, 800 people submitted as part of this wider consultation. The most frequently cited area of 
concern relevant to this project area, with 267 comments, was Meola Road (between Point Chevalier 
Road and Garnet Road). 

Across the preferred route, there was a general feeling of the route being unsafe or dangerous for 
cyclists, both at intersections and at mid-block locations  The main reasons for this included high 
traffic volumes and speeds, conflict with buses, narrow roads, parking hazards and a lack of safe 
crossing facilities. 

In 2019, the scheme design was consulted on and a total of 690 submissions were received. Of 
these, 350 submitters (approximately 50%) indicated they liked the improved cycleways. This was the 
most common theme identified from the feedback. Over 200 submitters stated they liked the improved 
safety and over 200 submitters stated they liked the additional or improved crossing opportunities. 

The Meola Road / Point Chevalier Road intersection is proposed to be upgraded to a roundabout. 
While roundabouts provide sa e ou comes, they can be perceived to be unsafe for active mode users. 
At the Meola Road / Point Chevalier Road intersection, cyclists will transition from the separated 
facilities to a shared path. The design of the ramp and appropriate signage will allow for safe 
transition between the facilities without having to travel through the roundabout (on road). On the 
northern and eastern arm of the Meola Road / Point Chevalier Road intersection, paired cycle and 
pedestrian crossings will be provided.  

The combination of shared paths and paired crossings at the roundabout will address concerns about 
a lack of safe crossing facilities and concerns about the difficulty of transitioning at intersections. In 
addition  this will prevent the introduction of new concerns that could affect perceptions of safety with 
the proposed roundabout. 

Overall, the preferred option will address real and perceived safety concerns on the corridor. 

 
23 Areas included Point Chevalier, Westmere, Grey Lynn, Ponsonby and Herne Bay 
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8.1.2 Increase active transport mode share and participation for all ages, abilities and 
backgrounds 

The project adds approximately 2.8km to the cycling network with the majority of additional facilities 
achieving a QoS level 2 and therefore suitable for all ages and abilities. This increases the spatial 
coverage of cycle lanes and paths in Auckland by 2.8km. 

The provision of dedicated cycle facilities will encourage people to cycle more regularly, particularly 
vulnerable and less confident cyclists.  

Provision of priority-controlled raised crossings will make it easier and safer for people walking to 
cross the road. This will also make it easier for people to walk and cycle to access public transport. 

This will increase the number of pedestrians and cyclists on the route (i.e. the people throughput). 

The provision of dedicated cycle facilities means that over 4,500 more people will live or work with 
400m of cycle infrastructure. In addition, more than 2,700 students will be studying at schools within 
400m of cycle infrastructure. 
 
Walking and cycling mode share is currently at 8.2% - journey to work, the stretch target in the 
Investment Objectives is to triple this to 24%, however this could increase further as the cycle network 
develops and improves cross-city connections for cyclists. For example, the Avondale to New Lynn 
shared path is currently under construction. Once complete, cyclists would be able to travel largely by 
separated facilities between Westmere and Avondale (via the Waterview shared path)  

The Housing Urban Development authority (HUD) is investigating the delivery of over 2,000 new 
dwellings on land currently part of the Unitec precinct. Located in close proximity to Point Chevalier, 
the new facilities would improve cycling access for future residents associated with this development. 

In total, 1,070 cyclists per day are expected by 2038 (more than triple the current volume), based on 
current land use. 

8.1.3 Improve customer experience and the competitiveness of public transport 

The southbound bus lane in the morning and evening peak will improve bus journey times, saving 
on average 45 seconds, which will make bus journeys more competitive with general traffic as shown 
in  Figure 32. 

 

Figure 32: Project benefits for public transport 
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• There was a request from a business owner for a minor relocation of one of the bus stops on 
Point Chevalier Road. This option was presented to the business owner and has been 
accepted and subsequently included in the design.  

• A number of submitters have requested a raised table on the Faulder Street crossing point. 
This will be included in the detailed design. 

• There will be a new paired pedestrian and cycle crossing on Meola Road near Moa Street.  

8.2.2 Urban Design 

Land-use planning has been a key consideration for the project, recognising that people’s satisfaction 

with the street environment is significantly affected by whether people, of all ages and abilities, can 

safely and comfortably access the local services and amenities that they need. 

The project will enhance the amenity of the streetscape and improve people’s satisfaction and 

interaction with their street environment. The preferred option aims to achieve this through providing 

dedicated cycling facilities and improved pedestrian crossing facilities. This will improve access to 

local retail, hospitality, cafes, parks and recreation areas, schools and other community facilities. 

Wherever possible space will be prioritised outside cafes, take-aways and restaurants for outdoor 

dining to take place. Cycle parking will be located in close proximity to businesses, and nearby car 

parking will be providing wherever possible. Use of higher quality concrete paving treatments wil  be 

considered where additional visual amenity is required. 

During the development of options, the preferred route was assessed using the AT Roads and Streets 

Framework in order to determine the future typology.  Although this is based on a version of the 

Roads and Streets Framework that has been superseded, the modal priorities established for the 

preferred route are still appropriate. These modal priorities reflect the constraints within the corridor of 

the preferred route as well as the land-use of the surrounding area. 

A key consideration throughout the development and refinement of options has been the ability to 

retain existing street trees on the preferred route. Many residents expressed concern about street tree 

removal during community consultation, reflecting the importance of the trees to the visual amenity of 

the area. Where street trees could not be retained, options were refined to ensure that new street 

trees could be planted.  

The proposed spatial allocation for pedestrian and cycling infrastructure has been determined though 

reference to the appropriate chapters of the AT TDM (specifically Cycling Infrastructure, Footpaths 

and the Public Realm and Public Transport – Bus Infrastructure draft version) and relevant AT 

Standard Engineering Details. 

The Project Team has carried out extensive consultation with AT internal stakeholders in order to 

achieve a consensus on spatial allocation within the road reserve. In some locations there is 

insufficient space to provide the preferred dimensions as set out in the TDM for all pedestrian, cyclist 

and vehicular facilities within the road reserve. In this situation the Project Team has worked with the 

relevant AT stakeholders to achieve a balanced spatial allocation outcome that delivers the optimal 

outcome relevant to the project objectives listed above, within the framework of a Vision Zero safety 

strategy. This collaboration will continue as the detailed is developed.  

The existing he itage basalt kerbs will be retained for re-use on site. Basalt kerbs are currently located 

along most of Point Chevalier Road, Garnet Road and the eastern and western residential sections of 

Meola Road. Any basalt rock reclaimed from site excavations may be reused in proposed soft 

landscaped areas. 

Street furniture from the standard range of Auckland Transport street furniture will be selected for use 

across the project. This will include benches, seats, bike racks and rubbish/recycling bins and any 

required wayfinding signage. Areas of focus will include intersections, bus stops and rest areas along 

the length of the project.   
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• The removal of street trees from Meola Road will also require works within the protected root 

zone of an existing notable tree and also for trees within the road corridor, which are being 

retained. 

• The removal of street trees, approximately 980m2 of vegetation and approximately 1,200m2 

area of earthworks within the Significant Ecological Area – Terrestrial overlay on Meola Road. 

• Earthworks within the coastal protection yard on Meola Road. 

• Noise and vibration for construction works that exceed the permitted standard within a 

heritage overlay. 

Resource consent was also required under the NESCS for earthworks, as soil testing indicated there 

was soil with concentrations of heavy metals above Auckland Background Concentrations. 

The application for resource consent was non-notified as the Duty Commissioner determined that 

there are no adversely affected persons by the construction of the cycleway. The values of mana 

whenua would not be adversely impacted and the effects during construction works such as noise 

and vibration, while causing some inconvenience, could be mitigated through specific construction 

management measures. 

The Duty Commissioner’s decision on the resource consent is contained in Appendix L. In summary, 

the following reasons for approving the resource consent were noted: 

• Land disturbance will be minimised to areas where earthworks are required, and these works 

will be managed in accordance with Council’s best practices. 

• The works within the Significant Ecological Area overlay will not result in a permanent change 

to the visual landscape. Replacement planting of street trees will ensure the amenity of the 

area is maintained. 

• The impact of earthworks and vegetation removal will be managed to ensure the long-term 

health and well-being of street trees that are retained. 

8.2.6 Land Acquisition 

No land acquisition is required for the preferred option. 

8.2.7 Traffic Modelling 

Intersection of Point Chevalier Road and Great North Road 

LinSig modelling was undertaken for the Poin  Chevalier Road / Great North Road intersection to 

assess the impact of removing the left turn slip lane from Point Chevalier Road to Great North Road.  

The morning and evening peak periods were modelled using traffic volumes from 201724. The existing 

intersection layout was modelled and four options (involving the removal of the left-turn slip lane) were 

tested for comparison.  

The modelling results indicated that the removal of the slip lane would have a negligible impact on the 

performance of the intersection. 

Intersection of Point Chevalier Road and Meola Road 

SIDRA modelling was completed for the Point Chevalier Road / Meola Road intersection to compare 

the traffic impacts of the existing priority controlled intersection with: 

• A signalised intersection; and 

 
24 Traffic volumes have remained reasonably consistent since 2017. The 5-day AADT measured in 
October 2017 on Point Chevalier Road between Great North Road and Montrose Street was 17,592 
veh/day compared to the 5-day AADT measured in October 2019 of 17,560 veh/day. 
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• A roundabout.  

The morning and evening peak periods were modelled using traffic volumes from 2017.  

The results of this assessment indicated that a signalised intersection would typically operate at a 

level of service (LoS) of C or D in the peak periods. AT generally considers this an acceptable level of 

service for signalised intersections in urban areas for the peak periods. 

The proposed roundabout will operate at LoS B in the AM peak period and LoS A in the PM peak 

period. 

Further traffic modelling will be undertaken during the detailed design stage. In addition, to confirm the 

feasibility of installing a roundabout at this location, AT is also proposing to implement a four-week 

roundabout trial, subject to receiving funding. It is proposed to construct the roundabout using low-

cost measures for the trial. This will allow AT to identify any operational issues with the proposed 

design of the roundabout that would need to be addressed further through detailed design. 

Intersection of Meola Road and Garnet Road 

SIDRA modelling was completed for the Meola Road / Garnet Road intersection to compare the traffic 

impacts of the existing multi lane roundabout with: 

• A signalised intersection;  

• A single lane roundabout; and 

• A roundabout with two approach lanes on Garnet Road south.  

Traffic modelling for the single lane roundabout indicated that there would be significant delays to 

traffic if the roundabout was reduced to single lane approaches on Garnet Road  Modelling for the 

signalised intersection showed it would also add significant delays to general vehicles (and therefore 

buses), with queues of over 300m anticipated in the evening peak period in a l options. Consequently, 

the option to retain two traffic lanes at the southern Garnet Road approach is preferred as this has the 

least impacts on general traffic (and therefore buses) whilst also improving safety for pedestrians and 

people on bikes. 

8.2.8 Quality of Service 

To achieve the investment objectives of increased cyc ing mode share, it is essential that the 
preferred option provides a high quality cycling environment. This will contribute to improved 
perceptions of safety and provide a comfortable environment for people cycling. 

The project team has carried out extensive consultation with AT internal stakeholders in order to 
achieve a consensus on spatial allocation within the road reserve. In some locations there is 
insufficient space to provide the preferred dimensions as set out in the TDM for all pedestrian, cyclist 
and vehicular facilities within the road reserve. In this situation the Project Team has worked with the 
relevant AT stakeholders to achieve a balanced spatial allocation outcome that delivers the 
investment objectives. 

The MCA included assessment of each option against the following criteria (under the Transport 
topic): 

Suitable for all ages and abilities of cyclists. High quality facility. 

This was assessed using the AT Quality of Service (QoS) evaluation tool. This evaluates each section 
of a rou e / type of facility against a range of criteria and results in an overall score between 1 (the 
highest quality) and 4 (the lowest quality). 

The preferred option will generally provide a QoS of 2 for the preferred route. The cycle lane will 
narrow around street trees, to an absolute minimum width of 1.3m, for a maximum length of 10m, per 
section of localised narrowing. Collaboration with AT internal stakeholders, including the Design 
Standards team, will continue as the detailed is developed to maximise the QoS where possible. 
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8.2.9 Assessment of Effects 

The preferred option will have both positive and adverse effects on the environment. Nevertheless, 
adverse effects have been assessed as being no more than minor.  

The effects are discussed further in the following sections.  

8.2.9.1 Environmental Impact 

The preferred option will improve the safety (real and perceived), amenity, comfort and attractiveness 

for people walking and cycling in Point Chevalier and Westmere. The preferred option will also 

improve the amenity of the urban realm and streetscape environment while minimising the impacts of 

construction and environmental effects resulting from the removal of street trees and vegetation. 

The construction and operation of the project will generate a range of effects on the environment, both 

positive and adverse. Resource consent has already been granted for the construction of the cycle 

facilities. In the decision for granting consent, the Duty Commissioner noted that adverse effects 

would be no more than minor. 

There are conditions of resource consent that have been developed to avoid or mitigate adverse 

environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the cycle facilities. The mitigation, as 

required by the conditions of consent includes:  

• A Contaminated Land Management Plan is to be finalised prior to commencement of any 

works, outlining the measures in place to avoid contact with contaminated soil during 

earthworks. 

• A Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan is to be finalised prior to 

commencement of any works and will include measures to mitigate impacts to coastal birds 

and impacts to occupants of any buildings near the construction area  This includes avoiding 

construction works during nesting season and timing any exceedances of construction 

noise/vibration to minimise the impact on building occupants  

• A Planting and Maintenance Plan will be finalised, prio  to the removal of any trees or 

vegetation, outlining how the ecological value of the area will be maintained or enhanced 

through planting of new vegetation. 

• A Tree Root Protection Methodology Plan is to be finalised prior to commencing works within 

the protected tree root zone. 

For more detail on how adverse environmental impacts will be avoided or mitigated, refer to the 

Assessment of Environmental Effects in Appendix L. 

In addition to the above, the proposed cyc eway will have positive effects on the environment, notably: 

• Improve real and perceived safety along the route for people on bikes and people walking. 

• Contribute to the implementation of an integrated cycling network, removing gaps in the 

Auckland Cycling Network and improving the existing low levels of service for people cycling. 

• Provide attractive walking and cycling connections between local facilities in the Point 

Chevalier area. 

• Improve the efficiency and reliability of bus services. 

• Improve the amenity of the streetscape through removal of street parking and planting of new 

street trees. 

 

8.2.9.2 Tree alteration and removal 

Providing a separated cycle facility, improvements to walking connections and to public transport 
services and maintaining the existing level of service for general traffic will require some tree removal.  
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Tree alteration and removal has been one of the key considerations throughout the history of the 
project and this is documented in the assessment of long list options, contained in Appendix D Early 
Investigation Report.  

The preferred option has been developed to balance providing a high quality cycling facility, against 
minimising the impact on the environment through tree removal. In some locations on the preferred 
route, the width of the cycle facility will be narrower than the recommended widths specified in the AT 
TDM. This will minimise the impacts on street trees. However, AT has collaborated with the walking 
and cycling specialists in the AT Design Standards team to ensure that the design of the preferred 
option still provides a high quality facility for people cycling.  

The design of the preferred option avoids impacts to the 16 pōhutukawa street trees on 
Point Chevalier Road. However, as noted above, approximately 35 mature street trees will need to be 
removed from Meola Road. 

An Aboricultural Assessment (Appendix E) has been completed for the street trees on Meola Road 
and it has been noted that the majority of these are in poor health, resulting from on-going tree 
alteration and trimming for the overhead powerlines. Of the street trees on Meola Road, only one is a 
native species and the remaining are non-native species. 

The Aboricultural Assessment recommended the removal of the trees on Meola Road and resou ce 
consent has been granted for this removal. 

The design of the preferred option allows for street trees to be replanted on Meola Road   
Approximately 45 street trees will be replanted, to replace the 35 street trees that are removed. 

The locations and quantities of the new street trees was investigated in detail through the appointed 
arborist GreensceneNZ, in conjunction with the Auckland Council arborist. An Ecological Assessment 
has been completed and this has confirmed that replacing the non-native species with native species 
will improve the biodiversity and ecological value of the area and will therefore have positive effects. 

For more details refer to Assessment of Environmental Effects in Appendix L. 

8.2.9.3 Other effects 

A Visual Impact Assessment was prepared and noted that the removal of street trees during 

construction would result in a moderate to high impact on the visual amenity of the streetscape. 

Nevertheless, the impact on visual amenity will be mitigated in the short-term through replacement 

with new trees as well as through the removal of on-st eet parking. As the new trees mature, the 

visual amenity of the environment will further improve and impacts to visual amenity are not expected 

in the long-term. 

There are no outstanding or significant na ural features and landscapes in proximity to the proposed 

option, and there are no known potential hazard risks. The proposed option would be constructed, 

maintained and operated fully within the road reserve and therefore would have no effect on the 

archaeological and heritage a eas near the route. 

As described in Section 8.2.2, the basalt kerbs on Point Chevalier Road have heritage value. To 

reduce the impact of the cycleway on heritage, it is proposed to retain and re-use the basalt kerbs. 

The increase in people walking, cycling and using bus services will reduce demand for private vehicle 

travel. Therefore, it is expected that vehicle pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions will reduce, 

improving air quality for the surrounding area. 

Sections of the route are expected to traverse a closed landfill, with construction activities in these 

areas presenting a potential risk to workers through disturbance of the landfill cover and subsequent 

exposure of refuse or release of landfill gas. Exposure will result in only short-term effects to the 

health of workers involved in construction. 
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Land disturbance activities associated with construction are expected to impact a shallow area of soil 

and therefore not expected to encounter waste materials.  

There will be no long-term effects on the natural environment. 

8.2.9.4 Proposed mitigation 

Mitigation is required for a range of activities for the project, as noted above. 

Where trees are removed, a Tree Protection Methodology will be used to ensure that tree removal 

does not impact the root zone for trees that are to remain.  The trees that are removed will be 

replaced with trees that, in the long-term, will be of greater ecological value. A Replanting and 

Maintenance Plan will be finalised and implemented over a five-year period to ensure that the 

replanted trees are maintained. This will ensure that the ecological value and amenity of the area is 

not impacted in the long-term as the result of tree removal. 

It is also considered that amenity effects will be mitigated through the street enhancements which will 

result from the introduction of the cycleway and the removal of on-street parking along the route. 

Construction has the potential to impact nesting birds or fledglings and the occupants of buildings 

near any construction works, through construction noise and vibration. To mitigate these impacts, 

construction works will be minimised or avoided, where possible, during the bird nesting season. In 

addition, prior to the commencement of any construction works for the day, the immediate area will be 

checked for any nesting birds. If nesting birds are identified, construction works cannot re-commence 

until a suitably qualified ecologist determines there are no longer nesting birds in the area. The 

impacts of construction works to building occupants will be minimised by communicating with 

occupants the hours that construction works will be occurring. Where activities result in noise or 

vibration exceeding the permitted threshold, these activities will be scheduled to occur at times when 

it will cause less disruption for building occupants. 

As noted above, the Contaminated Land Management Plan will be finalised prior to commencing any 

construction works. This will detail the health and safety measures that will be put in place should any 

worker come into contact with hazardous material and how monitoring for hazardous material will be 

conducted. The Contaminated Land Management Plan will also detail the earthworks and sediment 

control measures to minimise the amount of land disturbance occurring at any one time.  

For more details refer to Assessment of Environmental Effects in Appendix L. 

8.2.10 Asset Management 

The required management regime and costs have been specified and included in the financial case 
and economic case.  

8.2.11 Joint Working 

This is discussed in Section 10.11, including financial contributions from maintenance budgets in line 

with the “dig-once” approach. 

8.2.12 Social Impact 

While it is difficult to quantify the social impacts of any proposal, the impact of the project on the local 

community was a key consideration in the development and assessment of options.  The project aims 

to contribute to community well-being by making it easier for people to access local destinations, 

making walking and cycling safer and more comfortable and ensuring the streetscape environment is 

enhanced. 
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The economics evaluation has used SIDRA models of the Point Chevalier Road/Meola Road 

intersection.  These models have used existing traffic data and have been used to compare the traffic 

impacts of the existing priority control to the proposed roundabout control.   

The models have been used to determine the general traffic effects of the proposed changes to the 

Point Chevalier Road/Meola Road intersection, using standard economic evaluation procedures.  

Economic effects included are: 

• Travel times 

• Congestion (driver frustration) 

• Vehicle operating costs 

• Emissions costs 

• Trip reliability costs 

 

The latter three economic effects have been estimated based on the travel time and congestion costs.  

We note that the travel time and congestion cost savings typically account for 70-80% of the general 

traffic benefits, as is expected to be the case for this project. 

LINSIG models have been used for the Point Chevalier Road/Great North Road intersection, and 

these have allowed the calculation of the bus travel time and reliability benefits associated with the 

proposed morning and evening peaks, southbound bus lane on Point Chevalier Road.   

Traffic effects at the Meola Road/Garnet Road intersection have been omitted from the economic 

evaluation, as the eastbound approach lane being removed is currently little used   Removing this 

lane is not expected to have a significant economic effect.  It is assumed that the metering proposed 

for the westbound approach will be applied only when this will provide a benefit to other approaches, 

and that the economic effects are positive.  As a result, omitting this metering from the economics is a 

conservative assumption. 

We have assumed that peak period traffic volumes will remain constant into the future (ie 0% growth). 

Safety benefits 

Safety benefits have been calculated for the various road safety elements of the project.  The analysis 

has considered the reported crash history from July 2015 to June 2020, inclusive.  Crash reductions 

have been applied to the following project elements: 

Traffic calming throughout the project; a 20% crash reduction factor has been applied to existing 

general traffic crashes, from Waka Kotahi’s Crash Estimation Compendium  

Removing of all on-street car parking on Meola Road, and the removal of on-street parking on the 

west side of Point Chevalier Road; a 100% crash reduction factor has been applied to general traffic 

crashes related to parked or parking cars 

The proposed separated cycle infrastructure: an assumed 50% crash reduction has been applied to 

the reported cyclist crashes on the project’s length. The Crash Estimation Compendium does not 

provide a crash reduction factor for separated cycleways, but it is noted that 4 of the 5 reported cyclist 

crashes would be very unlikely if the project was in place.  The fifth, involving a car manoeuvring out 

of a driveway, may have been less likely to occur if the project makes cyclists more conspicuous 

Raised tables, kerb extensions and zebra crossings throughout the project; an 80% crash reduction 

factor has been applied to reported pedestrian crashes, from Waka Kotahi’s Pedestrian Planning and 

Design Guide, table 6.4).  This crash reduction factor applies to raised zebra crossings but omits the 
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With a High results alignment and a BCR range of 1.2 (EEM) to 1.8 (MBCM), the project achieves an 

IAF priority order of 5.   

9.8 Incremental Assessment 

The different options considered on this project had elements which were the same in all cases. For 

example, one option may have had unidirectional cycle lanes on Point Chevalier Road  or a 

roundabout as opposed to traffic signals at the junction of Point Chevalier and Meola, but all options 

had bi-directional cycle lanes on Meola Road as this was the only viable solution. Consequently, it 

was difficult to consider the options considered as mutually exclusive. Further, the other options 

tended to be ruled out for other reasons such as failing to meet minimum standards in the Transport 

Design Manual or failing safety assessments. In light of the above an incremental analysis was not 

practicable. 

9.9 Do-Minimum Option 

The Do-Minimum was the Do-Nothing option apart from the rehabilitation work discussed in Section 9 3 
Project Costs. 

9.10 Economic Peer Review 

Comment on any significant findings from the peer review and AT’s response. 
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10.9 Funding Assumptions 

The funding assumption is made that the activity will be funded from Auckland Transport’s local share 
(49%) with 51% Transport Agency’s contribution (subject to Transport Agency’s funding approval). 

The underlying assumption is that the cost estimates are accurate within -15%+25% and there will be 
no budget overruns. 

10.10 Financial Risk 

Alternative funding sources are not being considered; therefore, project financing risk has not been 
assessed. 

10.11 Joint working opportunities 

This project has captured a number of opportunities to cooperate on adjoining projects or major related 
maintenance works. These include:  

10.11.1 Meola Road Pavement Rehabilitation 

The rehabilitation of the Meola Road pavement has been on the maintenance programme for several 
years but was deferred in order to undertake the works in conjunction with the cycleway in-line with 
AT’s “dig once” policy. The construction of the cycleway along Meola Road results in a reduction in 
width from 9.1 to 7.0 metres and a shift in both the horizontal and vertical alignments. This re-alignment 
is not uniform due to the varying nature of Meola Road and as a result of the adjacent constraints (trees, 
crossings, bus infrastructure, bridges).  

The result of this is that the centreline of Meola Road will have a significant and varying shift. Kerbs on 
both sides will need to be re-aligned. Meola Road will require a significant amount of re-shaping as a 
result of the cycleway construction. By incorporating the pavement rehabilitation into the project, the 
project significantly benefits because there is a financial contribut on from the maintenance budget of 
$2,474,340. This amount also covers some strengthening of Meola Road to meet the required structural 
capacity over the design life of the Meola Road pavement.  It is noted if the cycleway was to progress 
without the rehabilitation, a pavement in such poor condition would have required significant preparation 
works, just for a re-shaping.  

A 6-week closure is likely required for the construction works. As an ancillary benefit, considering the 
space constraints and heavy tidal flow during morning and evening peaks, undertaking both works at 
the same time is a significant benefit to the local community, commuters and Auckland Transport. 
Separately, the projects would have created disruption for nearly twice this time period.  

Combining the project with the rehabilitation therefore shares a works scope required by both projects, 
as well as minimising disruption.  

10.11.2 Point Chevalier Resurfacing 

The construction of the cycleway on Point Chevalier Road, associated traffic calming, intersection 
improvements and bus lane requires kerb lines to be moved and lanes to be re-marked due to the 
horizontal shift. There will likely be significant temporary marking and blacking out of existing lines, 
which will leave the surface in poor condition at the end of construction. The only viable option is re-
surfacing of Point Chevalier Road when works are complete. 

The project will therefore receive funding from the maintenance budget of $825,660 as a contribution 
to resurfacing Point Chevalier Road. 

10.11.3 Integration of Greenway Connections Motions Road to Meola Road 

A new walking and cycling shared path known as the ‘Greenways Connection’ between Motions Road 
and Meola Road will be constructed at approximately the same time on MOTAT owned land. The project 
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team have been working in coordination with MOTAT and Western Springs College (from which 
students currently use this route en masse and will benefit most from the new connectivity) to ensure a 
safe connection between the two cycle facilities. In response, we have adjusted the location of the 
proposed crossings and bus stops on Meola Road and included a raised table at the MOTAT entrance.  
This will assist with traffic calming and provide a safe crossing point for pedestrians and people on bikes 
joining the new cycleway on Meola Road. 

10.11.4 Streetscape and Ecological Value 

The streetscape and ecological value along Point Chevalier Road and Meola Road will be enhanced 
as part of the project. Four new pōhutakawa trees are planned for Point Chevalier Road to complement 
the existing pōhutakawa. On Meola Road, space requirements dictate the need to remove 
approximately 35 trees which are non-native species. These trees have been significantly damaged by 
the trimming for the overhead power lines and require further trimming in order to meet the mandatory 
safety clearance for high vehicles.  

The project team have worked closely with an arborist to assess and make recommendations for the 
changes. AT have also communicated the tree replacement proposal to Iwi, who are fully supportive 
particularly because the replacement trees will be native trees.  

The native trees support native wildlife and will contribute to the regeneration of species that are 
threatened by lack of habitat and food. The proposal will replace approximately 35 non-native specifies 
with 45 native species, increasing the total number of street trees.  

10.11.5 Stormwater Treatment 

The project has a negative net contribution to vehicle trafficked impervious area, as Point Chevalier 
Road, Meola Road and Garnet Road all capture existing carriageway for the cycleway. This will result 
in the effective reduction of contaminant run-off in stormwater. The project will also implement some 
stormwater treatment in the form of rain gardens and stormwater filters.  

AT have coordinated with the Healthy Waters team at Auckland Council, who have indicated their 
willingness to contribute financially for these facilities. The level of he Healthy Waters contribution is 
not yet known. Healthy Waters will also become the owners and maintainers of the resultant stormwater 
infrastructure.  

10.11.6 Lighting 

All of the existing lighting in the project area is High Pressure Sodium (HPS) lamps. The entire project 
area will be upgraded to Light Emitting Diode (LED) lamps. The changes to lighting include: 

• New poles required because of new infrastructure (such as crossings)  

• Replacement poles because of changed geometry / location  

• Same pole in same position but upgraded lamp to LED.  

The project will fund the costs of project related changes, but lamp upgrades will be installed by the AT 
Street Lighting department from their own budget.  

This will result in uniform lighting and a substantial improvement to current conditions across the whole 
project area.  

10.11.7 Power Line Undergrounding 

Over the years most of the project route has had the power lines undergrounded (about 1.8km out of 
2.4km). However, there remains about 600 metres on Meola Road west that is contains overhead power 
lines.  There has been substantial pressure from the community to get this section completed.  

For this project, the undergrounding is not essential. However, the 600 metres of overhead lines will 
need relocation (an approximatel 1 metre lateral shift) in order to provide the new cycleway. The cost 
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the area throughout the project lifecycle. This issue will affect the reputational outcome for AT, 

particularly as the project is combining the Meola Road rehabilitation delivery with the Point Chevalier 

cycleway. 

There is an opportunity for a Contractor to add value during the design phase in innovation and 

efficiency, as well as effectively manage supply chain pressures. The ECI model allows for early 

identification of design optimising opportunities and appropriate allocation of risk to the party best able 

to manage that risk. 

An informal market sounding of AT Tier 1 Panel members and other Contractors with prior experience 

of roadside civil and pavement rehabilitation projects could indicate whether an appetite to tender for 

the Point Chevalier cycleway project is robust. Prior to issuing a Request for Tender (RFT) it is intended 

to arrange a pre-tender interactive with interested tenderers. During the tender period, opportunities for 

a further tenderer-specific interactive will be arranged to respond to questions and comments arising 

during the tender submission period.  

By adopting this approach, tenderers would discuss how they would address the key project issues 

before finalising their tenders, rather than addressing details of these issues after a contract is let. This 

would give both the tenderer and AT greater certainty about the acceptability of the offer being tendered.   

Of particular relevance, will be information on how the tenderer proposes staging the construction works 

given working on pavement rehabilitation, resurfacing and cycleway projects to be delivered under one 

package of works and minimizing disruptions along the route. 

After consideration, the project team recommend pursuing an Early Tender procurement as likely to 

achieve the best overall outcome for this project subject to market engagement to gauge the Contractor 

appetite for this model. 

The contract will be professional service bespoke contract based on the Downtown Infrastructure 
Programme precedent, which will be novated to a modified NZS3910:2013 contract reflecting the ECI 
model. These modifications will be informed by prior ECI lessons learned, particularly the recent 
Downtown Infrastructure Programme ECI contract. 

Supplier Selection Method 

The following Supplier Selection method is recommended for the proposed Contract Model: 

Stage 1 (Pre-Construction):  

• AT Quality Based Method with fixed P&G and margins for Stage 1 and Stage 2  

• Pricing to be cost reimbursable, as established on a tendered schedule of rates to a capped 
estimate. 

Stage 2 (Construction):  

• Novation to a modified NZS3910:2013 contract subject to satisfactory completion of the pricing, 
design, documentation, approvals and procurement activities during Pre-Construction; 

• Subtrades tendered competitively with AT evaluation involvement/oversight, with fixed P&G 
and margins established at Pre-Construction tender; 

• Self-performing work to be priced on an open book basis reconciled against an independent 
parallel estimate  This function to be performed by a suitably ECI-experienced Quantity 
Surveyor; and, 

• At completion of detailed design, a final reconciliation between the Contractor and parallel 
estimator to agree a lump sum or target price for the entirety of Stage 2. 

The preferred tenderer should be chosen on: 

• Demonstrated track record and relevant experience of road corridor working and the ECI 
contract model; 

• The competency and experience of the proposed Contractor team; 

• Demonstrated mature health and safety, quality, supply chain management and other 
processes being robust, well-supported and appropriate to the scale, challenges and 
complexity of the project; 
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• Two Stage approach including an evaluated Registration of Interest (ROI) stage 

• Single Stage approach 
 

Tier 1 Panel 

Approaching the Tier 1 Panel would be the quickest route to engagement. All the contractors are pre-
qualified and there is an existing and well-understood contractual framework in place. It is expected that 
the works would attract interest from several of the Panel members, given that most of the work is 
general civil. Procurement is not proposed to be restricted to the Tier 1 supplier panel on the basis of 
the Panel Agreement: “Where there are works that Auckland Transport determines, in its sole discretion, 
to contain elements that are of a specialised nature (e.g., value of building structure is more than 50% 
of the contract value... Auckland Transport may choose to procure such works from outside of the 
Panel.” 

Two Stage 

A two stage approach where an initial ROI uses quality-based evaluation criteria to shortlist 
approximately three tenderers for a second RFT stage is not recommended. One of the advantages of 
the ROI is it allows a long list of interested tenderers to be short listed to leave a manageable but still 
competitive group for the RFT stage; however indications are that, whilst the market is competitive  
there are a limited number of suppliers that could complete the works. 

Single Stage Approach 
A single stage approach can be carried out within a shorter timeframe, eliciting greater benefits from 
the ECI model by involving the Contractor in the project during late preliminary design stage. Given the 
limited number of suitably experienced Contractors expected to tender for the project, short listing of 
tenderers through a two stage approach is not considered necessary.  

Recommended 

The single stage approach is recommended. 

11.7 Payment Mechanisms  

The proposed payment mechanisms will be based on AT physical works suppliers panel framework 
and will be linked to performance and availability.  

11.8 Pricing Framework and Charging Mechanisms 

The AT physical works suppliers panel framework would have its own measures including incentives, 
deductions and performance targets. 

11.9 Contract Length 

The scenarios for contract length and proposed key contractual clauses will be confirmed as part of the 
procurement process. They will generally reflect the programme for the implementation phases 
provided in Section 13 below. 

11.10 Contract Management  

Contract Management will be executed in accordance with the Contract. 

 Management Case 

This project will be developed and delivered by Auckland Transport utilising the Project Management 
Framework (PMF15) unless otherwise stated in this document. Contract Management will be executed 
in accordance with the Contract. 
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12.8 Project Controls  

Project Meetings 

The project will use standard project meeting templates such as: 

Meeting Agenda 

Meeting Minutes 

Projects Meetings for each stage: 

Project initiation meeting 

Kick-off meeting 

Design Workshops 

Risk workshops 

Project team meetings 

Design review meetings 

Stakeholder meetings 

Pre-tender meetings 

The project team will also undertake a number of stakeholder presentations to key stakeholders, both 
internal and external. This includes the Albert Eden and Waitemata Local Boards, the AT Executive 
Team, NZTAWaka Kotahi, Iwi and the Tier 1 Panel Contractors.   

12.9 Risk Management 

In order to mitigate generic risks and project specific risks that emerge through a project, a Risk 
Management Plan has been implemented in the following manner: 

Hold risk workshops with key stakeholders at project milestones. 

Update the existing Risk Register that identifies both inherent and residual risks. 

Regular monitoring and updating of the Risk Register until project completion. 

Risk management in accordance with controls and mitigation identified in the Risk Register. 

A project risk register has been established and maintained throughout the life of the project. This will 
be reviewed at each progress meeting and the top 5 key risks have been included in the monthly PHR. 
A risk assessment has been completed and potential risks have been identified of high to low threats. 

The top risks are: 

Project Funding: If the project does not receive it’s co-funding from NZTA Waka Kotahi the 

construction may not go ahead, due to lack of funding.  

The design: The project exists in a busy urban environment with substantial coordination between 

design issues required within existing (mostly spatial) constrains. The risk Is that the designers 

are unable to achieve a safe design that balances the risk between absolute design standards 

and practical solutions.  

The project is reliant upon the relocation of power infrastructure. The timing of the infrastructure 

relocation could impact the construction programme of the main contractor.  

Design risk workshops have been held. A Pre-construction risk workshop will also be undertaken, 

prior to commencement of physical works. The risk register will be maintained as a live 

document throughout the project life 

Any significant risks or issues that arise and have not been identified or sufficiently allowed for and 

which affects budget and time by the criteria above, project manager will assess the risk. If the risk level 

changes due to new situation, it will be presented to the Sponsor through PHR 

12.10 Issue Management 

The project maintains an issues register that will be used throughout the project life.  It is treated as a 

working document and, at this stage, forms a key component of the communication between the project 

delivery team, planners and the designers.  

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N ACT 19
82



   
 
 

113 | P a g e  
 

Project Tolerances 

The Project Manager is notifying the Project Sponsor via the monthly project status report of any 

changes that sit outside accepted tolerances. Any change to the project scope and deliverables, or 

departure from the project requirements will require a formal Project Change Request which must be 

authorised by the Project Control Group. Guidelines for criteria that would be specifically addressed are 

as follows.  

Scope 

Any change in scope by the client, end user, other party will be assessed first by the project manager 

by completing a scope change request application. The time/ cost impact of the requested scope 

change will be presented to the Change Project Control Group (CPCG) and the project Sponsor for 

approval before implementation. The outcome of the CPCG and Sponsor’s decisions will be reported 

in the monthly PHR. 

The scope change will not be implemented until the project manager has the written approval to effect 

the change. 

Budget 

If the design phase budget is forecast to exceed the approved budget, then the project manager will 

initiate the variation to the budget process for consideration by the Sponsor. Approved variations will 

be reported in the monthly PHR.  For Transport Agency subsidised projects, a copy will also be sent to 

the Funding team to initiate a Cost Scope Adjustment (CSA)to help offset the additional cost of the 

project. 

The project manager cannot commit additional budget until it is approved by the appropriate financial 

delegation. The project manager will realistically reforecast the total expected cost of the project on a 

monthly basis within SAP system. 

Programme 

If the design phase project schedule baseline date for completion is likely to extend by one month or 

more, the project manager will assess the cost implications of the extension of time and present to the 

Sponsor for approval. The outcome of the Sponsor’s decision will be reported in the monthly PHR  

12.11 Quality Management 

The project has maintained standard quality standards appropriate for AT, specifically: 

AT Code of Practice (Design Manual) 

Austroads Standards 

Safe systems approach 

Urban Design Framework 

Standard Engineering Detail (S.E.D) 

Development Code NZ & Auckland 

CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design) 

Accessibility Standards 

Any deviation rom the standards would require sign-off by the Policy & AMP Specialist (Robert 
McSpadden) and the project manager will be responsible for initiating and close- off of the standard AT 
quality deviation/departure process. 

The following reviews of the documentation has been undertaken at suitable stages of the design phase 

to maintain the quality, 

Technical peer review by the AT specialist staff. 

Technical peer reviews of the design documentation by an external consultant. 

Peer review of economic analysis and cost estimates. 
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The Independent Road Safety Auditor is an external consultant. 

The Road Safety Audit response by the designer. 

The Internal Road Safety Engineer will review and provide comments  

The Project Manager will make the final decision. 

Health and Safety 

Confirmation of health and safety requirements will be finalised once a contractor for physical works is 

in place. 

Post Implementation 

As part of the project, it is proposed to install permanent cycle counters to measure the changes in 

cyclists following implementation. This is a separate piece of work which is being done for all Urban 

Cycleway Projects. 
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 Assessment profile 

The project was assessed using the NZ Transport Agency Investment Assessment Framework (IAF). 
It is based on the accumulated strategic case, options assessment and economic case. An assessment 
profile of HL has been determined for the project using the Transport Agency’s funding allocation 
process as detailed below: 

Results alignment of the problem, issue or opportunity that is being addressed: High 

The meets the following criteria for a High rating 

“Safety 

o “Addresses a high predicted walking or cycling safety risk” 

Urban KiwiRAP indicates Point Chevalier Road between Gt 
North Road and Meola Road has a Medium High Collective Risk 
classification. This is reflected in crash statistics which indicated 
that between 2015 and 2019, 5 of the 6 active mode crashes 
occurred midblock. 

o “Addresses a high perceived safety risk to the use of a mode” 

Consultation responses often mention the issue of Meola Road 
and Point Chevalier Road being a hostile environment for 
pedestrians, especially when they need to cross the road. 

“Access – liveable cities 

o Targets the completion and promotion of networks in major 
metros to enable access to social and economic opportunities” 

The project forms part of the Auckland Urban Cycleways 
Programme (UCP) and the wider Auckland Cycling PBC.  
Together with existing cycle infrastructure such as the 
Northwestern Cycleway, other components of the UCP already 
under construction such as the Waitemata Safe Routes, the 
Herne Bay walking and cycling improvements and the Victoria 
Street Cycleway, as well as futu e cycle infrastructure, the 
project forms a part of a cohesive cycle network for Auckland’s 
inner west.  It will enable cycle access from the inner west to 
social and economic opportunities within the city centre. 

o “Supports increasing the uptake of children using walking and 
cycling especially to and from school” 

The project enables increased numbers of school children to 
travel to Point Chevalier Primary, Pasadena Intermediate, 
Western Springs College and Westmere School by bicycle.  It 
also improves existing pedestrian crossing facilities for children 
walking to these schools. 

“Environment 

o Enables a significant modal shift from private motor vehicles to 
act ve modes” 

The project enables a significant mode shift away from private 
car travel to active modes, primarily for commute to work and 
school trips. 

 

 

Cost-benefit appraisal rating of the proposed solution: Low 
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As discussed in Section 9 the Point Chevalier to Westmere Cycleway is 
expected to have a BCR of 1.2.   

Investment Assessment Framework (IAF) Prioritisation 

With a High results alignment and a BCR of 1.2, the project achieves an IAF 
priority order of 5. 
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