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Introduction 

The Mt Roskill Safer Communities project is being entered for the ‘Best Public Works Project under $5.0m’. 
Delivery of this upgrade is the result of strong collaboration between Auckland Transport, Mackie Research, 
GHD and TSL.   
  

This project has incentivised active mode choice for journeying between schools, shops, and public 
transport hubs in the community, delivering long term health and environmental benefits. Aligning with 
Auckland Transport's 'Vision Zero', the upgrade has introduced a shared path, speed calming measures 
and safe crossing points for pedestrians and cyclists on Carr Road and Frost Road.    
 

Before the upgrade, the area had a high concentration of unsafe situations. Located near three schools, 
light industrial businesses, and residential areas, this upgrade has responded to community feedback 
requesting safety interventions and increased road safety for a high volume of vulnerable users in the 
area.   

 

Through detailed planning measures and a three-phase approach to community engagement, the project 
has put the wider community at the heart of design and delivery. The upgrade is future-proofed, connecting 
to existing walking routes and future greenways planned for the Mt Roskill area by the Local Board, and 
accounting for planned development in the area. It has de-incentivised car use without attracting negative 
media attention, despite the removal of some car parking spaces. In doing so, the project has successfully 
delivered long term behaviour change interventions and delivered learnings that will be applied to projects 
in the future.    
 

Contact: Meera Kanaganayagam, meera.kanaganayagam@at.govt.nz 
 

 
Auckland Mayor, Local Councillor, and local school children  
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Planning  

The Mt Roskill Safer Communities programme was developed to build on Auckland Transport’s (AT) 
successful programme of safety behaviour change campaigns. By going one step further and combining 
safety investment improvements and a proactive roading policy with a continual safety campaign, this 
project aimed to incentivise long term active mode use in the Mt Roskill area.  

The project was developed under the thinking that the quality and positioning of pedestrian network 
facilities has an impact on individual health and road safety. Poor pedestrian and cycling facilities can 
create a perception that the area is not walkable or safe, discouraging the uptake of active modes. To 
determine a suitable area to carry this project out, a combination of GIS analysis, desktop study, 
consultation and site visits were used to select which community to target.  

Abley Ltd developed an accessibility model to identify areas with the highest potential for safety and 
accessibility improvements using data to prioritise areas/zones based on risks and the potential for mode 
shift. Buy-in and willingness of local community groups, Local Board, schools, and NZ Police were gauged 
through consultation and determined essential to project success.  

 

Local students and staff, with AT representatives 

The Mt Roskill Community was identified as an area with a high potential for mode shifts. It was also 
selected due to the location of a campus accommodating three schools with a combined total of 
approximately 3,300 students and approximately 50% of the students enrolled out of zone. Several large 
developments are also expected to increase population size and the number of in zone students in the 
area.   

Together, the project's area of focus was developed iteratively and collaboratively with AT’s Road Safety 
team in collaboration with community stakeholders. Mackie Research held a series of internal and external 
stakeholder workshops with key stakeholders such as Waka Kotahi, NZ Police, Local Board liaison, 
residents' groups, commercial groups, and mana whenua. Local education and sports centres were 
engaged separately. AT's planning frameworks were then used to decide project interventions, and this was 
followed by another two phases of consultation with the community.   
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The final outcomes of the project were determined as improving -   

 Infrastructure to target safety and ease of walking at key sites 

 Driver behaviour  

 Road crossing features for pedestrians 

 Ease and pleasantness of walking 

 Perceived increased in safety 

  

To achieve these, several project options were initially considered, and learnings were taken from 
previous projects AT had run. One of the key learnings of this was to increase community engagement over 
an extended timeframe to enable a more transformative approach. Innovative, bold, and community-
focused improvements were deemed essential to the success of a future project. A human science expert 
also consulted throughout the process to ensure long-lasting changes to the community. 

Originally, the design options had included widened footpath on either side of the road, a roundabout 
crossing and signalisation. Community feedback throughout the process and the impact of physical 
constraints led to changes in this proposal. Ultimately, project outcomes were achieved through an effective 
community engagement approach.   

Excellence & Innovation  

The Mt Roskill Safer Communities project demonstrated technical excellence and innovation through an 
ongoing commitment to community outcomes throughout the planning, design, and delivery phases. 
Technical excellence has been demonstrated through the efficient delivery of the project well within the 
construction budget, despite COVID-19 disruptions and drought restrictions.  

Applying a different technical methodology during the early planning stages of the project inspired an 
innovative approach from the outset. In the past, similar projects around schools have often been focused 
on the immediate area around the school and not the wider community. By adopting this new way of 
working, the project has implemented changes to the transport network that will support an increase in local 
residential development and promote long term, sustainable outcomes.     

An innovative, three-phase approach to community engagement has enabled a broad range of local 
stakeholders to have their say through various online and offline channels. This project has demonstrated 
how stakeholder feedback, regardless of whether it is an opposing view, can be incorporated delivery of a 
transport project without deviating from desired outcomes. Throughout delivery public sentiment on the 
project increased, despite challenges presented by disgruntled, high profile stakeholders initially opposed to 
the removal of car parks. Excellent execution of this engagement approach has supported the project's 
success, as an engaged community is more receptive to change.    

Delivering the project within construction budget can be attributed to strong collaboration between AT, GHD 
and TSL, as well as project planning and staging of construction. During construction, GHD chose to use 
fibre reinforced concrete for the construction of vertical treatments at the Carr Road/Frost Road 
intersection, such as for raised crossings and island aprons. Fibre-reinforced concrete was chosen because 
of its fast-setting ability, assisting construction efficiency, and reducing road closure time.    

Since construction, the project has been piloting further change using tactical urbanism to encourage the 
use of the park and walk routes. By placing planter boxes over the parking bays in front of the schools, the 
potential future removal of these spaces can be trailed. This gives parents the chance to adapt to a new 
way of doing the school drop off and trial the park and walk routes, their feedback will be considered in the 
ultimate decision making.      

Finally, the successful delivery of the project’s outcomes has set a precedent for a new way of planning the 
decarbonisation of transport networks in the city. Traffic calming measures and pedestrian crossing 
facilities have not been regularly applied as a combined package of works in the Auckland context.  
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Learning from this project will help enhance current frameworks for encouraging walking activity thanks to 
improved pedestrian data collection, monitoring and evaluation in gauging the quantitative impact of 
infrastructure on behaviour change. This successful project of works has demonstrated that adopting a 
‘whole of community' approach can improve safety, incentivise active modes and support the health and 
wellbeing of users now, and in the future. 

Stakeholder Engagement 

A rigorous and extensive three-phase approach has been taken to support the stakeholder engagement 
process throughout the design stages of the project, informing decision making around the ‘what’, ‘where’ 
and ‘why’ of the project. Feedback from the engagement process informed the location and type of safety 
interventions implemented.    

The following stakeholder groups were identified - 

 Three schools in the area   

 Local businesses   

 Maata Waka   

 Albert-Eden local board   

 Local residents   

  

Phase 1 was carried out before the design and consultant’s involvement to identify challenges and issues. 
During this stage, the community was asked to identify locations where they found it hard to cross. Phase 2 
was carried out during the concept design/artistic design consultation. This intended to inform the 
community and allow them to input ideas before the designs were finalised, reducing the risk of possible 
community resistance against the new designs. Finally, Phase 3 of community consultation involved the 
community in design options, detailed changes, developed solutions. Seeking feedback particularly from 
those directly affected by the proposals.  
 
During the design and delivery phases, the project faced several challenges from residents and local 
groups. Some key stakeholder groups were seemed sceptical of what the project could deliver. Over time, 
the engagement team demonstrated the value of the planned work and proposed designs were amended to 
suit community needs. The diversity of the engagement team was a key element of this success, as 
members of the team could speak the same language as some of the local business owners.  

Feedback collected during this engagement influenced the final design. Initially, the project had planned to 
install a grass berm/low-level planting between property boundaries and the footpath. After listening to the 
concerns of local businesses, this was removed to allow truck tracking and maintenance issues. Local 
businesses also raised concern about the removal of a pickup/drop off area on Frost Road which led to the 
planter box trial (currently in progress). Discussion with Local Board identified a Local Board proposed 
Greenway (cycling) project nearby, and the design was changed to ensure alignment with new Greenway 
facility.   

The project’s plan to remove parking spaces was heavily contested. A lot of businesses were utilising the 
road reserve owned by Auckland Transport as a private car park. The initial design for the project involved 
the reclamation of this space to accommodate the widening of footpaths on either side of the road. To 
address these concerns, a diverse engagement team met individually with affected stakeholders. As a 
result, the design was amended to a widened footpath on one side of the road, which has less 
encroachment issues and therefore less impact on overall parking loss.   

Before construction, AT and TSL visited almost hundred businesses to discuss the construction 
programme. Any concerns raised were discussed and resolved collaboratively, to ensure minimal disruption 
to businesses in the area.  
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The success of the project can be attributed to the attention paid to our engagement approach. As a result 
of the relationships, we have built here, we expect a significant improvement to future engagement efforts 
in the area.  

 
Example of community engagement  

 

Community & Economic Contribution 

 
Successful delivery of this project has resulted in major benefits for the council community and region. The 
community has benefited from this project's holistic approach to implementing change. By working closely 
with the community through the design phases, educating them on the benefits of the shift to active modes, 
and providing better, safer pedestrian infrastructure, the project has successfully promoted the uptake of 
walking.   

The project has focused on strategic improvements that benefit the wider community. It has listened to the 
voices of stakeholders and taken wider community infrastructure into account - incorporating journey routes 
to town centres, transit hubs and key walking destinations. This has demonstrated how active modes can 
be promoted when safety and surrounding transport networks are considered.   

Though it is too early to measure the impact of the project, early results from monitoring Primary School 
walkers from 2019 to 2021 have already indicated a 10% increase in walkers during the PM peak. Thanks 
to the chosen safety interventions, such as the building of eleven raised zebra crossings, the safety risks for 
all road users has been reduced. Particularly around schools, on the route to public transport hubs and to 
shops. Encouraging this behaviour from an early age has been proven to promote long term behaviour 
change benefits.   
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School Travel Modes, 2019

 
School Travel Modes, 2021 

Mt Roskill Primary School Principal, Mike O’Reilly said  

“[Auckland Transport] placed the safety of students at the centre of their plans, and so the solutions were 
easily justifiable to the community. [...] Our students are now much safer when they arrive and leave our 
schools. There was some initial concern from some members of the community, but most could see that 
the changes have been a success.”  

Council benefits as this initiative has the potential to provide an important snapshot of the overall impacts of 
the Road Safety Project Business Case, proving the impact of pedestrian network facilities on the ability to 
shift behaviour towards healthier transport choices within selected communities. This demonstrates 
behaviour change campaigns are significantly more successful when they are delivered in partnership with 
investment in safety interventions and a proactive roading policy. The project also provides further evidence 
that poor pedestrian facilities can create a perception that the area is not walkable, discouraging the uptake 
of active modes and resulting in high vehicle use.   

In applying the learnings from the previous project, local sentiment in the face of big change has improved 
over time through a focused, long term educational engagement programme. This has demonstrated that 
change is possible when the community is engaged over time and feels listened to.   

More than this, it has demonstrated that relationships built during this process can improve trust in 
Auckland Transport and associated partners despite disagreements and challenges along the way. Delivery 
of the project within expected timeframes and within budget supported this.    

Taking a ‘whole of community’ approach to planning and engagement has set a successful precedent for 
the future of transport project run by Auckland Transport and Waka Kotahi.   
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Project (business) sustainability  

This project has focused on improving the safety of active modes and improving network capability through 
the delivery of a shared path and traffic calming measures. This was designed to support upcoming 
development and planned future transport projects. This has made active modes safer and easier 
for many vulnerable users, school children.  
   
To meet these outcomes, the project designed and constructed high-quality safety interventions at three 
key locations within the Mt. Roskill community. During the planning stages, Auckland Transport identified 
the following community outcomes -  
 
Outcome   Level    
  
Infrastructure implemented at key sites targeting:   
•Safety   
•Ease of Walking   
  

 Short-term   

Driver behaviour improves (for example, speed, more 
aware of pedestrians)   

 Mid-term   

Pedestrians use improved road crossing features    Mid-term   
Improved ease and pleasantness of walk    Mid-term   
Perceived increases in safety    Mid-term / Long-term   

 
This has been addressed through –  
 
Location Improvements Works involved 
Carr Road  Intersection improvements 

 Improving existing or 
installing new crossing 
facilities in the identified 
locations  

 Kerb-build outs 

 Pedestrian refuge 

 Pram crossings 

 Tactile pavers 

 Zebra crossings 

 Raised zebra crossings 

 Median strip planters 

 Temporary planter boxes  

 Line markings  

 Side Islands  

 Red/high friction surfacing  

 Signalising intersections  

Frost road  Improvements to walking 
along the street on two 
roads/service lanes 

 Installing gateway 
improvements (speed 
tables, plantings, kerb build 
outs) 

 Removal of public carparks 
to enable pedestrian 
improvements 

 
Whilst working through the design and engagement phases of the project, the project team quickly 
identified the need to amend the design to align with community feedback. It was clear that attention was 
needed to improve safety and the logistics of the drop off zone around a large campus accommodating 
three schools. There was often heavy congestion at the school gates, and this increased significantly during 
drop off which increased near misses and pedestrian risk. The school expressed concern around parent 
driving behaviors, the safety of the walking school bus and the connection of local pathways to these high-
risk areas.   
   
To address these issues, school pick-up/drop-off areas have been removed outside the school. The school 
bus bay has also been relocated directly outside the school to encourage more students to use the bus 
than travelling via private cars. Widened footpaths also connect into existing walking tracks which offer 
alternative parking options further away from the school.    
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Local businesses on the other hand, had different needs to the school. A key request was improved access 
for delivery trucks and the removal of a solid median. To address this, new loading zones 
were created, and the median was removed from the design to allow for trucks.   

Care has been taken to ensure the project is future proofed to cater for the development of the schools and 
commercial area. Encouraging long term sustainable outcomes - an increase in active modes becomes a 
habit for school and commercial businesses users for years to come.    

By listening to the nuances in community feedback throughout the development of the project, and 
considering further growth in the area, the resulting infrastructure has been tailored to the needs of the 
community now, and in the future.  

Regulatory Environment and Environmental Impact and 
Management  

This project analysed and managed several environmental impacts and responded to regulatory drivers 
arising from city-wide drought restrictions. The need for resource and building consent was negated by the 
nature of the works, as the upgrade was carried out within an existing carriageway.   

During the design phase of the project, GHD and AT and TSL worked together to analyse the risk to 
environmental factors. Ensuring the construction of this project could improve accessibility to all road users, 
whilst meeting AT's values on minimal impact to the environment was essential. To meet this expectation, 
the project team analysed and managed the impact on the trees located within the carriageway, identified 
sustainable drainage options, captured sediment runoff during construction and recycled waste concrete.   

Auckland Transport and GHD worked closely with Auckland Council to gain tree consenting approval. To 
ensure minimal tree impact and meet consenting conditions, the team worked closely with Auckland 
Council's arborists. Together, they ensured a planned approach to tree trimming and work within tree roots 
before construction.   

The chosen sustainable drainage option introduced a grassed area into the design, minimising concrete in 
the footpath. Auckland Transport and GHD worked with Auckland Council to ensure these areas were 
maximised for better stormwater catchment.   

During construction, run-off into the local stormwater system was a constant issue due to the large areas of 
footpath upgrade and speed table construction. TSL addressed this by using a sucker truck to manage the 
slurry and placed filter socks around stormwater entries to prevent sediment from entering the stormwater 
system.  

All general excavation waste, mostly concrete that was excavated and removed from the site, was tipped at 
a local recycling site. Here, concrete is turned into suitable base course material to be used as hard fill on 
other construction sites.  

At the time of construction, Auckland faced a water shortage which meant TSL could not use standpipes for 
water on site. To manage this restriction, TSL recycled 1000 Litre bulk storage containers that were 
destined for the tip site. Utilising these bulk storage units to store and transport water to the site for use in 
hand mix concrete and cleaning the site proved effective. This managed the water restrictions while 
minimising environmental impact.  

A key outcome of this project was to cater for future growth in the area. To meet this, 3-metre-wide 
footpaths and 6-metre-wide speed tables were designed and constructed. Speed tables were all built from 
concrete to ensure robust, long-lasting speed calming features that would not rut or lose their structure. 
These were modified to account for future heavy traffic volumes in the area. The overall project also 
provides improved links to the Greenways that the Local Board are proposing for the Mt Roskill area, 
encouraging more pedestrian/cyclist connectivity for the wider community.    

Overall, a collaborative approach between Auckland Transport, GHD, TSL and Auckland Council enabled 
the project to mitigate environmental impact and respond to a changing regulatory environment.   
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Project Management 

This project was efficiently executed well within budget due to the collaborative efforts of TSL, GHD and AT 
throughout the construction phase. The entire delivery program was consistently monitored throughout the 
construction lifecycle, due to the complexity of working outside three large schools.   

Programme planning & control 

The short delivery timeframe was monitored and achieved by constructing multiple stages of works at one 
time. This was carried out by having two to three crews working consecutively. During this time, TSL sent a 
monthly updated programme to AT and GHD to reveal and monitor progress. They also sent weekly email 
updates and carried out site meetings to ensure the program was on schedule.   

All stakeholders were consulted by AT and TSL, before TSL establishing on-site. TSL kept registers of work 
in progress, stakeholder liaisons and risks/issues that were monitored by AT and GHD. The stakeholder 
register was kept up to date with any stakeholder issues and addressed immediately by the TSL and 
Auckland Transport respectively. Ongoing discussions with stakeholders ensured that construction did not 
disturb any of the local businesses, and any small issues raised by the local community were quickly raised 
with AT and addressed while TSL were onsite. This minimised a lot of negative media during 
construction.    

Financial planning & control 

Financially, this project was delivered well within the construction estimate. With good pre-planning and site 
investigations before TSL established on-site, there were fewer variations. TSL’s monthly forecasts ensured 
that decisions onsite were made quickly and collaboratively amongst all parties. A constructive relationship 
between TSL and GHD ensured that the most cost-effective solutions were provided.   

As a result, there were fewer variations and reduced scheduled items were fully claimed. 

Logistics planning & control    

TSL pre-planned delivery of materials to the site and ensured materials were kept in storage at times when 
intense periods of work were carried out, such as school holidays. Crews were managed well. During the 
school holidays, more crews were added to fast-track work when traffic was less. They even worked during 
nights and weekends to minimise the impact on businesses and ensure the short delivery timeframe was 
met.   

Risk management; OH&S 

One of the greatest risks encountered during the lifecycle of this project was the COVID-19 lockdowns. 
During the pandemic, TSL acted upon precautions and requirements immediately in line with the Site-
Specific Safety Plan. This included upskilling staff, consulting stakeholders and clearly outlining the new 
site requirements before re-establishing on site. GHD carried out regular inspections to ensure site 
requirements under COVID-19 protocol were met.    

After the Practical Completion Certificate is issued (defined by NZS 3910), and when the Final Completion 
Certificate is issued (after Defects Liability Period) an asset transferal form is completed (AS01). This 
signals that the transfer of ownership of new or renewed assets from a project or construction activity phase 
can be legally transferred to Auckland Transport's asset register. Currently, this project still sits with the 
Project team and any amendments are addressed by TSL. In the future, the AT maintenance contractor will 
maintain the high standard of this project for the local community.    

Any issues picked up and discussed during the walkover were added to the snag list for rectification. 
This was then submitted to TSL to address within the liability period. Any issues that the schools or local 
businesses have experienced with the new safety measures implemented were included in the snags list 
for rectification. As a post-commissioning evaluation, AT organised a walkover with GHD, TSL and AT 
senior management to assess the success of the project.    
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1. Introduction

This technical note has been prepared to document changes made to the methodology as part of the 2017 

update of the Auckland Transport Safer Communities analysis.  The 2014 report ‘Auckland Transport Safer 

Communities 15/18’ documents the original methodology used to derive programme outputs.  The reader 

is referred to this report for full details of technical procedures. 

This addendum provides an explanation of modifications to the original technical procedures and 

describes additional work carried out to enhance and improve the programme outputs.  Unless alterations 

are described in this document, the methodology is the same as per the original methodology described in 

the 2014 report. 

2. Addition of Activities

Train and busway stations (metro stations) and town centres were included in addition to the schools 

previously analysed, as they are likely to be locations with a high potential for an increase in walking trips. 

Transit Stations 

2015-16 boarding data was used to estimate the current number of pedestrian trips associated with train 

stations and Northern Busway stations.  Parnell Train Station was not included since no boarding data was 

available, although the Parnell Town Centre was included as a Town Centre.  Westfield Train Station was 

removed from the analysis, as it has been closed since 2015-16 boarding data was released. 

Transit stations’ walking catchments have been generated in a similar fashion to those for schools, with the 

station location acting as the catchment centre. 
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Town Centres 

Locations that are zoned as a Town Centre or Metro Centre in the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP), and that 

do not have train or busway stations, were also included in the 2017 update.  The approximate centroid of 

the Town Centre was used as the catchment centre.  The time and risk thresholds for town centres 

accounted for the fact that pedestrians do not necessarily walk to the centroid but may visit locations at the 

edge of the zone. 

3. Modifications to Pedestrian Generation

3.1 Schools 

Pedestrian generation was calculated as a function of the school roll, as follows: 

School Type Proportion of Roll 

Composite (Year 1-15) 0.33 

Contributing 0.38 

Full Primary 0.38 

Intermediate 0.38 

Restricted Composite (Year 7-10) 0.38 

Secondary (Year 7-10) 0.33 

Secondary (Year 7-15
1
) 0.29 

Secondary (Year 11-15) 0.29 

Special School 0.38 

Teen Parent Unit 0.29 

These proportions were derived from the Ministry of Transport data ‘Mode Share of Journeys to School’
2
 

and correspond to the data used in the 2014 analysis. Where the ages of the students were unclear, as 

with a Special School and Teen Parent Unit, a best guess was made using the data. This is unlikely to 

have any significant effect on the analysis results due to the low roll of these schools. 

This figure was then multiplied by 3 to account for return journeys and other pedestrian trips associated 

with the school.  This is consistent with the 2014 methodology.  The pedestrian trip generation (x) was then 

1
 Note that though the Ministry of Education lists these schools as extending to Year 15, they are regular schools that generally terminate 

at Year 13. See https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/data-services/glossary 
2
 http://www.transport.govt.nz/ourwork/tmif/travelpatterns/tp007 
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distributed radially for 1500m across the pedestrian network, diminishing as distance increases from the 

school, as follows: 

Within (m) Value 

0 - 300 x 

300 - 600 x/3 

600 - 900 x/6 

900 - 1200 x/10 

1200 - 1500 x/15 

3.2 Transit Stations 

Train and busway stations were given a pedestrian volume count from Auckland Transport’s boarding 

data.  The pedestrian trip generation (x) was then distributed radially across the pedestrian network in the 

same proportions as for schools. 

3.3 Town Centres 

Pedestrian trips in and near town centres were estimated as a function of jobs.  Jobs located in Census 

Area Units (CAUs) within 300m of each Town Centre were assumed to generate 4 pedestrian trips. The 

pedestrian trip generation (x) was then spread across the pedestrian network radially from the Town 

Centre, as follows: 

Within (m) Value 

0 – 250 x 

250 - 500 x/3 

500 - 750 x/5 

Midblock and Road Hump road crossings were assigned 10% of the pedestrian demands that would 

otherwise have been assigned to that segment.  This was to recognise the relatively low frequency of 

jaywalking movements at informal crossing locations relative to adjacent footpaths and other crossings. 

It is important to appreciate that the additional pedestrian trips calculated and applied to the pedestrian 

network are an estimate of pedestrian trips for evaluating the relative risk in walking trips to schools, 

Transit Stations and Town Centres.  Pedestrian trips have not been calibrated against actual pedestrian 

counts, nor are they represent of the entire Auckland pedestrian network e.g. central Auckland CBD. 

4. Modification to Walking Speed

Walking speed on the network was standardised to 1.2 ms-1.  This modification was made to remove bias 

between primary and secondary schools, where different walking speeds were applied in the 2014 

analysis. 
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5. Modification to Time and Risk Catchment

Threshold Definitions

To avoid prioritising secondary schools over primary schools simply due to larger potential catchments, the 

time, distance and risk thresholds were standardised across all school types and transit facilities.  Town 

Centres were given thresholds that are 50% of schools and transit facilities to reflect the shorter trips that 

are typically made for shopping purposes. 

Network risk thresholds were recalculated from the existing school travel survey data, for students who 

walked to school more than 50% of the time.  For each student, the lowest risk journey from the home 

address to their school was calculated.  Routes longer than 2 km, or which took longer than 47 minutes, 

were excluded.  From the resulting data, the 85th percentile value was calculated, representing the upper 

limit risk threshold for schools and transit stations.  This was a way to identify a generally agreed upon 

upper risk exposure for students.  

From this analysis, the following thresholds were used: 

Facility Type Time  Distance  Risk * 

School 30 mins  2.5 km  2.52 

Transit 30 mins  2.5 km  2.52 

Town Centre 15 mins  1.25 km  1.26 

* Risk thresholds were multiplied by 1000 to make the calculations more readily human-readable.

6. Enhancements to Prioritisation Process

One of the key outputs of the technical process is a prioritised list of locations where the potential for 

increasing walking trips is highest. 

Two enhancements were applied to enhance the results of the 2017 update, including: 

• The addition of railway and busway stations and town centres to the list of activities (which previously

consisted solely of schools); and

• Clustering closely grouped activities to account for the crossover in benefits associated with any

pedestrian improvements in a certain area.

6.1 Clustering Process 

Mode Shift Potential 

The Mode Shift Potential for each activity was calculated using the following formulae: 

1) For Transit Stations & Town Centres:

𝑴𝑺𝑷 = 𝑻𝑪 − 𝑹𝑻𝑪 

where: 

MSP = Mode Shift Potential, 
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TC = Candidates in Time Catchment, and; 

RTC = Candidates in Risk and Time Catchments. 

2) For Schools:

𝑴𝑺𝑷 = 𝑴𝒊𝒏𝒊𝒎𝒖𝒎(𝑻𝑪 − 𝑹𝑻𝑪 𝒐𝒓 
𝑻𝑪 − 𝑹𝑻𝑪

𝑻𝑪 ∗ 𝑹𝒐𝒍𝒍
) 

where: 

Roll = School enrolments. 

Candidates for mode shift were determined from meshblock-level census data, and were based on 

assumptions around the likelihood of different age groups to use the facility being assessed. The 

proportions applied to each age group are shown below: 

Schools 

School Type Proportion 

Aged 5 – 9 

Proportion 

Aged 10-14 

Proportion 

Aged 15-19 

Composite (Year 1-15) 1 1 0.5 

Contributing 1 0.4 0 

Full Primary 1 0.6 0 

Intermediate 0 0.4 0 

Restricted Composite (Year 7-10) 0 0.8 0 

Secondary (Year 7-10) 0 0.8 0 

Secondary (Year 7-15) 0 0.8 1 

Secondary (Year 11-15) 0 0 1 

Special School 0 0.4 1 

Teen Parent Unit 0 0 1 
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Transit Stations & Town Centres 

School Type Proportion 

5-9 0 

10-14 0 

15 – 19 0.04 

20 – 24 0.087 

25 – 29 0.087 

30 – 34 0.087 

35 – 39 0.087 

40 – 44 0.087 

45 – 49 0.087 

50 – 54 0.087 

55 – 59 0.087 

60 – 64 0.087 

65 Plus 0.04 

Clustered Mode Shift Potential

A pedestrian improvement project in an area that is in close proximity to multiple locations is likely to have 

greater benefit than that calculated for an isolated location.  For instance, a pedestrian improvement 

project outside a railway station located near a high school and a town centre will likely increase walking 

trips to all three activities. 

To account for this, the Crossover Mode Shift Potential for each individual activity was calculated.  The 

Crossover Mode Shift Potential was calculated using the following formula: 

𝑪𝒓𝒐𝒔𝒔𝒐𝒗𝒆𝒓 𝑴𝒐𝒅𝒆 𝑺𝒉𝒊𝒇𝒕 𝑷𝒐𝒕𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒂𝒍

= ∑ 𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒 𝑆ℎ𝑖𝑓𝑡 𝑝𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑜𝑓 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑙𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦 × 
𝑂𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑙𝑎𝑝 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘 𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎 
𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑙𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦

𝐴𝑙𝑙 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑛 1𝑘𝑚
𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑖𝑛 𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

The calculation of Crossover Mode Shift Potential for each activity is best understood by considering the 

example illustrated in Figure 6.1.  In this example, the 1km buffer of the activity in question overlaps with 
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two other activities’ buffers.  The total Crossover Mode Shift Potential for the activity in question is 

calculated by summing up the separate overlaps from Activity A and Activity B. 

The mode shift potential overlap from Activity A is calculated as Activity A’s mode shift potential of 200 

multiplied by the overlapping area between Activity A and the activity in question as a percentage of 

Activity A’s area (0.15/1).  The mode shift potential overlap from Activity B is calculated as Activity B’s 

mode shift potential of 100 multiplied by the overlapping area between Activity A and the activity in 

question as a percentage of Activity A’s area (0.1/1).  The Crossover Mode Shift Potential for the activity 

in question is therefore 40 (200*(0.15/1) + 100*(0.1/1)). 

Raw Total Mode Shift Potential was then calculated using the following formula: 

𝑹𝒂𝒘 𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑴𝒐𝒅𝒆 𝑺𝒉𝒊𝒇𝒕 𝑷𝒐𝒕𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒂𝒍 = 𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒 𝑆ℎ𝑖𝑓𝑡 𝑃𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 + 𝑪𝒓𝒐𝒔𝒔𝒐𝒗𝒆𝒓 𝑴𝒐𝒅𝒆 𝑺𝒉𝒊𝒇𝒕 𝑷𝒐𝒕𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒂𝒍 

Considering again the example illustrated in Figure 6.1, the Raw Total Mode Shift Potential for the 

activity in question would be the Mode Shift Potential of the activity in question (500) plus the Crossover 

Mode Shift Potential (40). 

Removing Duplicate Mode Shift Potential 

One issue arising from the Crossover Mode Shift Potential calculation is that multiple activities in 

“hotspot” areas could be identified as high potential locations because of duplication of mode shift 

potential.  For example, a train station located near a high school and a town centre may be a “hotspot” 

because of the high potential mode shift of the train station.  In this case, all three activities are likely to be 

highly prioritised since they all overlap to a large extent.  This is not advantageous from a project point of 

view since one pedestrian improvement scheme will likely improve pedestrian outcomes at all three 

activities. 

Figure 6.1 

Crossover Mode 

Shift Potential 

Calculation 

Example 
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To counter this issue, any activity overlapping another activity with a higher Raw Total Mode Shift 

Potential had all of its Crossover Mode Shift Potential cancelled out.  For example, the activity in 

question in Figure 6.1 has a higher Raw Total Mode Shift Potential than both Activity A and Activity B. 

The result of this adjustment is to promote the activity in question in Figure 6.1 up the prioritised list and 

demote Activity A and Activity B. 

Therefore, Crossover Mode Shift Potential is cancelled out for both Activity A and Activity B. 

Total Mode Shift Potential was thus calculated using the following equation: 

𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑴𝒐𝒅𝒆 𝑺𝒉𝒊𝒇𝒕 𝑷𝒐𝒕𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒂𝒍

= 𝑹𝒂𝒘 𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑴𝒐𝒅𝒆 𝑺𝒉𝒊𝒇𝒕 𝑷𝒐𝒕𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒂𝒍 (
𝑖𝑓 𝑛𝑜𝑡 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑙𝑎𝑖𝑑 𝑏𝑦 𝑎𝑛𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦

𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘𝑒𝑑 ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑒𝑟 𝑖𝑛 𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑅𝑎𝑤 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒 𝑆ℎ𝑖𝑓𝑡 𝑃𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙
) 

     = 𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒 𝑆ℎ𝑖𝑓𝑡 𝑃𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙  (
𝑖𝑓 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑙𝑎𝑖𝑑 𝑏𝑦 𝑎𝑛𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦

𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘𝑒𝑑 ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑒𝑟 𝑖𝑛 𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑅𝑎𝑤 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒 𝑆ℎ𝑖𝑓𝑡 𝑃𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙
) 

The final prioritised list was then calculated by ordering Total Mode Shift Potential from highest to lowest. 

Interpreting the results 

Because the list of the prioritised locations is a clustered list, the named location should be interpreted as 

being the centroid of a cluster of activities rather than a single activity.  For example, a train station located 

near a high school and a town centre may be the “listed” activity in the prioritised list; however, the high 

school and town centre will have contributed to the high priority of the train station.  Thus, any pedestrian 

improvement scheme for this cluster needs to consider all three activities rather than just the “listed” 

activity. 

The named centroid may or may not be the physical centre of a general area – rather it is the location that 

delivers the greatest overall mode shift potential compared to other locations in the cluster.  Clusters 

include locations within a 1km radius of the centroid where there is an overlap between the risk 

catchments.  The extent to which each location contributes to the clustered mode shift potential varies as a 

function of the individual mode shift potential and overlap between risk adjacent catchments. 

7. Description of Final Outputs

The following definitions describe each of the final output fields included in the prioritised list of locations. 

Cluster Centroid – The centroid of a cluster of activities prioritised for pedestrian improvements. 

Cluster Centroid Type – The type of activity (school, transit station or town centre). 

Total Mode Shift Potential – A numerical value representing the likely increase in pedestrian trips 

resulting from pedestrian improvements in the cluster area (see Section 6 for more detail). 

School Roll – Number of students enrolled at the school if the activity is a school. 

Count in Time – Number of students/patrons that live within the time catchment of the activity. 

Count in Risk and Time – Number of students/patrons that live within both the time catchment of the 

activity and the risk catchment of the activity. 

Possible Increase (Raw) – Number of students/patrons that could potentially be encouraged to walk to 

the activity if the risk catchment was expanded as the result of pedestrian improvements. 
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Possible Increase (%) - Percentage of students/patrons that live within the activities’ time catchment that 

could potentially be encouraged to walk to the activity if the risk catchment was expanded as the result of 

pedestrian improvements. 

Mode Shift Potential – Same as Possible Increase (raw) unless the School Roll multiplied by the Possible 

Increase (%) is lower than Possible Increase (raw). In this case Mode Shift Potential defaults to the School 

Roll multiplied by the Possible Increase (%). 

Rank – The raw clustered ranking of the activity. 

Metro (m) – The length of metro cycleway within the time catchment of the activity. 

Connector – Feeder (m) – The length of connector-feeder cycleway within the time catchment of the 

activity. 

Crash Risk – The sum DSi of crashes involving pedestrians and cyclists recorded within the time 

catchment of the activity between 2012 and 2016. 

High/High-Medium Corridors (m) – The length of corridors ranked as High or Medium-High Collective 

Risk using the definitions of the New Zealand Road Assessment Programme (known as Urban KiwiRAP
3
). 

Medium Corridors (m) - The length of corridors ranked as Medium Collective Risk using the definitions of 

Urban KiwiRAP. 

High/High-Medium Intersections (count) – The number of intersections ranked as High or Medium High 

Collective Risk using the definitions of Urban KiwiRAP. 

Medium Intersections (count) - The number of intersections ranked as Medium Collective Risk using the 

definitions of Urban KiwiRAP. 

Crash Risk Overall – The ranking of the activity in terms of pedestrian crash risk according to the 

Strategic Fit Assessment Guidelines contained within the Assessment Framework for 2015-18 NLTP. 

Crash Risk Clustered – The ranking of the activity in terms of pedestrian and cyclist clustered crash risk 

according to the Strategic Fit Assessment Guidelines contained within the Assessment Framework for 

2015-18 NLTP. 

Cycleways – The ranking of the activity in terms of cycle crash risk according to the Strategic Fit 

Assessment Guidelines contained within the Assessment Framework for 2015-18 NLTP. 

Overall Strategic Fit – The ranking of the activity in terms of Overall Strategic Fit according to the 

Strategic Fit Assessment Guidelines contained within the Assessment Framework for 2015-18 NLTP.  By 

default, if any of the above three fields are High, the Overall Strategic Fit is High. 

8. Map Outputs

The results of this analysis are available in an interactive web map at: 

http://interpret.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=3e28ebb0f72a49f1973dafdcd6b69567 

3
 https://roadsafetyrisk.co.nz/kiwi-rap 

http://interpret.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=3e28ebb0f72a49f1973dafdcd6b69567
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The maps show the time and risk catchments for each school, transit station or town centre.  They also 

include information on the site’s individual mode shift potential, and the clustered mode shift potential after 

the clustering process has been undertaken. 

It is important to note that the ‘Count in Risk’ and ‘Count in Risk and Time’ information represents the 

estimated number of potential students or facility users within the risk/time catchments.  This is drawn from 
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meshblock-level census information and means that larger geographic areas do not necessarily represent 

a large population count, as the meshblocks may be sparsely populated.  This is especially true in rural 

areas.  

These maps should be interpreted as providing a high-level strategic overview of facilities where risk is 

likely to be an impediment to walking.  The analysis includes a number of assumptions and is restricted to 

the data available, and therefore the results should be used only with an appropriate understanding on the 

limitations of this process. 

9. Summary

The modifications described in this addendum provide enhancements to the Safer Communities 

programme and will enable Auckland Transport to prioritise pedestrian network improvements in areas 

with the greatest potential for safety improvements and potential mode uptake. 



Memorandum 

To: Mark Laing, Executive General Manager Finance 

cc: Nicki Lucas, Revenue and Analysis Manager 

Natalie Steegstra, Funding Manager 

From: Karl Laulu, Funding Advisor 

Date: 21 June 2019 

Subject: SAFER COMMUNITIES – MT. ROSKILL (IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING) 

Recommended for submitting to the Transport Agency for funding approval: 

Natalie Steegstra - Funding Manager 

Date: 21/06/2019 

Nicki Lucas – Revenue & Analysis Manager 

Date: 21/06/2019 

Approved for submission to the Transport Agency for funding approval: 

Mark Laing – Executive General Manager Finance 

Date: 24/06/2019 

Summary 

1 Auckland Transport in 2015/2018 envisaged a new programme of work which was trialled and called the 
Safer Communities Programme replacing the previous Safety around Schools engineering programme. This 
initiative took a more holistic approach than the previous tandem schemes of Travelwise and Safety around 
Schools and pulls together the successful components from both programmes, driven by the need to 
improve road safety through the provision of infrastructure to support alternative modes (to vehicular trips) 
thus encouraging travel behavioural change and improving community wellbeing through the use of active 
modes. 

2 The origins of the Safer Communities Programme lie in the 2014 Safety around Schools Engineering 
Programme which looked at identifying schools in Auckland which had the biggest potential for an increase 
in walkability. This programme was expanded to consider the surrounding community - for example town 
centres, transit centres and key walking destinations. To assist in community selection Abley Transportation 
specialists were engaged by Auckland Transport to refine a selection methodology based on an assessment 
framework for prioritisation.  

3 The Abley Safer Communities prioritisation process shortlisted nine communities to be investigated through 
a desktop analysis in 2017. The desktop review indicated Mt. Roskill as having a high strategic fit against the 
Assessment Framework.  Based on the Crash Analysis System (CAS) data over a five-year period from 2014 
to 2019, there were three recorded serious injury crashes one involving a pedestrian and 23 minor injury 
crashes of which three involved pedestrians. Also, within the walk catchment area for Mt. Roskill are several 
roads identified by KiwiRAP as having medium-high personal risk. 
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4 One of the key learnings from the 2015/2018 Safer Communities programme was that there had not been 
enough engagement with the selected communities. Community buy-in is essential to the success of the 
programme. Therefore, once the initial consultation and desktop reviews were completed, Auckland 
Transport revisited the prioritisation process which was outlined above in Point 3 to determine the nine 
communities and selected Mt. Roskill as one of the final three for implementation taking into consideration 
the significant community support from the outset. 

5 The 2018/2021 Safer Communities programme will address fewer communities with extended timeframes 
to enable a more transformative approach and be underpinned by a teamwork structure that facilitates 
more innovative, bold and community focused improvements. This initiative will provide an important 
snapshot of the overall impacts of the Road Safety Programme Business Case (currently being finalised) with 
an emphasis on shifting behaviour within our communities to more healthier transport choices. 

6 The quality and positioning of the pedestrian network facilities has an impact on individual health and road 
safety. Poor pedestrian and cycling facilities can create a perception that the area is not walkable or safe 
(pedestrians undertaking risky road user behaviour). This can discourage the uptake of active transport 
modes and results in high vehicle use, which is demonstrated by short local trips that should be safe and 
efficient to make on foot or cycle but are instead made by car. 

7 Auckland Transport has a successful programme of safety behaviour change campaigns and is actively 
working with schools and workplaces to promote safe and sustainable travel choices but there are 
limitations without safety capital investment and this programme demonstrates the links between 
transport and health (well-being) warrant more intentional action at regional level as community transport 
initiatives should not only be a continual safety campaign but a combined approach that feeds in safety 
investment improvements and proactive road policing, only then we are able to generate and achieve 
genuine benefits.  

Recommendations 

8 That the Executive General Manager Finance: 

a. note that the funding for the Implementation (Design and Construction) phase of the Safer
Communities – Mt. Roskill activity has an estimated total cost of $6.2 million being $3.0 million 49%
Auckland Transport share, and $3.2 million 51% NZ Transport Agency’s (the Transport Agency) share;

b. note that the implementation phase for this activity is planned for the 2019/20 to 2020/21 financial
years; and

c. agree to the submission of this funding application to the Transport Agency noting that the reasons for
this decision are set out in Attachment 2, and that using the Transport Agency’s profiling assessment
for this activity, the profile has been assessed as HL giving the Transport Agency’s funding priority order
of 5 and confirms that sufficient Auckland Transport funding is available for this Implementation
application.

Strategic context 

9 This activity is consistent with the Government Policy Statement for Land Transport (GPS) 2018-2028 which 
outlines Government’s strategy to guide land transport investment over the next 10 years. There are four 
strategic priorities highlighted in the GPS 2018: safety, access, environment and value for money. Safety 
includes the provision of improvements in safety outcomes for all road users, including increased 
investment in footpaths and cycleways to support access to, and uptake of, active travel modes.  

10 The GPS also supports the development of the new Road Safety Programme Business Case that covers a 
ten-year period which started on the premise of a 3-year programme (2018 – 2021) and places emphasis 
on a “Vision Zero” framework. “Unsafe roadside and street design increases speeds, the impact of small 
mistakes and discourages healthy transport choices” being Problem Statement 2 of the Road Safety 
Programme Business Case is the key driver for this programme of work in the Mt. Roskill community, as 
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there has been insufficient priority/investment given to walking in the area and this discourages healthy 
transport choices. 

11 Auckland Council and Auckland Transport adopting the Vision Zero Framework leads to concentrated and 
prioritised investment towards eliminating deaths and serious injuries on the road network. This can only 
be delivered on the assumption that the road safety programme is comprised of several activities, including 
engineering treatments to high risk intersections and corridors, mass action treatments for pedestrians and 
motorcyclists, safer communities’ projects, minor safety reactive works and speed management. 

12 The proposed improvements are closely aligned to the Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP) 
objectives under Safety Programmes ($0.9billion) where Auckland Transport has developed a series of 
options for increasing investment in road safety initiatives, targeted to address high-risk intersections and 
corridors, speed management and creating safer communities. 

13 Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP) 2018-2028 alignment can be found under Chapter 05: Addressing 
Auckland’s Challenges (pages 32 and 37) and in Appendix 1 – Table 1a lists this activity under Safety-Related 
Projects (Pages 58 – 59), the Safer Communities programme is a key mechanism used for increasing walking 
in selected neighbourhoods. Priority areas are chosen based on safety risks, the number of people living 
there and a large number of trip generators like town centres, schools and recreational facilities. 

14 The programme aligns with Auckland Transport’s Asset Management Plan (AMP) 2018 under Chapter 12: 
Strategic Case for Road Safety, which details the fundamentals to any and all safety activities in Auckland 
and Safer Communities is listed under the proposed safety investment programme, refer below Table 12-3, 
extracted from page 234 of the AMP 2018.  

Outcomes sought from investment 

15 The proposed programme provides crucial improvements and investment to address safety and operational 
deficiencies within the Mt. Roskill community with regards to its roads (intersections), pedestrian facilities 
and speed management interventions. The work involved seeks to increase walking by making it safer and 
easier, by designing and constructing high quality safety interventions at three key locations within Mt. 
Roskill Community, which have been identified through a rigorous and extensive three-stage community 
consultation process. 

16 The activity level outcomes are: 

Outcome Level Measurement Tool 

Suggested focus for evaluation 

Infrastructure was 
implemented at key sites, 
targeting: 

• Safety

• Ease of Walking

Short-term Records of issues identified and 
addressed, and how these were 
addressed for example: 

• Projected benefits as
defined in plans and BCR.

• Records of infrastructure
implemented.
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Matching of issues 
addressed to issues 
identified in consultation. 

Driver behaviour improves (for 
example; speed, more aware 
of pedestrians) 

Mid-term Speed Counts 

Pedestrians use improved road 
crossing features 

Mid-term Pedestrian Counts before and 
after. 

Improved ease and 
pleasantness of walking 

Mid-term Street audit 
Post-construction survey 

Perceived increases in safety Mid-term / Long-term Post-construction survey 
One consultation question 

17 The investment performance measures for this activity have been developed around the Safety and 
Network Performance and Capability outcome classes and will updated accordingly during the 
implementation phase for this programme of works. 

Funding Availability 

18 This activity is listed for Implementation in the 2018-2021 National Land Transport Programme (NLTP) under 
Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill. 

19 This activity is listed in the 2018-2021 Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP) under Chapter 05 Addressing 
Auckland’s Challenges (pages 32 and 37) and specified further in Appendix 1, Table 1a under Safety-Related 
Projects (pages 58 - 59).   

20 Auckland Transport confirms its local share for the activity in Auckland Council’s Long-Term Plan 2018-2028.  

Key issues  

21 The current funding environment is quite risk-adverse due to the Transport Agency’s identified funding 
constraints, which may translate to this activity being negated as it does not have an exact Programme 
Business Case (PBC) linkage as required by the Transport Agency front end expectations. However, it does 
demonstrate robust alignment with Auckland Transport’s Asset Management Plan 2018 and the Road Safety 
PBC (which is being finalised) and considering the Single Stage Business Case approach, the Safer 
Communities programme is further defined and exemplified in each of the selected communities.  

22 The innovative use of traffic calming measures and pedestrian crossing facilities as a combined package of 
works has not been regularly applied in the Auckland context. However, the delivery requirements for traffic 
calming and pedestrian crossing facilities are frequently used in the traffic engineering sector. Therefore, 
this programme provides an opportunity to develop an enhanced framework to assess the increasing 
benefit associated with the walking activity based on improved pedestrian data collection and research 
within the selected communities after programme implementation (monitoring and evaluation) to gauge 
the quantitative impact of infrastructure (safety interventions) in terms of future safety assessments. 

Assessment and conclusions 

23 Based on the Transport Agency’s assessment criteria, the Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill activity is 
warranted based on the funding profile of HL.  It is therefore recommended that the Executive General 
Manager Finance approves the submission of a funding application to the Transport Agency seeking co-
investment for this activity. 
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Attachments 

24 There are four attachments to this paper: 

Attachment 1: Location map 

Attachment 2: Assessment 

Attachment 3: Scheme Plan 

Attachment 4: CAS Data Snippet 
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Attachment 1 

Location Map 



Page 7 of 23 

Attachment 2 

Assessment 

Business case information summary  

Project/activity name Safer Communities -  Mt. Roskill) 

Approved Organisation: Auckland Transport Funding Advisor Karl Laulu 

Decision sought Funding approval for Implementation (Design and Construction) phase of $6.2 million. 

Current business case 
phase 
(phase near completion 
or just completed) 

Single Stage Business Case References (current 
phase) 

Not applicable 

Next business case 
phase 
(NOTE: funding is being 
sought for this phase) 

Implementation Phase References (next 
phase) 

TIO phase ID: 451.260797 

Funding sought for next 
phase 

(fully costed, including 
5.7% administration 
fees) 

Year NLTF $000 Auckland Transport 
$000 

Total $000 

2018/19 $108 $103 $211 

2019/20 $1,833 $1,761 $3,594 

2020/21 $1,221 $1,174 $2,395 

TOTAL $3,162 $3,038 $6,200 

Note:  The above cashflows are inclusive of Auckland Transport’s 5.7% administration fee. 

Scope of activity within 
funding request 

The scope of the activity within the Implementation and property phases (preferred option) 
includes installation of safety interventions (pedestrian crossing facility upgrades, new facilities 
and traffic calming) at three key locations within the Mt. Roskill Community: 

Location Improvements Works Involved 

1. Carr Road 
(including two
roundabouts)

• Intersection 
improvements;

• Improving existing or
installing new crossing 
facilities in the 
identified locations;

• Improvements to
walking along the 
street on two
roads/service lanes 
and;

• Installing gateway
improvements (speed 
tables, plantings, kerb 
build outs);

• Removal of public
carparks to enable 
pedestrian 
improvements.

• Kerb-build outs

• Pedestrian refuge

• Pram crossings

• Tactile pavers

• Zebra crossings

• Raised zebra
crossings

• Median strip 
planters

• Temporary planter
boxes

• Line markings

• Side islands

• Speed tables

• Red/high friction 
surfacing

• Signalising 
intersections

2. Frost Road

3. Mount Albert
Road

Total expected project 
implementation cost 

$6,200,000 Funding source N funds 

FAR % 51% 
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Included in NLTP? The Implementation phase of this activity is included within the 2018-21 NLTP under Auckland 
Transport – Walking and Cycling Improvements (Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill). 

Primary outcome 
Safety – improve/maintain (reduce deaths and serious injuries). 

Previous approvals / 
applications; conditions 
and status 

Not applicable. 

Programme/Project 
linkages – related 
activities 

This activity is linked to the strategic case for Asset Management Plan 2018, which specifically 
recognises that in order to improve safety outcomes, capital investment is required. The 
activity is also aligned with the Road Safety Programme Business Case (which is currently being 
finalised), underpinned by the “Vision Zero” framework. 

Recommendation and summary  

Business case 
assessment summary 

The Single Stage Business Case has a good and robust strategic case and it is generally 
consistent with the Business Case Approach. The proposed programme provides crucial 
improvements and investment to address safety and operational deficiencies within the Mt. 
Roskill community with regards to its roads (intersections), pedestrian facilities and speed 
management interventions.  

The Safer Communities programme will address fewer communities with extended timeframes 
to enable a more transformative approach and be underpinned by a teamwork structure that 
facilitates more innovative, bold and community focused improvements. This initiative will 
provide an important snapshot of the overall impacts of the Road Safety PBC (currently being 
finalised) as community transport initiatives should not only be a continual safety campaign 
but a combined approach that feeds in safety investment improvements and proactive road 
policing, only then we are able to generate and achieve genuine benefits as per shifting 
behaviour within our communities to more healthier transport choices. 

Although, the programme BCR of 1.8 indicates LOW economic efficiency (based on the 
Transport Agency’s EEM procedures), the process still establishes that there is an economic 
case for the programme and when considering sensitivity scenarios using alternative 
methodologies the BCR ranges from 1.5 – 2.2. 

The Financial Case details a total cost estimate for the Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill 
improvements at $6.2 million (inclusive of contingency). The project is scheduled to be 
delivered in FY2019/20 – 2020/21. 

The Commercial Case outlines the procurement approach for this programme of works as 
standard being low cost and low risk and follows the approved Auckland Transport Two Panel 
(PW2) procurement process. Auckland Transport uses a panel supplier list (14 suppliers) to 
ensure those tendering for the work are suitably qualified. Therefore, price tends to be the 
overall incentive for Auckland Transport gaining the best value and with PW2 there is a 
competitive tension in the procurement process and with all things being equal the lowest 
bidder gets the work. 

The Management Case has a clear plan and schedule for the project, with descriptions of the 
roles and governance aspects of the Control groups and delivery teams. A risk register1 has 
been established and will be maintained throughout the life of the project, which will be 
reviewed at each progress meeting and updated on a monthly basis. 

Assessed by Karl Laulu Date 11 June 2019 

Proposed 
Recommendation 

Approve funding for the implementation (design and construction) phase ($6.2 million). 

Proposed conditions (if 
applicable) 

No conditions are recommended for this activity. 

Reason for 
recommendation 

This Walking and Cycling Improvement  activity is aligned with Auckland Tranport’s AMP 2018, 
the Road Safety PBC and the RLTP 2018-28 and contributes to the Transport Agency’s 
Investment Assessment Framework, which is intended to give effect to the Government Policy 
Statement, and contributes to the objectives of the Land Transport Management Act (LTMA) 
by addressing: 

1 Appendix I: Risk Register, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
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• Safety – a safe transport system free of death and serious injury:
▪ Addresses a high predicted walking or cycling safety risk; and
▪ Addresses a high perceived safety risk to use of the mode.

• Access to opportunities, enables transport choice and access, and is resilient – liveable
cities:
▪ Supports increasing the uptake of children using walking and cycling especially to and

from school. 

IAF Profile The assessment profile for this activity has used the Transport Agency’s Investment Assessment 

Framework assessment profile of High for results alignment and Low for efficiency. 

Readiness Ready 

• The Implementation phase of this activity is included within the current NLTP, under
Auckland Transport – Walking and cycling improvements (Safer Communities – Mt.
Roskill).

• The activity is listed in the 2018-2028 RLTP (pages 32, 37, 58 and 59).  The activity has
been adequately consulted on.

• The funding application in Transport Investment Online (TIO) is ready for the Transport 
Agency’s consideration with all required supporting documentation.

• An economic evaluation has been completed as part of the SSBC and has been peer
reviewed (refer Appendix J and K, SSBC). All issues have been addressed.

• This funding application is for the Implementation phase. A consenting strategy is yet to
be developed and is contingent on whether resource consents2 are necessary. This will be
determined through the detailed design phase.

• A safety audit3 has not been undertaken at this stage, the project manager will undertake
a design stage safety audit prior to procurement. This will lead into any ATCOP departures
process.

Business case quality assessment questions  

Problem/opportunity statements (the following questions should be covered from the Strategic Case) 

Is it clear what 
the problem is 
that needs 
addressing 
(both cause and 
effect)? 

The problem that needs addressing is clearly highlighted in the AMP 20184: 

“Deaths and serious injuries on urban AT roads are increasing. Around half of road users killed or 
seriously injured on urban AT roads are pedestrians, cyclists and motorcyclists.” 

These activity-level problems are aligned with the strategic problems that are identified in the Road 
Safety ILM which is aligned to the Road Safety PBC: 

• Insufficient leadership and priority for road safety in policy and decision making has prevented the
full delivery of a safe system. *40%

• Unsafe roadside and street design increases speeds, the impact of small mistakes and discourages
healthy transport choices *35%;

• Risky road user behaviour, insufficient enforcement, and understanding of the road safety
problem, have contributed to the increase in death and serious injuries. *25%.

The SSBC states that the Road Safety PBC Problem Statement 2 “Unsafe roadside and street design 
increases speeds, the impact of small mistakes and discourages healthy transport choices” is specific to 
this activity *100%. 

2 Refer Section 10.3.6, page 87, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
3 Refer Section 10.3.5, pages 86 - 87, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
4 Refer Table 5.2.1 Level of Service Map1 - Safety on page 45, AMP 2018. 
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The SSBC details SAFETY as the investment driver, hence the linkages to the Road Safety PBC with 
Problem Statement 2 identified as the key driver for these activity specific problem statements:  

• Poor quality pedestrian crossing facilities and a lack of crossing facilities contributes to a road safety
problem and a perception of poor amenity. This results in low mode choice for pedestrians.

• A lack of accessible pedestrian facilities contributes to a perception that there is a road safety
problem. This means walking is not an attractive mode choice to get around the community.

• A lack of transport options contributes to the use of private vehicles for short and medium distance
trips, which in turn contributes to congestion and vehicle emissions that impact the environment,
whilst community health suffers from illnesses due to sedentary lifestyles.

Is there 
evidence to 
confirm the 
cause and 
effect of the 
problem? 

The aforementioned problems are supported by robust evidence and informed through the ILM process 
(workshops) for the Road Safety PBC which is consistent with Business Case Approach. The project itself 
has also gone through a rigorous three stage community consultation process which prioritised and 
shortlisted the selected communities from nine (9) to only three (3) for implementation. 

The AMP includes all the relevant statistics and sufficient data as evidence to support the problems5: 
“Deaths and serious injuries on urban roads – with increasing growth in urban areas, greater 
density and mixed land uses have led to a greater mix of travel modes and more potential 
conflicts, as well as more trips. The diversity of trips taken creates an increasingly more 
complex experience of the urban road environment. Existing standard road designs and 
layouts are based on historic assumptions about safety, including a focus on drivers. Capital 
projects that provide safety and operational improvements are prioritised according to the 
incidence of fatal crashes, Urban KiwiRAP high-risk roads and intersections, high-risk 
motorcycle routes and pedestrian crash risk areas as set out in Chapter 12.” 

The evidence highlighted in the AMP supports the aforementioned problem statement: 
“There were 525 deaths and serious injuries on urban roads in 2017, up 88 per cent compared 
to the historic low point of 279 deaths and serious injuries on urban roads in 2012 (32): see 
Figure 6-1. Around half of those killed or seriously injured on AT urban roads are vulnerable 
road users (pedestrians, cyclists and motorcyclists).” 

The Road Safety PBC notes in Section 5.8, the case for change and confirms that investment in Road 
Safety is needed on Auckland Roads because there is an inceasing road safety problem resulting in a 
significant number of DSIs, which based on population growth and travel demand will only get worse: 

“2,607 deaths and serious injuries occurred from 2013 – 2017 and DSIs increased by 70% in 
that period, a much higher increast than the rest of NZ (30%) and a much higher than the 
increase in population or travel. Whilst several programmes are in place, further investment 
needs to be committed to reduce this number and move towards achieving Vision Zero.” 

The CAS data from 2014 – 2019 highlights three serious injury crashes one involving a pedestrian and 
23 minor injury crashes of which three involved pedestrians. The number of accidents that have 
occurred indicates that there is a safety problem and a solution needs to be taken to make the walk 
catchment areas in these communities safer.    

Does the 
problem need 
to be addressed 
at this time? 

The key drivers for change that determine urgency are growth, demand and customer perspective. 

The Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill is an urgent and significant road safety project, being an opportune 
development to demonstrate the safe roads and roadsides approach making communities safer. The 
SSBC clearly demonstrates the need to address these problems as a matter of urgency so as to reduce 
the likelihood of death and serious injuries in the selected communities and to support alternative 
modes to vehicular trips thus encouraging travel behavioural change and improving community 
wellbeing through the use of active modes. 

Is the problem 
specific to this 
investment (or 
should a 
broader 
perspective be 
taken)? 

The problems identified in the business case are generally specific to this activity though they align with 
the higher-level problems identified in the programme level strategic case (AMP).  The activity is linked 
to a wider safety programme that includes investment in speed management and road safety 
promotion activities enhancing the reduced risk of pedestrian safety. The activity is part of the Safer 
Communities programme of investment to address safety and operational deficiencies across 
Auckland’s road, motorcycle, pedestrian and cycle networks.  

5 Refer Chapter 6.1.2, pages 56-57, AMP 2018. 
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Benefits (the following questions should be covered from the Strategic Case) 

Have the 
benefits that 
will result from 
fixing the 
problem been 
adequately 
defined? 

The benefit statements below have been identified in the Road Safety Programme Business Case ILM 
and are all applicable to the Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill programme: 

1. Sustained reduction in road deaths and serious injuries *35%
2. Safe and healthy streets for everyone *15%
3. A safe roadside and street environment *25%
4. Safe road user behaviour *25%.

The proposed programme of works is intended to design and construct high quality safety interventions 
at three key locations within the Mt. Roskill community to increase walking (healthy transport mode) 
by making it safer and easier. The opportunities can be defined as follows: 

• Creating streets that give greater priority to pedestrians;

• Reducing traffic speeds;

• Improving the ability to cross the road safely and easily;

• Creating streets that support more compliant and alert driving behaviours;

• Footpath improvements; and

• High-quality education to increase active modes and tailor improvements to community needs. 
Will the 
measures 
specified 
provide 
reasonable 
evidence that 
the benefits 
have been 
delivered? 

Auckland Transport’s Asset Management Plan supports the objectives of ATAP, RLTP, Safer journeys 
strategy, and is therefore beneficial for supporting the objectives of the GPS.  

Auckland Transport advises that the identified benefits for the proposed activity is categorized 
according to the Framework for Investment Performance Measurement under two Outcome Classes: 

1. Safety – Improve/maintain (reduce deaths and serious injuries) measured through the number of
deaths and serious injuries and the number of crashes by severity;

2. Network Performance and Capability – throughput increase/maintain - traffic: mode share
(number of pedestrians, cyclists and motor vehicles by vehicle class, expressed as percentages) and
access increase/maintain: access – perception (perception of safety and ease of walking and
cycling).

The relationship between the investment objectives that this activity will contribute to and the specific 
outcomes of the programme is summarised below6: 

Investment Objective Specific outcome sought from 
this programme of works 

Measurement/Target for this 
programme 

Achieve a sustained reduction 
in road deaths and serious 
injuries. 

Improve the safety of journeys 
on the network, particularly 
for pedestrians in selected 
high-risk communities. 

A 30% reduction in the number 
of pedestrian and cyclist DSI’s 
within five years of 
construction. 

Reduce the number of DSI’s 
involving pedestrians, cyclists 
and powered two wheelers. 

Improve the safety of journeys 
on the network, particularly 
for pedestrians in selected 
high-risk communities. 

A 30% reduction in the number 
of pedestrian and cyclist DSI’s 
within five years of 
construction. 

Contribute to improved public 
health through a shift to 
active modes, by improving 
safety for users. 

Improve the walkability of 
selected high-risk 
communities. 

Improve accessibility to 
alternative transport options 
to the private car. 

Improve mode share for 
alternative modes of 
transport. 

Generate a 5% increase in 
walking trips within five years 
of construction of new 
pedestrian facilities. 

Percentage of footpaths in 
acceptable condition (as 
defined by AT’s AMP). 

Improve the safety of access 
to public transport. 

Reduce the gap between safe 
speeds and 85th percentile 
operational speeds towards 

Reduce speed limits in high-
risk locations, particularly in 

Operating speeds reduced to 
within 5% of recommended 
safe and appropriate speeds. 
50% reduction in the number 

6 Refer Table 7 in Section 5: Outcomes, page 44, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
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zero on the Auckland arterial 
and local road network. 

residential streets and areas 
with high pedestrian activity. 

of people travelling over 
appropriate speeds. 

Reduce the number of DSI 
crashes associated with high 
risk factors (alcohol, speed, 
young drivers, motorcyclists) 
by reducing the incidence of 
road users exhibiting high risk 
behaviour. 

Improve the safety of journeys 
on the network, particularly 
for pedestrians in selected 
high-risk communities. 

A 30% reduction in the number 
of pedestrian and cyclist DSI’s 
within five years of 
construction. 

Operating speeds reduced to 
within 5% of recommended 
safe and appropriate speeds. 
50% reduction in the number 
of people travelling over 
appropriate speeds. 

Are the 
measures both 
attributable 
and 
quantifiable to 
this 
investment? 

The performance measures at a programme level have been clearly specified, this is outlined above. 
The performance measures of the Safer Communities programme will be considered for this activity as 
they relate primarily to a reduction in Deaths and Serious Injury. In addition,the associated investment 
performance measures are possible as these all contribute positively to the publics’ health and well-
being as the safety interventions will make the roadside safer and easier to walk on with a more likely 
uptake in active modes occurring due to an improved perception within the communities of the safety 
risks as per the use of the mode together with an anticipated driver behaviour improvement due to 
reduced speeds within the selected areas of the community, allowing for them to be more aware of 
pedestrians. The performance measures provide sufficient linkages to quantifiable benefits.  

Are the benefits 
of high value to 
the NZ 
Transport 
Agency 
(furthering its 
objectives)? 

The benefits are of high value to the Transport Agency. They clearly and strongly align with priorities 
identified in the GPS around safety and access: 

• Safety7  - safe transport system free of death and serious injury- targeting areas of medium-high
walking or cycling safety risk as defined in the Communities at Risk Register including perceived 
safety risk to use of the mode - The proposed activity is a part of the Safer Communities programme 
of investment to address safety and operational deficiencies across Auckland’s road, motorcycle, 
pedestrian and cycle networks.

• Access8  - to opportunities, enables transport choice and access, and is resilient (liveable cities) -
provides significant operational efficiencies to reduce the costs of meeting appropriate levels of
service without impacting benefits adversely. The proposed activity addresses a significant problem
with the ability to use existing facilities and supports increasing the uptake of walking and cycling
within the selected communities for example children to and from school and targets the
completion and promotion of networks in major metros to enable access to social and economic
opportunities.

The Safer Communities programme could be an opportune mechanism to demonstrate the safety 
investment improvements should be delivered hand in hand with the safety campaigns (soft 
programmes) and linking the two is extremely cost effective as per travel change behaviour (uptake in 
active modes walking and cycling) in the selected communities9. 

Alternatives and options considered (strategic response level) (the following questions should be covered from the 
Programme Business Case) 

Have a 
sufficient range 
of strategic 
alternatives 
and options 
been explored 
(demand, 

The Road Safety Programme Business Case development resulted in several alternatives being 
identified10: 

• Leadership and Policy Change

• Interventions to manage demand

• Interventions to increase productivity

• Interventions to improve supply

• Enforcement

7 Investment Assessment Framework 2018-21 National Land Transport Programme – page 23 – Safety. 
8 Investment Assessment Framework 2018-21 National Land Transport Programme – page 23 – Access. 
9 Refer Section 8.2, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
10 Refer pages 9 – 10, Road Safety PBC, March 2019 Draft Issue 1. 
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productivity 
and supply)? 

• Education and Engagement

These alternatives were developed into intervention categories and levels, towards the development 
of 11 programmes. These programmes were developed through team and stakeholder workshop and 
built using the the building blocks (interventions and level of intervention) appropriate for each 
programme theme. For example, Programme 3 was aimed at contributing as much as possible to 
achieving Vision Zero, so the programme included building blocks from all intervention categories 
usually with a high level of intervention and presented the ultimate or aspirational goal for road safety 
despite being currently unaffordable.

The programmes were assessed using Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) including alignment to the 
investment benefits, risks and effects. Programme outcomes were also estimated, including forecast 
reduction in DSI, cost and economic efficiency. After examining the range of programme analysis, three 
programmes were shortlisted: 

• P3 – Contribute as much as possible to Vision Zero;

• P10 – Focus on Speed Management and vulnerable road users; and

• P7B – Targeting 60% DSI reduction within current budget. 
Is it clear what 
alternatives 
and options are 
proposed and 
the rationale 
for their 
selection? 

The alternatives and options have been clearly outlined and thoroughly assessed through a MCA and 
stakeholders workshop. All the short-listed programmes11 were revised to update their expected costs 
and resulting benefits for the pedestrian, cycling and motorcycling infrastructure were reviewed.  

In each case the applicability factors were reduced to better reflect the amount of infrastructure 
included within each effort level, which reduced the forecast DSI reductions arising from these activities. 

Programme 3 (P3) 

Apart from the changes to the DSI forecasts noted above, no other change to programme P3 was made. 
The effect on the outcomes was a reduction in the number of DSI saved in 2027 by 11/year, with the 
forecast crash reduction reduced from 82% to 80% and the total number of DSI saved reduced from 
2,366 to 2,319. The indicative BCR remained at 2.1. 

Programme 10 (P10) 

Changes to the DSI forecasts as noted above, pedestrian and cycle effort level reduced from 3 to 2, 
speed management at level 1 coverage reduced by 20% and total CAPEX (midrange) cost was reduced 
to 470 million. The effect on the outcomes was a reduction in the number of DSI saved in 2027 by 8/year, 
with the forecast crash reduction reduced from 63% to 62% and the total number of DSI saved reduced 
from 1,809 to 1,776. The indicative BCR remained at 3.3. 

Programme 7B (P7B) 

Changes to the DSI forecasts as noted above, speed management effort reduced from L3 to L2, 
intersection transformations reduced from 100 to 60, corridor transformation reduced from 150km to 
62km, total cost reduced from $1.085 billion to $604 million and total Capital (midrange) cost was 
reduced to $457 million. The effect on the outcomes was a reduction in the number of DSI saved in 

11 Refer pages 49 – 50, Road Safety PBC, March 2019 Draft Issue 1 
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2027 by 54/year, with the forecast crash reduction reduced from 72% to 64% and the total number of 
DSI saved reduced from 2,088 to 1,860. The indicative BCR improved from 2.7 to 3.6. 

In Chapter 6 under 6.1.2 Deaths and serious injuries on urban roads (AMP 2018) the key options 
considered are as follows: 

“Key options: 

1. Maintaining and operating roads, especially streetlights and traffic signals, can contribute to safety 
improvements.

2. Renewal priorities can be set with safety in mind, which will direct a higher proportion of renewals
investment to high-risk urban roads and intersections. Assets will be renewed to a fit-for-purpose
standard, consisitent with AT’s strategy. This standard is likely to differ from a like-for-like
replacement. 

3. Traffic systems can be managed to enable a speedier response to incidents, for example by using 
traffic signals to give priority to ambulances. This will give anyone injured in a crash a greater 
chance of full recovery. 

4. Capital projects that provide safety and operational improvements are prioritised according to the 
incidence of fatal crashes, urban KIWIRAP high-risk roads and intersections, high-risk motorcycle
routes and pedestrian crash risk areas.

By investing in the options listed above, AT should see a reduction in deaths and serious injuries on its 
urban network. Other benefits include: increased walking, cycling and public transport, fewer short car 
trips, leading to a more productive road network for freight and other priority road users, health benefits 
for individuals and for the community as a whole and increased customer satisfaction.”  

Are the 
proposed 
programmes 
the most 
effective 
response to the 
problem 
(comprehensive 
and balanced)? 

As a result of the assessments and stakeholders workshop Programme 7B was identified as the 
recommended programme. The preferred programme contains a combination of investment in 
infrastructure and non-infrastructure responses to the problem of increased deaths and serious injuries 
on Auckland’s roads.  

The preferred programme includes the following components with the Safer Communities programme 
alignment addressed under various components of Programme 7B, specifically speed management, 
vulnerable road users and TDM and Education. 

Are the 
proposed 
programmes 
feasible? 

In Section 8.3 Programme Risks and Opportunities of the Road Safety PBC12, Table 8-1 provides details 
of the major risks associated with delivering the planned programme. These are related to delivering 
both infrastructure components and complementary initiatives.  

The infrastructure construction risks like the capacity constraints in the industry leading to timeframe / 
cost risk, for example, availability of consultants and contractors to design and build facilities has a risk 
mitigation response that notes the recommended programme involves investment levels that are 
considered feasible.  

12 Refer pages 53 – 57, Road Safety PBC, March 2019 Draft Issue 1. 
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The affordability13 of the capital expenditure portion of the recommended programme has been refined 
to fit within Auckland Transport’s RLTP 2018-2028 budget expenditure for Road Safety, so the 
affordability of the capital expenditure is assumed to be acceptable.  

Detailed programme of packages/activities intervention (solution/outcome level) (the following questions should 
be covered from the Single Stage Business Case) 

Consistent with 
the strategic 
alternatives 
chosen, have a 
reasonable range 
of project options 
been analysed? 

Four project options14 were considered during SSBC compilation: 

• Speed management for the area – This would require extensive traffic calming measures for the
wider area (i.e. greater than the area included in the Programme extent).  This would also need
to go through the bylaw process.  This alternative was not progressed as the budget does not
cover the entire area.

• Focus on facilities outside schools – This would provide only localised treatments rather than
area wide treatments.  If treatments were installed only at locations outside schools, this would
not provide as an effective way to support end to end journeys for school children.  The benefits
of the treatments would not be delivered to the wider community.  It was decided to include
schools as a priority focus but to include other key walking destinations, in-line with the Safer
Communities approach.

• Crash reduction study treatment – This would only focus on crash locations.  This would not
address pedestrian connectivity or create a slower speed environment for the area.

• Treatments like Mangere Future Street – Area wide pedestrian treatments with traffic calming
measures to address mode shift to walking, improved safety for pedestrians, improved customer
satisfaction and value for money.

The four options were considered through an extensive three stage stakeholder consultation 
process15 with the preferred option filtering through the community-led approach.  

The consultation and optioneering process was clear, robust and consistent with the business case 
approach. All the options have been subjected to a full economic assessment and peer reviewed16.  

The preferred option was the most cost-effective approach whilst the alternatives identified some 
associated high-level costs and risks. The proposed solution is specified within the following table: 

Location Improvements Works Involved 

1. Carr Road (including
two roundabouts) 

• Intersection improvements;

• Improving existing or installing
new crossing facilities in the 
identified locations;

• Kerb-build outs

• Pedestrian refuge

• Pram crossings 

• Tactile pavers

• Zebra crossings

• Raised zebra crossings

• Median strip planters

13 Refer Section 9.3, page 63, Road Safety PBC, March 2019 Draft Issue 1. 
14 Refer Table 12, pages 59 – 60, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
15 Refer Flow Chart on page 62, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
16 Appendix J and K, Peer Review Reports, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 



Page 16 of 23 

2. Frost Road • Improvements to walking along
the street on two roads/service 
lanes; 

• Installing gateway 
improvements (speed tables, 
plantings, kerb build outs);

• Removal of public carparks to 
enable pedestrian 
improvements.

• Temporary planter boxes

• Line markings

• Side islands

• Speed tables

• Red/high friction surfacing

• Signalising intersections

3. Mount Albert Road 

Is the proposed 
solution specified 
clearly and fully 
(all business 
changes and any 
assets)? 

The preferred option is fully specified: a clear solution with all the components and evidence to 
suggest a deliverable option has been identified. It is clearly demonstrated that the preferred option 
is an effective solution to the problems identified17: 

The preferred option involves installing crossing facilities and other traffic calming measures in the 
selected locations within Mt. Roskill where there are a history of crashes as well as suited to meet 
pedestrian demand. This reduces the potential for pedestrian-driver conflict and therefore the 
incidence of a road safety incidents involving pedestrians. The traffic calming measures will reduce 
operational speeds and this will reduce the impact of conflict between motorists and vulnerable road 
users and will contribute to community perception that the area is safe for pedestrians to walk 
around.  

In addition, the pedestrian upgrades to / installation of improvements at intersections and footpaths 
will further improve the walkability within the community as the existing walkability rating is at 10.9 
whereas the preferred option will improve this to 33.6 rating with increased accessibility to social and 
economic opportunities, particularly for people who do not have access to a private vehicle. 

The business case encompasses interventions required to address the identified problem statements. 
This included an effective site selection process and robust optioneering.  The recommended solution 
is the most deliverable, value for money and strategically aligned solution.  It is clear and aligns with 
business changes and assets.  

Is the proposed 
solution the fit 
for purpose and 
able to respond 
to the problem 
and deliver the 
expected 
benefits? 

The Mt. Roskill Community was selected for inclusion in the Safer Communities programme because 
desktop reviews, initial community consultations and site inspections indicated that safety 
interventions (traffic calming, pedestrian crossing facilities, etc) in this community would produce the 
greatest potential for travel behaviour change, thus encouraging mode shift (healthier choices) so 
that walking is used more frequently for short to medium distance trips.  

Auckland Transport revisited the prioritisation process18 and selected Mt. Roskill as one of three final 
communities for programme delivery because: 

• There was high-strategic fit against the Assessment Framework19;

• The results of the desktop investigations and site inspections demonstrated that:
▪ Carr Road is located outside of the acceptable risk threshold and there are no crossing

facilities on Carr Road.
▪ Pedestrian crossing facilities along main roads (across side roads) are in poor condition.

Several intersections have dropped kerbs that are poorly aligned with crossing facilities
on the opposite side of the road. Few crossings included tactile pavers or directional
warners.

▪ Pedestrian crossing facilities across main road are poorly located. Several zebra
crossings have faded road markings and unmaintained traffic islands.

The preferred options assessment table20 is summarised below against the expected activity-specific 
benefits: 

17 Refer Table 15, pages 83 – 84, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
18 Refer Section 8.2, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
19 Refer Figure 8, page 66, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
20 Refer Table 16, pages 84-85, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
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• Sustained reduction in road deaths and serious injuries

Target: Achieve a sustained 30% reduction in the number of pedestrian and cyclist DSI’s within
five years of construction.

• Safe and healthy streets for everyone

Target: Reduce the number of DSI’s involving pedestrians, cyclists and powered two wheelers by
30% within five years of construction.

• A safe roadside and street environment

Target: Generate a 5% increase in walking trips within five years of construction of the new
pedestrian facilities. Percentage of footpaths in acceptable condition (as defined by Auckland 
Transport’s AMP).

• Safe road user behaviour

Target: Operating speeds reduced to within 5% of recommended safe and appropriate speeds.
50% reduction in the number of people travelling over appropriate speeds.

Can the solution 
really be 
delivered (costs, 
risks, timeframes, 
governance, etc)? 

There is clear evidence provided that the proposed solution is feasible and can be implemented within 
the five selected locations of the Mt. Roskill Community. There is substantial evidence provided in the 
Strategic Case (AMP 2018) and the Single Stage Business Case for Mt. Roskill, which indicates that the 
investment in safety improvements (interventions) to enhance roadside safety in turn leads to 
improved walkability and healthy transport mode choices within this community. 

The financial case21 notes an underlying funding assumption that the engineer’s estimates are 
accurate and there will be no budget overruns but still in terms of project delivery cost overruns are 
always highlighted as an inevitable financial risk (for example, inflation), therefore the current cost 
estimates are inclusive of contingency and Auckland Transport’s 5.7% administration cost. 

There are clear project timelines and governance structures detailed within the management and 
commercial (procurement approach and processes) cases22 which have been fully completed and peer 
reviewed (externally and internally). Land acquisition is not currently required as all proposed 
improvements are within the existing road corridor.   

General assessment 

Robustness of 
management case 

The management case is fit for purpose in consideration of the value of the project and robustly 
captures the relevant elements of a management case. This includes: 

• The project plan and schedule – the timelines / milestones have been clearly stated with the
implementation phase to design and construct the safety interventions in the three selected 
Mt. Roskill locations and planned to start in July 2019 with completion and close out by 2021.

• Constraints and dependencies – have been identified with the constraints being: unreasonably
wet weather, delaying construction; costings have not been finalised for some interventions
included in the preferred option; costings are indicative and subject to further detailed 
investigation and design. Dependencies being tendering (tenders falling outside of the project
budget) and engaging a suitably qualified contractor that can carry out the construction within 
the specified timeframe.

• A risk register has been maintained throughout the life of the project, which covers the status
of the risk and the mitigation strategies undertaken. The key project risks and mitigation
strategies are also reflected earlier on within the SSBC under Section 10.3.15 and 10.3.16 and
summarised in Table 17. The risk register is updated monthly.

• The project would maintain appropriate Auckland Transport quality standards which are further
elaborated in the form, function and standards section of this IQA.

Robustness of 
commercial case 

The commercial case is fit for purpose and states the procurement approach for the programme of 
activities as standard and follows the approved Auckland Transport procurement process. Auckland 
Transport will use a panel supplier list to ensure those tendering for the work are suitably qualified: 

• A Two Panel (PW2) procurement approach is used;

21 Section 12: Financial Case, pages 103 – 104, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
22 Section 13: Commercial Case and Section 14: Management Case, pages 105 – 121, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
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• Once procurement is approved, contractors on the Auckland Transport Physical Works 2 panel will
be invited to bid;

• The project procurement plan ensures that enough budget is approved and available to undertake
the procurement activity up to the value of the procurement estimate;

• Additionally, Auckland Transport uses a rating system at regular intervals over the course of a 
contract called ATPACE, which provides continuous feedback to contractors in terms of 
performance.

Strategic context 
and programme 
linkages 

The programme strategic case is Auckland Transport’s Asset Management Plan (AMP) 2018 under 
Chapter 12: Strategic Case for Road Safety where it is listed under the proposed safety investment 
programme. 

The AMP 2018 is one of a set of implementation plans prepared by Auckland Transport to deliver its 
activities and the Safer Communities programme will provide crucial improvements and investment 
to address safety and operational deficiencies within the selected communities like Mt. Roskill, 
targeting treatments to its roads (intersections), pedestrian facilities and speed management 
interventions as being the recommended strategic response which is in line with the GPS, ATAP and 
Regional Land Transport Plan 2018-28. 

Although, the fundamentals of this activity are walking and cycling improvements, SAFETY is the main 
investment driver as it adopts the current and soon to be finalised Road Safety Programme Business 
Case problem statements, opportunities and benefits (and ILM) as evidence together with the Vision 
Zero Framework. The Safer Journeys Action Plan 2016 – 2020, prioritises the Safe Roads and 
Roadsides approach as “short-term solutions to improve pedestrian safety include better roads and 
roadsides and smarter choices (both actions in this plan); better enforcement; and through better 
urban speed management” which is also aligned with this activity.  

Auckland Council and Auckland Transport efforts towards eliminating deaths and serious injuries on 
the road network can only be delivered/achieved once the road safety programme is comprised of 
several activities, including engineering treatments to high risk intersections and corridors, mass 
action treatments for pedestrians and motorcyclists, safer communities’ projects, minor safety 
reactive works and speed management.  

Results Alignment High 

The activity is assessed as high as it will provide crucial improvements and investment to address 
safety and operational deficiencies within the Mt. Roskill community with regards to its roads 
(intersections), pedestrian facilities and speed management interventions:  

SAFETY: Addresses a high perceived safety risk to use of the mode: 

• Activity will significantly reduce local pedestrian crashes by prioritising pedestrian movement
and reducing vehicle speeds.

• Activity will significantly reduce local vehicle crashes by reducing vehicle speeds.

• Activity will reduce a high perceived safety risk to the use of walking as a mode of travel. A 
reduced perceived risk will result in increased mode share for walking.

ACCESS: Access in liveable cities to opportunities, enables transport choice and is resilient: 

• Activity will provide significant local improvements in pedestrian access and resilience by
offering pedestrians safe and attractive facilities that enable mode choice and improved access 
to employment and education.

• Activity supports increasing the uptake of children using walking and cycling especially to and 
from school. 
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Benefit and cost 
appraisal 

Low 

The benefit and cost appraisal is aligned with guidance in the knowledge base and EEM.  The BCR for 
the Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill activity is 1.8 and this results in a ‘Low’ rating.  

All the benefits are accrued at a 6% discount rate over years 2 through 40. All benefits and costs have 
been updated using the most current set of EEM update factors23. 

The table below displays the summary of economic analysis: 

BCR 1.8 
NZTA EEM 

Total Benefits Present Value Benefits $12.2 million 

Total Costs Present Value Disbenefits $6.7 million 

Economics 
robustness 

In order to address the safety and operational deficiencies within the Mt. Roskill community with 
regards to its roads (intersections), pedestrian facilities and speed management interventions,four 
options were considered through an extensive and rigorous three stage stakeholder consultation 
process with the preferred option filtering through the community-led approach. The consultation 
and optioneering process was clear, robust and consistent with the business case approach.  

All the options have been subjected to a full economic assessment and peer reviewed24. 

An incremental analysis was not undertaken, but the preferred option has filtered through an 
extensive and rigorous three stage community consultation process and is evidenced within the SSBC 
for Mt. Roskill. 

The First Year Rate of Return (FYRR) is 9% for Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill. 

The preferred option was the most cost-effective approach whilst the alternatives identified some 
associated high-level costs and risks. The existing pedestrian activity was used in all iterations of the 
BCR calculations. The BCR was calculated using the existing EEM procedure (using an assumed 10% 
pedestrian increase).  

The sensitivity tests undertaken applied a modified benefit for health and well-being (using an 
assumed 10% pedestrian increase) and growth rate sensitivity testing as the discount factor used to 
convert the annual benefits to the total present value is guided by the annual growth rate and when 
assuming no growth (0.0%), this resulted in a BCR range from a value of 2.2 to 1.5 for the Mt. Roskill 
activity.  

The results of this process are in line with NZ based benchmarking research and demonstrate that 
there is an economic case for the programmes when using the existing procedure. It has also 
highlighted that there is a case for increasing the benefit associated with walking activity and develop 
a framework that can be further enhanced with additional data collection and research.  

The economic assessment indicates that investing in walking and cycling facilities has an economic 
benefit and that there is benefit in updating the health associated costs within the economic 
appraisal process. The walkability tool developed in this work adapted other tools used recently in 
the Community Street Review Process and Healthy Streets. It was developed specific to the suburban 
environment and is simplified for the purposes of this assessment. 

23 Refer Table 5.2 EEM Table A12.3, Abley Peer Review Economic Assessment Report. 
24 Appendix J, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
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Risks The top project risks and mitigation strategies are detailed in the SSBC (Section 10.3.15 Key Risks and 
10.3.16 Mitigation Measures) and are summarised in the table25 below: 

A risk register26 has been maintained throughout the life of the project, which covers the status of 
the risk and the mitigation strategies undertaken.  

Form, function 
and standards 
Levels of Service 

The project shall maintain standard quality standards appropriate for Auckland Transport, 
specifically: 

• Auckland Transport Code of Practice (Traffic Design Manual).

• Safe systems approach

• Urban Design Framework

• Standard Engineering Detail (S.E.D)

• Development Code NZ and Auckland 

• CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design)

• Accessibility Standards

• Any deviation from the standards will require sign-off from Policy & AMP Specialist.

The review of the documentation will be undertaken at suitable stages of the design phase to ensure 
all standards are met and quality is maintained. 

Investment The implementation (design and construction) and property phases of the Safer Communities – Mt. 
Roskill activity are included in the 2018-21 NLTP with a probable funding priority and an indicative 
profile of HL.   

This activity has a profile of HL and a funding priority 5. 

The Safer Communities – Mt. Roskill activity is funded from 451 work category and Walking and 
Cycling activity class.   

Auckland Transport understands that there are funding constraints within the Transport Agency’s 
NLTF and that this activity is currently identified as ‘unlikely’ to be funded, however under s.20(5) of 
the LTMA, the Transport Agency’s confirmation is required to be satisfied the funding decision. 

Auckland Transport confirms that there are sufficient funds available as allocated within Auckland 
Council’s Long-Term Plan 2018 – 2028 for this phase of the activity. 

25 Refer Table 17, page 88, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
26 Refer Appendix I, SSBC – Mt. Roskill. 
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Attachment 3 

Scheme Plan 
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Attachment 4 

CAS Data Snippet



Safer Communities selection 

Step 1 

Number of areas: 500+ to 50 

Cumulative risk and time catchments around centres. 

Identify number of potential mode share change within each catchment (and the number outside of the risk 
catchment). 

Criteria 

1. Prioritise locations based on the highest potential for mode shift due to road safety interventions.

2. Rank time catchment areas by safety risk – DSIequivalents (Crash risk (overall)), risk ranked
intersections and corridors for ARU (Crash risk (clustered)) based on KiwiRAP.

3. Desktop studies aggregated some of the communities for sense checking (deemed “sense
checking” in the methodology document).

BCR 

Calculated for wider areas of Auckland (Urban: North/West/South/Central, Rural: North/South). Purpose of 
these BCR calculations needs explanation. 

Step 2 

Number of areas: 50 to 9 

Assessment undertaken based on criteria below (shown in the spreadsheet, although columns V not always 
reflective of this). 

Note that the Project Plan document does not mention Mangere Bridge as it was added later on – AT 
confirmed. 

Criteria 

1. There is already substantial pedestrian related infrastructure in the area so little-no options for
additional treatments

2. There is no potential for modeshift change (i.e. a destination school, almost all students living within
2km already walk)

3. Additional pedestrian infrastructure is impossible due to other planned developed or redevelopment
of the area

4. School has recently been a Safer Community

5. There is no neighbouring community trip generator (i.e. shops or PT) that will also be benefitted

Step 2a 

Number of areas: 9 to 3 

Note that the indicative BCR calculations changed from here to the SSBC 

Further refinement by desktop study to determine opportunities for infrastructure improvements, and rough 
cost estimates. 

Community engagement. 

Criteria 

1. Desktop study confirmed criteria for step 2.

2. Local Board and community support.

BCR 

• BCR (indicative) for the top three communities (technical note).

o Mt Roskill – 3.7

o Papakura – 3.4

o Mangere Bridge – 0.3

Step 3 

Location and intervention selection etc. as per the document. 



SAFER COMMUNITIES COMMUNITY SELECTION PYRAMID

Community Selection process for long list 500+ communites;

1. 2015-18 Safer Communities Report (AT and Abley).pdf;

2. Auckland Regional Schools - Safety prioritisation.xls and Abley Clustered Locations - All with Injuries Stats.xls;

3. Network Assessment - Abley - Technical notes;

a. Technical Addendum - 15 May 2017 - Revision A.pdf;

b. Technical Addendum - 26 Jun 2017 - Revision B.pdf;

c. Urban-KiwiRAP-Identifying-Road-Safety-Risk-on-New-Zealands-Roads-2015.pdf;

Community Selection process for top 50 down to 9 short list;

1. 2018-21 Safer Communities Project plan.pdf;

2. Community List - with AT comments for final selection.xls;

3. Desktop studies;

4. Mackie Research - Evaluation Framework - Dec 2018.docx;

5. Mackie Research - Formative Evaluation Workshop - Apr 2019.pdf;

The 3 communities selected for the 2018-21

SSBC and Implementation phases;

1. Abley Safer Communities BCR Calculations Technical

note - 17 Oct 2017.pdf

2. Project Selection;

a. Boffa Design Reports for the 3 selected communities;

b. Community Consultation Packages; and

c. Community Street Review and Safe School

Street Review.

3. Agreement with NZTA for

SSBC development.

 

  

In the second level of the Community Selection pyramid we bring the long list 
from 50 to 9. Again, we refer to Point 2 but at this level which has utilised the 
information located in Columns V to Z. Including the confirmation and 
consideration of community engagement at the Local Board level indicated by 
Columns AB to AC.  

The Desktop Studies (Point 3) was completed for each of the 9 short listed 
communities to determine the opportunities for making changes and with 
rough cost estimates prepared. 

In the first level of the Community 
Selection pyramid please refer to Point 
2 which was utilised together with 
sense checking to bring the long list 
from 500 to 50. 

Points 1 and 2 in the last level of the Community Selection pyramid with 
reference also to the Community List excel mentioned in Point 2 at the second 
level specifically Column AI. Allowed for these three (Mangere Bridge / Mt. 
Roskill / Papakura) communities filtering out from the nine identified on Page 4 
of the Boffa Design Reports (Point 2.a.) and was then agreed with the Transport 
Agency to be advanced for SSBC development work. 
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Auckland transport (At) engaged Boffa Miskell in January 2018 to 
assist with the development of sketch design concepts for the safer 
communities Programme for Mt Roskill.

this document provides a summary of the safer community 
Programme’s background and objectives and sets out the urban 
design analysis, identification of issues and opportunities of the areas 
of focus. the document also proposes sketch concept designs for 
improvement of safety and the attractiveness of walking as a viable 
transport mode at Mt Roskill. 

the work has been developed iteratively and collaboratively with 
Auckland transport’s Road safety team and Mackie Research 
via a series of internal and external stakeholder workshops which 
are described in more detail in this document. At internal team 
representatives, Local Board Elected Member Relationship Officer 
(EMRo), residents’ groups, commercial groups, mana whenua 
representatives, and local community representatives were invited 
to attend.  the local schools, colleges, early childhood centres and 
sports centres were engaged separately.

Background and objectives
Following the success of the Māngere Future Streets project (http://
www.futurestreets.org.nz/), the safer communities Programme has 
been introduced by At to provide a comprehensive approach for 
encouraging walking and cycling as preferred modes of transport for 
local trips. 

Building on previous experiences, the programme’s aim is to 
shift safety improvement projects from focusing on isolated 
intervention around schools to creating a safer environment for 
the whole community. the revised programme focuses on fewer 
neighbourhoods over a longer period to encourage community 
participation and allow for more transformative improvements to 
happen. the overarching goal of the programme is to create a 
neighbourhood with streets, which feel safe for walking and cycling, 
and a consequent reduction in road-related injuries. 

the following objectives set out to achieve the programme goals:

• street / route hierarchy give greater priority to pedestrians and
cyclists

• People feel safe on routes

• Reduce traffic speed where appropriate and make it more
consistent around the whole neighbourhood

• Improve people’s ability to cross the road safely

introduction

• schools, shopping areas and transport hubs are priority
destinations for the walking and   cycling network

• Align the design with At’s design manual, but innovate where
needed

• Build an environment to support more compliant and alert driving
behaviours

• support with high quality education to increase active modes and
tailor to the community’s needs

• Demonstrate excellent At delivery

• Street/route hierarchy giving greater priority to pedestrians and cyclists

• People feel safe on routes

• Reduce traffic speed where appropriate and make it more consistent

• improve people’s ability to cross the road safely

• Schools, shopping areas and transport hubs are priority destinations for the walking
and cycling network

• Align the design with AT’s design manual, but innovate where needed

• Build an environment to support more compliant and alert driving behaviours

• Support with high quality education to increase active modes and tailor to the
community needs

• Demonstrate excellent at delivery

Safer Communities Programme outcomes
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A desktop study was then undertaken for the following nine shortlisted 
neighbourhoods to assess the potential benefits and risks/challenges 
to inform the final decision making:  

1. Henderson train station

2. Pukekohe High school

3. Fruitvale Road train station

4. Manurewa train station / town centre

5. Papakura train station / town centre

6. Massey High / Primary school

7. Ranui / swanson train station

8. Mt Roskill Primary / Intermediate school

9. Māngere Bridge School / Māngere Bridge Village

Initial consultations were then undertaken to get a better 
understanding of existing community groups, local Board, local 
schools’ and nZ Police willingness to support the safer community 
Programme.  this buy-in and support is essential to the success of the 
programme.

Ultimately, Māngere Bridge, Mt Roskill and Papakura were chosen as 
the three targeted neighbourhoods for the revised safer community 
programme. the initial budget of 16.5 million was allocated for the 
development of these three areas over a three year period between 
2018-2021. For detailed information on the community selection 
process refer to the safer communities Programme Project Plan.

Community Selection Process
A combination of GIs analysis, desktop study and site visits were 
used to select targeted neighbourhoods. An accessibility model was 
developed by Abley transportation consultant’s for At (refer to Abley 
sc Prioritisation Methodology), to select areas which had higher 
potential for safety and accessibility improvements (particularly travel 
to school).

the analysis used the census data in terms of population and job 
density to determine the latent pedestrian demands, and prioritised 
the areas/zones based on risks and potential modal shift.

the areas/zones were then clustered into a community of nearby 
schools, town / local centres and transport station hub catchments as 
this approach would achieve collective benefits.

secondly, the Project steering Group carried out a series of desktop 
studies and site visits to further reduce the list and to exclude 
communities that: 

• have sufficient walking / cycling facilities

• have ongoing or planned walking / cycling related projects

• were included in the previous safer community Programmes

• are isolated from their surroundings

• will not support / reinforce other At and council projects or
strategies

• have lower recorded traffic and pedestrian incidents

• are less likely to participate in the programme

overall engagement Process
the revised safer community Programme puts emphasis on 
effective stakeholder and community engagement. Initially three 
key community consultation phases were planned within the overall 
timeframe. The first community consultation, carried out prior to design 
and consultant’s involvement, identified the community’s challenges 
and issues. 

the second consultation, held after the initial concept design 
development, was intended to inform the community, give them 
the opportunity to discuss ideas before the design was finalised and 
reduce the risk of possible community resistance against the new 
designs. 

The last official community consultation stage will take place following 
development of the scheme design to seek community feedback, 
particularly those that will be directly affected by the new proposals, 
on developed solutions and design options. During and after 
implementation, the community will be kept informed about proposed 
infrastructure. Further community meetings at schools and libraries will 
also provide information and upskilling on how to use the new facilities.
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Process
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DeSiGn Summary rePort 
Community ConSultation on SketCh 
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Community SeleCtion 

Scheme Plan DeveloPment 

Scheme Plan ReVISIon 

Project evaluation 

FORMAL COMMunity COnsuLtAtiOn 

Community eduCation and upskilling 



urban Design analysis 
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Context analysis 
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Summary of Community Consultation 
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Current Classification
Mt Albert: Primary Arterial
carr Road : collector 
Frost Road: collector 
Hayr Road: collector, local street 

Mt Albert: Mixed use Arterial, Main street Arterial, single use 
Arterial 
carr Road : Mixed use collector, neighbourhood collector
Frost Road: neighbourhood collector

Hayr Road: neighbourhood collector, local street 

Roads and Streets Framework

ROADS AND STREETS FRAMEWORK28

There are nine street types in Auckland. These are shown in Figure 
11. There are also rural sub-groups of the road and street types.

This framework recognises that a liveable and successful city needs 
a variety of street types that serve different roles and functions in 
different places and at different times of the day.

The road and street types for Auckland have been developed based 
on place and movement functions for now and how they could be 
into the future, ensuring more efficient, liveable, sustainable and 
inclusive transport outcomes.

The street family establishes the roles and priorities of the street 
types. The function priorities will change depending on the type  
of road or street.

This relatively simple categorisation aims to make it practical 
to apply and help developers, community groups and other 
stakeholders by providing a framework to assist with balancing 
competing demands.

Ideally, major place and streetscape schemes can succeed in 
delivering improvements for many different users at the same time. 

The combination  
of movement & place  
results in the street type

Figure 11 Roads and streets family

In some cases this will not be 
possible, but it is important to 
work through the trade-offs.

For example for single use 
arterial, in the top left hand 
corner of the matrix, the focus 
will be on supporting reliable 
and efficient movement 
for vehicles while seeking 
to mitigate the impacts 
on communities that live 
alongside (for example, 
noise, air pollution and 
severance) as far as possible.

A road can consist of 
different street types along 
its full length, for example, 
a neighbourhood collector
could transition into a mixed-
use collector. In newly 
developing areas, a rural 
collector servicing a Special 
Housing Area could transition 
to a neighbourhood collector 
or a mixed use collector. The 
transition would be phased 
with the development stages.

Rural roads are included in 
the nine typologies shown 
in figure 11. Rural roads 
(e.g. surrounded mostly by 
countryside) are considered
subsets of Single Use Arterials, 
neighbourhood collectors
and local streets, while roads 
and streets in ‘rural centres’ 
can be treated the same as 
their urban equivalents. These 
are described in more detail 
in the service priorities.
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the Roads and streets Framework provides the high-level strategic frame 
of reference for all existing and future streets in Auckland. 

It seeks to balance the unique need of place and movement functionality 
and provide guidance for subsequent design work. 

While a full analysis of the Roads and streets Framework has not been 
carried out, an initial assessment against the matrix highlights the mismatch 
between existing and desired street types for a number of the major roads 
in the Mt Roskill study area.

In particular, there is currently a lack of hierarchy between Mt Albert Road, 
Frost Road, carr Road, Hayr and Dornwell Road with little recognition of 
the residential neighbourhood and context of each street. 
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identifying areas of focus 
The areas of focus identified for Mt Roskill summarises the results of 
the first phase of community consultation and the first stakeholder 
workshop.  

initial Community Consultation feedback
The first phase of community consultation was carried out by aT 
from october to December 2017 to establish where the issues are 
and what physical improvements could enhance road safety 
and subsequently encourage walking and cycling within the 
neighbourhood. several communication methods (brochure, project 
webpage, social media channel) were used to ensure high levels 
of community engagement. the team spoke to locals at events at 
various locations including train stations, libraries, schools, community 
centres, churches, supermarkets, and recreation centres. the At 
project team also liaised with the local Board, nZ Police, community 
leaders, mana whenua and mātāwaka.

local residents were invited to participate in community street 
Reviews, whereby a ‘street walk’ and current evaluation was 
undertaken on a number of streets within the focus area.  these 
reviews give the project an inherently valuable community 
perspective and in turn better outcomes for the project.

the heat map on page 11 represents most of the locations that were 
mentioned by communities as unsafe or as creating obstacles for 
walking and cycling. a total of 66 specific areas were identified for 
potential improvements. the top locations are: 

• carr Road

• Mt Albert Road

• Dominion Road (Mt Roskill end)

• three kings Plaza

• Richardson Road

• somerset Road

• Duke street / Mccullough Avenue

• carr Road (between Hayr Road/ Frost Road)

• Mt Eden Road / Mt Albert Road

• Parau street

Stakeholder workshop
The first stakeholder workshop was held on 22 january 
2018, and identified the following major themes / areas of 
focus: 

• carr Road / Frost Road (including hierarchy and
school gate project and Hayr roundabout)

• Mt Albert Road (three kings Plaza) – crossing issue,
confusing intersection layout

• Dominion to Mt Eden including Dornwell / Hayr Road
intersection– crossing issue

• walkway / Pathway / Connections / wayfinding

• Function and hierarchy of roads particularly arterial
crossings

• Denbigh Avenue – crossing issue

• somerset Road – crossing issue

• sandringham Road

• Gateway treatment – differentiate between functions
reinforcing residential streets (thresholds)

• Dominion Road / keystone Road – hard to cross

• school zones – revision of the zones and signage

areas of focus Categories
By collating all the information and priorities, five main 
categories for projects were identified:

• local / town centre

• school zones

• arterial / collector road safety and walking
improvements

• residential streets walking improvements

• access to green space and recreation areas
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• Traffic speed
• Drivers park across roundabout 
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• Speed management 
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frost road

Issues Opportunities 
• Traffic Speed
• Heavy traffic around school time
• No safe environment  for 3000 school

children to cross

• Speed management
• School zone / Gateway
• Stop / limit vehicle access
• Intersection improvements
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residential areas - east 

Keith Hay
Park

Mt Roskill
Grammar School

Mt Roskill
Primary School

Mt Roskill
Intermediate

Countdown 
Three Kings

Mount Roskill
Summit

Wesley Intermediate
School

War Memorial
Park

St Therese
School Three Kings

Primary School

Akarana
Golf Club

State
Highway

20

M
ay

R
o
ad

D
o

m
in

io
n

R
o

a
d

Mount Albert Road

South-Western Motorway

Carr Road

H
ay

r R
o
a
d

F
ro

s
t
R

o
a
d

H
il
ls

b
o

ro
u

g
h

R
o

a
d

S
o

m
e
rs

e
t

R
o

a
d

Denbigh Avenue

M
elro

se
Road

M
o

u
n

t
E

d
e

n
R

o
a

d

W
in

s
to

n
e

R
o

a
d

P
a
ra

u
S

tr
e
e
t

M
c
c
u
llo

u
g
h

A
v
e
n
u
e

Denny
Avenue

Q
u

e
e
n

s
w

a
y

Stoddard
Road

M
o
u
n
t
R

o
sk

ill
R

o
ad

D
o
rn

w
el

l R
o
ad

B
re

m
n
er

A
ve

n
u
e

G
ifford

Avenue

S
t

A
n

d
re

w
s

R
o

a
d

S
c
o
u
t
A

v
e
n
u
e

S
ta

m
fo

rd
P
ar

k
R

o
ad

R
o
s
e
m

a
n

A
v
e
n
u
e

Fyvie Avenue

Rom
a

Road

Herd Road

Accessway

Haughey Avenue

M
illiken

Avenue

Memorial Avenue

S
m

a
llfield

A
ve

n
u
e

R
ichardson

R
oad

Warren Avenue

Kingsway

Britton Avenue

M
elrose

Road
East

F
re

el
an

d
A

ve
n
u
e

Jasper Avenue

Keystone Avenue

G
le

n
a

rm
A

v
e
n

u
e

P
la

y
fa

ir
R

o
a

d

R
a
d

n
o

r
R

o
a
d

To
ry

S
tr

ee
t

B
u

rn
e
tt

A
v
e

n
u

e

A
k
a
ra

n
a

A
v
e
n

u
e

C
lin

ke
r 
S
tr

e
et

S
a
n

ft
A

v
e
n

u
e

Marie Avenue

Youth Street

Littlejohn Street

Kallu
Crescent

S
im

m
o

n
d
s

A
v
e
n
u

e

Budock Road

Gregory Place

B
ri

s
to

l
R

o
a
d

Vic Butler Street

Delargey Avenue

S
te

in
s

A
v
e
n

u
e

F
e
a
ro

n
A

v
e
n

u
e

Henshaw Avenue

Christie
Street

B
axter Street

A
ra

m
u
tu

R
o
a
d

Verc
oe

Str
eet

M
il
la

rd
 S

tr
e
e
t

Cullen
Avenue

O
xley

A
venue

K
in

lo
ch

A
ve

n
u
e

Barr
is

te
r Avenue

A
cc

es
sw

ay

Accessway

A
c
c
e
s
s
w

a
y

Accessway

SAFER COMMUNITIES PROGRAMME - MT ROSKILL

Mt Albert Road
Date: 23 January 2018 | Revision: 0

Plan prepared for Auckland Transport by Boffa Miskell Limited

Project Manager: Stuart.Houghton@boffamiskell.co.nz | Drawn: EGh | Checked: SHowww.boffamiskell.co.nz

D
RA

FT

File Ref: A18002_43_Mt_Roaskill_Residential Areas_1_2500@A1.mxd

This plan has been prepared by Boffa Miskell Limited on the
specific instructions of our Client. It is solely for our Clients
use in accordance with the agreed scope of work. Any use or
reliance by a third party is at that partys own risk. Where
information has been supplied by the Client or obtained
from other external sources, it has been assumed that it is
accurate. No liability or responsibility is accepted by Boffa
Miskell Limited for any errors or omissions to the extent
that they arise from inaccurate information provided by the
Client or any external source.

Legend0 120 m

1:3,500 @ A1°
Projection: NZGD 2000 New Zealand Transverse Mercator

Data Sources:

Shool

Business - Town Centre Zone

Business - Local Centre Zone

Business - Neighbourhood Centre Zone

Business - Mixed Use Zone

Business - Light Industry Zone

Issues Opportunities 
• Traffic Speed
• Unsafe intersections
• Lack of crossing

• Speed management
• Additional crossing at intersections
• Midblock crossing

1- Mt Albert Road
2- Frost Road
3- Britton Avenue
4- Hayr Road

5- Warren Avenue
6- Dormwell Road
7- Clinker Road
8- Carr Road

6

7

3 4

4

5
2

1 1

8



 | safer communities - Mt Roskill | summary Design Report| August 2018| 19

residential areas - west 
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State Highway 20 Connections 

Issues Opportunities 
• Traffic Speed
• Narrow foorpath

• Speed management
• Widening footpth
• Improve separation between footpath
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local Board Safe route 
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5- Existing walkway 
6- Hayr Road

Issues Opportunities 
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Bunnings entrance on Carr road

Issues Opportunities 
• Visibility Issues
• Lack of crossing at the intersection

• Intersection improvements
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top Projects 
the second stakeholder workshop was held to identify the top priority 
projects. After a recap of the community feedback and a quick 
review of current risk and injury maps in Mt Roskill by the project team, 
Boffa Miskell presented potential standard treatment categories that 
could be applied to different locations through the neighbourhood. 
Four smaller groups then discussed and prioritised locations of physical 
improvements, using coloured stickers (refer to appendices page 46-
49). 

Following the second stakeholder workshop, another workshop was 
held by a smaller group including the project manager, project team 
teams, hamish Mackie and Boffa Miskell to finalise a list of top priority 
projects (refer to appendices page 50).  

the project team then agreed on the following top 10 projects:

• carr Road (including two roundabouts)

• Frost Road

• three kings Plaza (Between Dornwell and Hayr Roads)

• Mt Albert between Mt Eden and Frost Roads

• local Board proposed green route

• Residential area east of Mt Roskill schools

• Residential area west of Mt Roskill schools

• Mt Albert from Frost Road to Dominion Road

• Bunnings entrance on carr Road

• sandringham highway bridge

• Parking visibility issues on Richardson Road
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a review of existing auckland Transport design guidelines identified 
that the local Path Design Guide is the most relevant guide to the 
safer communities projects. the local Path Guide introduces tools to 
improve walking and cycling for suburban neighbourhoods and well 
covers the current issues the community is faced with in Mt Roaskill.

the local Path Guide introduces a number of design and indicative 
tools and treatments that can inform design work for the safer 
community programme including:

• crossing the street

• Reducing traffic speed

• Reducing traffic volume

• Water sensitive design Berm Gardening

Berm gardening refers to community-initiated management 
of berms, verges and other landscaped areas within the 
road reserve (property boundary to property boundary). 
Internationally, berm gardening is positively recognised for 
enabling communities to establish local character, building 
social capital, neighbourhood cohesion and lively streets, 
increasing property values and providing habitat. Design Parameters

•	 The responsibility for ongoing 

maintenance and costs need 

to be agreed with the part of 

Auckland Council or Auckland 

Transport responsible for future 

maintenance of these features, 

prior to the design being 

completed.

•	 Planting must not impede 

the movement of people and 

vehicles.

•	 Any planting must not damage 

any utility services or unduly 

impede access to utility for repair. 

•	 Any planting needs to maintain 

clear sight lines between different 

users of the street.

Design Considerations

•	 Intensity of urban environment: once an area is above a density 

threshold, berm gardening becomes less feasible as footpaths 

are required for other civic functions.

•	 Maintenance requirements of plants needs to be considered 

carefully. If there is a risk that maintenance is going to be 

sporadic then low maintenance native plants are recommended. 

•	 Ensure that the character of the planting considers the specific 

types and character of planting in the neighbourhood. 

•	 Consideration should be given to the locations of all existing 

below-ground and above-ground services. 

Cost
See page 125 - 133 for more information

50

Water sensitive Design 

Reducing traffic speed 

Reducing traffic speed Reducing traffic volume

Reducing traffic volume

crossing the street 

Also referred to as a street closure or diverter. As the name 
suggests, vehicle road closures close access to a street to all 
vehicles while maintaining access to bicycles and pedestrians. 

Where space is available, providing a turning circle, or cul-de-
sac is the most effective solution at reducing motor vehicle 
traffic volumes along the street. Additionally, a cul-de-sac 
can be planted to improve the amenity of the street. Special 
consideration should be given to service vehicles to allow 
them to turn around in the turning circle provided. Road 
closures may include ramps with break-away posts to permit 
emergency vehicle access. 

Vehicle Road Closure (Cul-de-sac)

•	 Can only be located on a well-

connected street network. 

•	 Typically placed on minor streets 

at an intersection with a major 

street, to manage motor vehicle 

volumes on the minor street.

Recommended Usage

Design Considerations

•	 Street network access, including analysis of the impacts of 

diverted traffic.

•	 Emergency vehicle access requirements.

•	 Provides good opportunity for landscaping. Native and low 

maintenance plants are recommended. 

•	 Existing stormwater catchment pits can generally be retained.

2

4

Cost
See page 125 - 133 for more information

86

•	 Recommended for locations that 

do not meet the zebra crossing 

warrant but where increased 

safety and pedestrian amenity is 

desired, and the desire lines want 

to be acknowledged. 

•	 Can be used to introduce the 

slower zone for a Local Path.

•	 Flush treatments are 

recommended for public transport 

routes.

•	 Use in combination with 

intersection repair treatment (see 

page 37) or as part of a tactical 

approach to test locations of 

future zebra crossings.

Recommended Usage

Design Considerations

•	 Surface treatments (cobblestones, thermoplastic markings) are 

recommended to provide tactile feedback to drivers.

•	 The choice of marking can be influenced by the local character 

and in conjunction with community engagement.

•	 Be mindful of conflicts with existing driveways.

•	 Raised crossings need to consider the ramp transition so vehicles

don’t ‘bottom out’.

•	 Raised tables may require additional changes to stormwater 

systems, which can be costly. 

1

2

3 4

5

Cost
See page 125 - 133 for more information

Courtesy crossings are crossings where pedestrians do not 
have legal right of way, but they highlight a good place 
for pedestrians to cross. A courtesy crossing can be a flush 
painted or textured strip, or a raised crossing. They are 
often incorporated into intersections. This tool creates a
visibly prominent crossing location for people on bikes and 
pedestrians. The threshold created by a courtesy crossing 
signals a change in environment from busier, faster arterial 
roads to slower, local streets. This means that the treatment 
will (in theory) make it slightly easier for pedestrians to cross, 
however there is no formal requirement for vehicles to give 
way to pedestrians.

A raised crossing reduces the vehicle approach speed and 
provides a flush crossing point for pedestrians. A courtesy 
crossing is not fitted with zebra markings, which make them 
more appropriate for locations where the requirements for a 
zebra crossing warrant are not met. 

Courtesy Crossing

108
Kerb extension semi-diverters block vehicle entry to a street 
by closing off either the inbound or the outbound lane into 
a street. A traffic island is placed near the centreline with a 
gap between the island and kerb extension to permit bicycle 
entry. 

It is recommended that the island include vertical 
delineations to further discourage car use. 

Kerb Extension with Island Semi-diverter

•	 A well connected street network is 

required, so access is retained.

•	 This tool is compatible with public 

transport for streets that have 

uni-directional bus routes (using 

only one side of the street). Not 

suitable for streets that have bi-

directional bus routes.

Recommended Usage

Design Considerations

•	 Street network access, heavy traffic.

•	 Integration of stormwater infrastructure.

•	 Pedestrian desire lines.

•	 Can be combined with a pedestrian crossing to provide additional 

traffic calming.

•	 Driveways and access to properties, and the potential loss of on 

street parking.

1
2

3

Cost
See page 125 - 133 for more information
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Mini-roundabouts are a tool to reduce speeds and improve 
safety at busier residential intersections. Mini-roundabouts 
at minor intersections should use a typical passenger car as 
the design vehicle, so that speeds are reduced as much as 
possible. The addition of kerb build-outs on the approaches 
to the roundabout will further limit approach speeds.

Mini-roundabouts use all the design and operational features 
of a modern roundabout (de�ection, low-speed operation, 
give-way rules), but do not necessarily have a landscaped 
centre island. Instead the edge of the centre island can be 
fully mountable. This permits mini-roundabouts to be used in 
constrained environments where truck and bus access is to be 
maintained.

A mini-roundabout is an e�ective way to deal with 
intersections that have car movements in all directions as 
well as a small volume of service vehicles, trucks and even 
buses. 

Mini-roundabout

• Use in areas with bicycle and 

crossing vehicle (�ow) con�icts 

• This tool is compatible with public 

transport. On bus routes, painted 

mini-roundabouts are preferable 

to those with raised central 

domes which buses then have to 

negotiate.

Recommended Usage

3

1

2

Cost
See page 125 - 133 for more information
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Kerb build-outs extend the sidewalk or kerb face into the 
carriageway at an intersection, serving as a visual cue that 
drivers are entering a neighbourhood street area. They are 
also useful in reducing vehicle speeds, as they physically 
narrow down the carriageway and increase awareness 
of drivers. Kerb build-outs are a commonly used tool for 
pedestrian crossings and are often implemented as part of 
safer schools programmes. Properly designed kerb build-outs 
do not interfere with existing stormwater systems and can be 
implemented fairly quickly and cost-effectively.

Kerb Build-outs

•	 Install at intersection, to denote a 

gateway to slower zones or mid-

block crossing points.

•	 Used as “book-ends” to highlight 

the location of the Local Path to 

approaching drivers.

•	 This tool is compatible with public 

transport. 

Recommended Usage

Design Considerations

•	 If the street is frequently used by larger vehicles, such as (school)

buses and trucks, modify the design to accommodate these.

•	 Kerb extensions may be treated with corner street furniture and 

other amenities.

•	 Kerb extensions offer opportunities for native low planting to 

increase permeable surface.

Cost
See page 125 - 133 for more information

110

local Path Design Guide
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Standard treatments
slower speed

Intersection Improvements

Walking Along the street 

crossing the street Gateway Improvements

Placemaking opportunities
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TDM: VOLUME 1 | AUCKLAND URBAN STREET AND ROAD DESIGN GUIDE80

DRAFT

       Appropriate speed limits

Neighbourhood connectors are
places where people live, work
and sometimes shop. Their name
also belies their function as a
critical link in the road network,
connecting local residential
streets with the wider road and
street network. This movement
function should be balanced with
the place function. Speeds above
40km/h are not acceptable for
residential connectors, as this
conflicts with the desired and safe
speeds that are appropriate for
residential areas.

Neighbourhood connectors
are long contiguous streets
that have higher levels
of vehicle traffic. These
streets connect quiet,
local residential streets
with streets that connect
neighbourhoods to one
another, such as Richmond
Road.

Where connector roads
intersect, various shops might
be clustered together, forming
a small neighbourhood retail
centre. Outside of these
neighbourhood centres,
neighbourhood connectors
are lined with apartments
buildings, townhouses

Neighbourhood Connector

1

3

6

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1

and single family homes.
Neighbourhood connectors
typically run through the heart
of residential neighbourhoods.
Because of their function as a
local centre, higher densities
are acceptable and preferred
along residential connectors.

5

7

DRAFT
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UNRENDERED 

M
ODEL



Sketch Design Concepts



 | safer communities - Mt Roskill | summary Design Report| August 2018| 31

carr Road is heavily used by large number of school students to walk to and from school.  the 
design aims to improve footpath condition for walking and cycling, slow down the terrific, and 
mediate the effect of industrial landuses and make it easier to cross the roads.

Main design ideas are:

• upgrade northern footpath to differentiate it from industrial visitor parking.

• Widen southern footpath to accommodate a 4.5 wide shared path for walking and
cycling.

• Remove some of on street parking and replace them by street trees and berms.

• Add new midblock raised zebra crossing to make it easier to cross the road.

• Improve roundabout and add raised zebra crossing at all arms, remove slip lanes and
tighten kerbs.

Carr road  
Sketch Design 
Concepts  
From the top ten projects, three were selected by the team for concept design 
development. sketch concept design plans and perspectives were prepared. 
these later formed part of the community consultation brochure. 

the sketch design concepts are high level, early design thinking that captures 
possible design responses to address identified issues and opportunities. The 
proposed solutions aim to allow roads to function according to their hierarchy as 
defined through the Road and Streets Framework. 

the sketch designs are then subject to further community engagement. together 
with the results of that community feedback, the sketch designs are intended 
to inform further development of designs, taking into account the full range of 
technical engineering consultation and stakeholder objectives. 
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three kings Plaza frost road 

Frost Road is also used heavily by school students. The project aim is to slow down the traffic, 
add zebra crossing at roundabout, restrict turning traffic along the road, and provide gateway 
treatments to create school slow zone. 

 Main design ideas are:

• upgrade two existing zebra crossings to raised zebra crossings.

• Remove on street parking immediately north and south of school to widen footpath and
create continues shared path.

• tighten the kerbs and add new raised zebra crossings across all arms of the roundabout.

• Planted median to restrict drivers from turning and encourage using roundabout.

• gateway treatment/ kerb buildouts and street trees to define school slow zone.

• opportunity for school students to be involved in placemaking along Frost Road to create
school slow zone.

• Slow traffic along Frost road.

Intersection of Mt Albert Road with Hayr and Donrwell is very complex for both pedestrians and 
drivers. the aim is to make it easier for pedestrian to cross the intersection and access three 
kings shopping centre and also re-organise carpark entry and exit along Mt Albert Road. 

Main design ideas are;

• create continues footpath along Mt Albert Road by removing/ reorganising carpark exit
and entry points and upgrade them by adding zebra crossing.

• change road layout at the intersection to be clearer for users.

• Add new raised zebra crossing along pedestrian desired line to countdown supermarket.

• new street tree planting within existing berm along three king Plaza carpark.
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frost and Carr road School Zone 

Remove Existing Indented Parking 

And Widen Footpath 
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frost and Carr road School Zone 

1.5M Reconstructed

Footpath

Retained

On-Street

Parking

Grass Berm With Street Trees

(Kerbline Adjustment & On-Street Parking Removal)

4.5M Shared Path

(Address Existing

Encroachment)  

Tighten Corner & Raised  Table Zebra Crossings To

Each Arm Of Roundabout

Planted Median To Prevent U-Turns

Retain Angle Parking

In Front Of Shops

Remove Existing Indented Parking

And Widen Footpath

Remove Existing Indented Parking

And Widen Footpath

Raise Existing Zebra Crossing With

Planted Median
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Carr road 
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Carr road 
4.5M Shared Path

(Address Existing

Encroachment Issue)

Grass Berm With Street Trees

(Kerbline Adjustment &

On-Street Parking Removal)

Retained

On-Street

Parking

1.5M

Reconstructed

Footpath
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three kings intersection
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three kings intersection 

Planted Central Median

Enhancement To Existing

Zebra Crossing

New Zebra Crossing On

Key Desireline (Remove

Existing Carpark Access)

Planted Central Median

(Mt Albert Road Turning

Restrictions)

Slip Lane Removal And Raised Table

Side Street Priority Treatment

Kerb Buildout And Raised Table Side

Street Priority Treatment

(Mt Albert Road Turning Restrictions)

Relocate Existing Zebra Crossing North

On Key Desire Line

Rationalised Carpark Entry / Exit And

Circulation  With Pedestrian Priority

Vehicle Crossing Detail

New Street Tree Planting Within Existing

Grass Berm
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three kings intersection
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three kings intersection  
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three kings intersection

Planted Central Median

(Mt Albert Road Turning

Restrictions)

Slip Lane Removal And Raised Table

Side Street Priority Treatment
New Street Tree Planting

Within

Existing Grass Berm

New Zebra Crossing On Key Desireline (Remove

Existing Carpark Access)

Rationalised Carpark Entry / Exit

With Pedestrian Priority

Vehicle Crossing Detail



appendices 
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Stakeholders workshop

Raised table 
Zebra crossing

signalisation

street trees and 
Planting

speed 
Management

Parking changes 

school Zone 
Gateway 

other 



 | safer communities - Mt Roskill | summary Design Report| August 2018| 47

Raised table 
Zebra crossing

signalisation

street trees and 
Planting

speed 
Management

Parking changes 

school Zone 
Gateway 

other 
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Raised table 
Zebra crossing

signalisation

street trees and 
Planting

speed 
Management

Parking changes 

school Zone 
Gateway 

other 
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Raised table 
Zebra crossing

signalisation

street trees and 
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speed 
Management

Parking changes 

school Zone 
Gateway 

other 
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Summary Diagram
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Carr road Design options 
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three kings intersection Design options 
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frost and Carr road School Zone 

Footpath improvements

Existing on-street

parking

Crossing facility

Grass berm with street trees

(on-street parking reduction)

Widen footpath

(shared path)

Roundabout

improvements

Planted median

Existing angle parking

Upgrade existing crossing

Remove existing indented parking

and widen footpath

Crossing facility

Remove existing indented parking

and widen footpath

FROST ROAD

CARR ROAD

FRUIT WORLD
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Carr road 

Grass berm with street trees

(on-street parking reduction)

Existing on-street

parking

C
A

R
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O

A
D

Widen footpath

(shared path)

Footpath

improvement
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Existing Bus Stop Existing Bus Stop 

three kings intersection 

Crossing facility (remove 

existing carpark access)

Planted central median

Slip lane removal 

and new crossing facility

Kerb buildout and new 

crossing facility

New crossing 

Rationalised carpark entry / exit 

with pedestrian priority 

HAYR ROAD

DORNWELL ROAD

THREE KINGS 
PLAZA
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crossing to be 
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 | safer communities - Mt Roskill | summary Design Report| August 2018| 61

Existing bus stop
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Planted central median

Slip lane removal and

crossing facility
New street tree planting

within existing grass berm

Crossing facility

Rationalised carpark entry / exit

with pedestrian priority
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RECORD OF THE POI T OF ^

The record of the point of entry (PoE) is a critical part of a business case. It is also the initial
record of the pathway to be followed through investment decision making processes where
a business case is established.

Please ensure you address each question carefully, and consider the full range of risks,
timeframes, and costs. It is essential that you also anticipate the business case
development pathway appropriate to the proposed investment, including the next step, as
this will inform the level of detailed information you must capture here.

Note that completion of this record is not a substitute for the necessary critical thinking and
discussions that must characterise the development of a PoE.

All fields are required to be completed for the NZ Transport Agency to consider whether or
not a business case will receive endorsement. Where appropriate, reference or additional
information can be added to this record, such as evidence used to answer the 16 investment
questions.

The text in blue italics is a guide to how to consider the questions. The actual information
provided needs to be detailed, specific and relevant. The level of detail should reflect the
risk and complexity of the proposed investment.

For more comprehensive guidance visit the Trans art A enc 's Business Case A
BCA uidance.

roach

This template should be completed by the problem owner in consultation with a Point of
Entry specialist from the Transport Agency Strategy Policy and Planning team, to ensure
effective early engagement and access to clear and consistent advice to ensure fit-for-
purpose effort.

Context

Initiative name

Author

Lead organisation
business group

Problem owner

or

Safer Communities - Mt. Roskill

Irene Tse, Technical Lead (AT)

Auckland Transport

Randhir Karma, Group Manager Network Management (AT)

^30rt Agency point of 
Way"e Wallace

File reference

IQA_Auckland Safer Communities Mt Roskill_SSBC_Dec2019_RF.docx
htt s: infohub.nzta. ovt. nz otcs cs.dll link 39397989

Date submitted for review

Background

30 October 2019

2015 - 2018 Safer Communities Pro ramme:

In previous years the road safety team had a 'Safety Around Schools' (SAS) programme, which ran in
parallel with the Community Transport Team's Travelwise programme to deliver safety projects, targeted
at active trans ort, in the vicinit of schools. Road Safet andCommunit Trans ort are now combined as

New^aland Government



'Community and Road Safety' with the SAS programme being replaced with Safer Communities working
in tandem with the Travelwise Programme.

Therefore, origins of the 2015-18 Safer Communities Programme lie in the 2014 Safety around Schools
Engineering Programme which looked at identifying schools in Auckland which had the biggest potential
for'an increase in walkability. This programme was then expanded to consider the surrounding community
- for example town centres, transit centres and key walking destinations.

This initiative took a more holistic approach than the previous Safety around Schools (in-conjunction with
the Travelwise programme) and pulls together the successful components from both programmes, driven
by the need to improve road safety through the provision of infrastructure to support alternative modes (to
vehicular trips) thus encouraging travel behavioural change and improving community wellbeing through
the use of active modes.

One of the key learnings from the 2015-18 Safer Communities programme was that there had not been
enough engagement with the selected communities and community buy-in was deemed essential to the
success of a future programme.

2018 - 2021 Safer Communities Pro ramme:

The 2018-21 Safer Communities Programme was re-affirmed under this key lesson, therefore focused on
addressing fewer communities with extended timeframes to enable a more transformative approach and
be underpinned by a teamwork structure that facilitates more innovative, bold and community focused
improvements. Once the initial consultation and desktop reviews were completed, Auckland Transport
used the Abley prioritisation process to shortlist the nine selected communities with Mt. Roskill being one
of the final three for implementation taking into consideration the significant community support from the
outset, enabling Auckland Transport to prioritise pedestrian network improvements in areas (within these
communities) with the greatest potential for safety improvements and potential active mode uptake..
This initiative also has the potential to provide an important snapshot of the overall impacts of the Road
Safety Programme Business Case (PBC), with an emphasis on shifting behaviour within these selected
communities to more healthier transport choices as the quality and positioning of the pedestrian network
facilities has an impact on individual health and road safety.

Poor pedestrian and cycling facilities can create a perception that the area is not walkable or safe
(pedestrians undertaking risky road user behaviour). This can discourage the uptake of active transport
modes and results in high vehicle use, which is demonstrated by short local trips that should be safe and
efficient to make on foot or cycle but are instead made by car.

Auckland Transport has a successful programme of safety behaviour change campaigns and is actively
working with schools and workplaces to promote safe and sustainable travel choices but there are
limitations without safety capital investment and this programme demonstrates the links between transport
and health (well-being) warrant more intentional action at regional level as community transport initiatives
should not only be a continual safety campaign but a combined approach that feeds in safety investment
improvements (interventions) and proactive road policing, only then we are able to generate and achieve
genuine benefits. This activity is consistent with the Government Policy Statement for Land Transport
~(GPS) 2018-2028 which outlines Government's strategy to guide land transport investment over the next
10 years.

There are four strategic priorities highlighted in the GPS 2018: safety, access, environment, and value for
money. Safety includes the provision of improvements in safety outcomes for all road users, including
increased investment in footpaths and cycleways to support access to, and uptake of, active travel modes.

Setting out the problem or opportunity
opportunity The activity-level problems are aligned with the strategic problems that areProblem or

description identified in the Road Safety ILM which is aligned to the Road Safety PBC:



Outcomes sought

1. Insufficient leadership and priority for road safety in policy and decision
making has prevented the full delivery of a safe system. *40%;

2. Unsafe roadside and street design increases speeds, the impact of small
mistakes and discourages healthy transport choices *35%; and

3. Risky road user behaviour, insufficient enforcement, and understanding of
the road safety problem, have contributed to the increase in death and
serious injuries. *25%.

7770 S/ng/e Stage Business Case states that the Road Safety PBC Problem
Statement 2 "Unsafe roadside and street design increases speeds, the impact
of small mistakes and discourages healthy transport choices" is specific to this
activity *100%, as the key driver for these activity specific problem statements:

1. Poor quality pedestrian crossing facilities and a lack of crossing facilities
contributes to a road safety problem and a perception of poor amenity. This
results in low mode choice for pedestrians;

2. A lack of accessible pedestrian facilities contributes to a perception that
there is a road safety problem. This means walking is not an attractive
mode choice to get around the community; and

3. A lack of transport options contributes to the use of private vehicles for
short and medium distance trips, which in turn contributes to congestion
and vehicle emissions that impact the environment, whilst community
health suffers from illnesses due to sedentary lifestyles.

Ooisortunitv:

The proposed programme seeks to increase walking, making it safer and
easier by:

. Creating streets that give greater priority to pedestrians;

. Reducing traffic speeds;

. Improving the ability to cross the road safely and easily;

. Creating streets that support more compliant and alert driving behaviours;

. Footpath improvements; and

. High-quality education to increase active modes and tailor improvements
to community needs.

The activit level outcomes are:

1.

2.

Infrastructure is implemented at key sites, targeting - safety and ease of
walking;

Driver behaviour improves (for example; speed, more aware of
pedestrians);

3. Pedestrians use improved road crossing features;

4. Improved ease and pleasantness of walking; and

5. Perceived increases in safety.

The proposed activity provides crucial improvements and investment to
address safety and operational deficiencies within the Mt. Roskill community
with regards to its roads (intersections), pedestrian facilities and speed
mana ement interventions allowin for the revision of infrastructure safet
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interventions) to support alternative modes (to vehicular trips) thus
encouraging travel behavioural change and improving community wellbeing
through the use of active modes.

The work involved seeks to increase walking by making it safer and easier, by
designing and constructing high quality safety interventions at three key
locations within Mt. Roskill Community, which have been identified through a
rigorous and extensive three-stage community consultation process.

Ensuring alignment with strategy (see Note 6)

This activity is consistent with the Government Policy Statement for Land
Transport (GPS) 2018-2026 which outlines Government's strategy to guide
land transport investment over the next 10 years.

There are four strategic priorities highlighted in the G PS 2018: safety, access,
environment and value for money. Safety includes the provision of
improvements in safety outcomes for all road users, including increased
investment in footpaths and cycleways to support access to, and uptake of,
active travel modes.

The GPS also supports the development of the new Road Safety Programme
Business Case (PBC) that covers a ten-year period which started on the
premise of a 3-year programme review (2018-2021) and places emphasis on
a 'V/'s/on Zero" framework. With, Problem Statement 2 of this Road Safety PBC
being the key driver for this programme of work in the Mt Roskill community,
as there has been insufficient priority/investment given to walking in the area
and this discourages healthy transport choices.

Auckland Council and Auckland Transport adopting the Vision Zero
Framework leads to concentrated and prioritised investment towards
eliminating deaths and serious injuries on the road network. This can only be
delivered on the assumption that the road safety programme is comprised of
several activities, including engineering treatments to high risk intersections
and corridors, mass action treatments for pedestrians and motorcyclists, safer
communities' projects, minor safety reactive works and speed management.

The proposed improvements are closely aligned to the Auckland Transport
Alignment Project (ATAP) objectives under Safety Programmes ($0. 9 billion)
where Auckland Transport has developed a series of options for increasing
investment in road safety initiatives, targeted to address high-risk intersections
and corridors, speed management and creating safer communities.

Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP) 2018-2028 alignment can be found
under Chapter 05: Addressing Auckland's Challenges (pages 32 and 37) and
in Appendix 1 - Table la lists this activity under Safety-Related Projects
(Pages 58 - 59), the Safer Communities programme is a key mechanism used
for increasing walking in selected neighbourhoods. Priority areas are chosen
based on safety risks, the number of people living there and a large number of
trip generators like town centres, schools and recreational facilities.

Describe how the investment
aligns with strategy



The programme aligns with Auckland Transport's Asset Management Plan
(AMP) 2018 under Chapter 12: Strategic Case for Road Safety, which details
the fundamentals to any and all safety activities in Auckland and Safer
Communities is listed under the proposed safety investment programme, refer
below Table 12-3, extracted from page 234 of the AMP 2018;
Table 12-3: Summary of proposed road safety capital invesimem

Mino; Safe ;m rovements
Red Li ht Cameras
Rural road safe ro ramme
Safer Communities and Speed
Management
Uitan Road Safety Programme
Total safe -related ca ital roects

5.3
0.7
18.5
11.3

ies
52.7

10.6
0.8
182

20.7
73.6

20.6
0.8
21.8

47.5
107.3

7.2
0.8
13.4

M
65.4

8.6
0.8

14.1
24.1

20.5
68.1

13.2
0.9
16.3
21.7

2S.7
77.8

114.7
3.7
18.6
814

38.5
257.9

The Road Safety PBC development work completed in collaboration with the
Transport Agency has allowed for and yielded a specific stand-alone Road
Safety Strategic Case which now supersedes the aforementioned strategic
case within the 2018 AMP.

The 10-year Road Safety PBC also supersedes and builds upon the previously
board approved Auckland Transport Road Safety - Three Year Programme
Review, which was completed in December 2018 and identified as the first
stage of the 10-year PBC for Road Safety.

Level of risk, uncertainty and complexity (see Note 7)

Potential contractor resourcing issues
such that the work is extended beyond
the expected timeframe.

Low risk,
mitigation being to
divide the
programme into
multiple works
packages.

Key risks

Proximity of utility services to proposed
infrastructure that requires excavation.

Overall risk level:

Works may require resource consent
that could increase the period before
works could occur

Low risk,
mitigation being
that service checks
are undertaken
during scheme
design and detailed
design stages.
Also, there are
likely to have
redundant
infrastructure and
services that might
impede/affect the
progress of work.

Reduced customer satisfaction. Low risk,
mitigation
develo ed throu h
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the consenting
strategy.

Key uncertainties

Level of complexity

The proposed safety interventions and
improvements represent a relatively
low level of uncertainties.

The innovative use of traffic calming
measures and pedestrian crossing
facilities as a combined package of
works has not been regularly applied in
the Auckland context. However, the
delivery requirements for traffic
calming and pedestrian crossing
facilities are frequently used in the
traffic engineering sector.

Overall
uncertainty level:

Low risk,
significant
consultation has
been undertaken.

Low

Overall
complexity level:

Low

Previous and related work (see Note 8)

Summarise previous work

Summarise related work

The following documents have been produced and are considered as a part of
this point of entry:

. Government Policy Statement for Land Transport 2018-202 1 (GPS)

. Auckland Regional Land Transport Plan 2018-2028 (RLTP)

. Auckland Transport Alignment Plan 2018 (A TAP)

. Auckland Transport Asset Management Plan 2018 (AMP)

. Road Safety Programme Business Case *Three-Year Programme Review

. Road Safety Programme Business Case and ILM *10-year Programme

. Draft Safer Communities - Mt. Roskill - Single Stage Business Case

. Safety around Schools Programme

. Travelwise Programme

. Abley Prioritisation Process

. 2015-2018 Safer Communities Programme (Urban South, Urban Central
and Urban North);

. Future Streets - the aim of this project was to make changes to the streets
and other connections particularly in Mangere so that people using the
streets, especially pedestrians and cyclists would be safer and could get
around more easily. Another aim was to reflect cultural identity with the
improvements.

Planning the next stage (see Note 9)

Recommended next phase

Scope of next phase

This point of entry recommends a start point for co-investment at the
Implementation phase.

The scope of the activity within the Implementation phase (preferred option)
includes installation of safet interventions edesthan crossin facilit



upgrades, new facilities and traffic calming) at three key locations within the
Mt. Roskill community:

Location Improvements Works Involved

1. Can- Road (including
two roundabouts)

2. Frost Road

3. Mountain Albert Road

. Intersection
improvements;

.

.

.

.

. Improving existing or .
installing new
facilities in the
locations;

. Improvements
walking along the

crossing ,
identified

.

.

.

to .
he street

on two roads/service
/anes and;

. Installing
improvements

.

gateway *
(speed

tables, plantings, kerb
build outs).

. Removal of
carparks to
pedestrian
improvements.

public
enable

Kerb-build cuts

Pedestrian refuge
Pram crossings
Tactile pavers

Zebra crossings
Raised zebra crossings
Median strip planters
Temporary planter
boxes

Line markings
S/'ofe istends

Speed tables

Red/hlgh friction
surfacing
Footpaths

Target completion date

Budget requirements, NLTF
share and activity class

30 June 2021 tentative date for close out

Year

01
2020/21
TOTAL

Implementation ($m)

$2.395

$6.200

Business case pathway (see Note 10)

BUSINESS CASE PATHWAYS

Programme
Business Case

Strategic Case

Single-Stage Business Case & Implementation

Single-Stage Business Case &
Pre-implementation

Single-Stage Business Case

Indicative

Business Case
Detailed
Business Case

i I

Complexity, Risk
and Uncertainty

Readiness:

The Implementation phase of this activity is included within the current NLTP, under Auckland
Transport - Walking and cycling improvements (Safer Communities - Mt. Roskill)
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. The activity is listed in the 2018-2028 RLTP (pages 32, 37, 58 and 59). The activity has been
adequately consulted on.

. The funding application in Transport Investment Online (TIO) is ready for the Transport Agency's
consideration with all required supporting documentation.

. M economic evaluation has been completed as part of the SSBC and has been peer reviewed (refer
Appendix J and K, SSBC). All issues have been addressed.

. A consenting strategy is yet to be developed and is contingent on whether resource consents are
necessary. This will be determined through the detailed design phase.

. A safety audit has not been undertaken at this stage, the project manager will undertake a design stage
safety audit prior to procurement. This will lead into anyATCOP departures process.

. Indicative timings for the key investment decision points depends upon the Transport Agency Regional
Approval which is roughly around 8 weeks for projects with construction cost of between $5 and $15
million.

Decision/next steps (to be completed by Lead Organisation - Problem Owner)

Decision - - . jnmend / Not recommended (strike out as applicable)
ameT andhir Karma

Role: Group Manager Network Management
Date: 14 FEBRUARY 2020

Decision/next steps (to be completed by NZ Transport Agency - Senior Manager, System Planning)

Decision

(signature
here)

required

Conditions
agreements required

Endorsed / Not endorsed (strike out as applicable)
That the Senior Manager, System Planning:

. endorse the Safer Communities - Mt Roskill Point of Entry, and

. approve the next phase to be Implementation
Name: The person who holds the delegation for PoE Endorsement.
Date:

and/or Set out any conditions or agreements that the decision is contingent upon.

Mandatory Information 1. That the activity is included (or varied into) the RLTP and NLTP
2. That the Manager, Treasury and Cashflow confirms funds are available

from the relevant activity class.
3. That the activity class owner has been engaged and confirmed priority for

the activity.
4. That relevant DP&S and Pl staff have been engaged in understanding the

need and priority for the activity

Mandatory Information

(Tick once confirmed)
That the activity is included (or varied into) the RLTP and NLTP
That the Manager, Treasury and Cashflow confirms funds are available from
the relevant activity class.

That the activity class owner has been engaged and confirmed priority for the
activity.

That relevant DP&S and Pl staff have been engaged in understanding the need
and priority for the activity.



NZTA Assessment for Endorsement (Completed by NZTA Staff only)

Additional relevant
Context/Background

Confirmation of Strategic
Context

IAF Results Alignment
Assessment (if Applicable)

Timing/Urgency

Funding Position

Recommendation

Reasons
Recommendation

for

Safer Communities has been identified through the Auckland Road Safety
PBC as part of the recommended programme of road safety interventions.
Auckland Transport have undertaken an extensive review of the Safer
Communities programme to establish the parameters for the programme for
the 2018-21 NLTP. A key finding of the review was that the programme should
focus on fewer communities with longer timeframes to embed the proposed
interventions. To identify those communities, AT started with an initial long-list
of over 500 communities. Using the Abley Safer Communities Prioritisation
Methodology: Risk Prediction and Strategic Fit assessment tool, 50
communities were identified for further examination. Further evaluation was
undertaken to bring the short list down to 9 communities. Desktop studies
were completed for all 9 communities to determine the final 3 communities to
seek funding in the current NLTP. These desktop studies focused on risk
threshold and whether proposed interventions would bring a tangible benefit(s)
to pedestrians. Mt Roskill, along with Mangere Bridge and Papakura have
been identified as the preferred Safer Communities.
AT has self-funded a Single Stage Business Case. This has identified three
locations with a range of proposed inten/entions. AT are also seeking
endorsement of the SSBC as well as funding approval for the Implementation
phase which is the subject of a separate funding request by Partnerships
Investment.

Safety and access are key strategic pillars of the GPD. The Auckland Road
Safety PBC has been endorsed by both AT and NZTA Boards

High Results Alignment - activity addresses a high perceived safety risk with
walking and cycling modes

The need to address issues is considered to be urgent given the poor
pedestrian and cyclist road safety outcomes in the community.

Funding has been confirmed by the Manager, Treasury & Cashflow
htt s: infohub. nzta. ovt. nz otcs cs. dll link 39912487

That the Senior Manager System Planning:

. Endorse the Safer Communities - Mt Roskill Point of Entry, and

. Approve the next phase to be Implementation phase

Activity is well aligned to the GPS outcomes of safety and access
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^7 TRANSPORT
AGENCY

GUIDANCE OTES FOR RECORDI G THE POI T OF
ENTRY FINDINGS
The Point of Entry is where we consider whether to begin the development (or not) of a business case for
investment, and if so, how that should start.

The Point of Entry phase is designed to allow meaningful discussion and the use of critical thinking.

Completion of this Record of Point of Entry is an important step and about much more than form-filling or
compliance. It is important that effort and attention is given to completing the PoE phase well, rather than rushing
to complete it to get started. Often the reason business cases don't progress, or have significant problems, is
because the PoE didn't identify the scope the work property.

Carrying out a Point of Entry should precede the initiation of any business case. However, for the Transport
Agency to endorse a PoE, certain information is needed: that information is set out in this form. In part this is
because endoreement of a PoE signals that the Transport Agency believes the proposed investment is both
needed and aligned with current priorities for NLTP investment.

The Transport Agency expects that its advice and input will be sought at an eariy stage in completing the PoE
phase (not just this record), and that endorsement of the Point of Entry phase will be needed before work
commences on any future stages. Failure to do so means that the lead organisation continues work at their own
risk and carries a high likelihood that rework will be needed or that funding will not be available.

The level of detail that is captured should be consistent with the recommended starting point. If a strategic case
needs to be done before the scope of work can be fully understood, the information will be a best-estimate,
based on what is currently known. It should be possible to provide more detail for the development pathway if
there is information from earlier phases.

Guidance on corn letin a Point of Ent and recordin the results

Notes;

1. Provide the name of the organisation that will be accountable for the investment and will lead development
of the business case. This will be either:

a. An Approved Organisation, or;

b. The relevant business group within the Transport Agency.

2. Identifying who will be accountable for the business case is an important eariy step, as this person needs
to sign the PoE to confirm they agree with the findings and recommendations. Forms that are not signed
by an accountable person will not be accepted for endorsement. The name provided must be an individual,
not a business group or organisation. A problem owner may want to consider a RASCI matrix for their
proposed investment (Responsibility, Accountability, Supporting, Consultation, Information). This will help
to identify the accountable person, and who else needs to be involved.

3. Provide the name of the primary Transport Agency contact for the business case, including PoE and
subsequent phases.

4. When describing the problem (or problems) for the purposes of PoE, it is expected that the PoE phase will
include discussions to better understand the problem. The description provided should be based on the
best initial understanding of the problem and should be phrased simply and cleariy. Avoid long and detailed
explanations - clarity is more important. Also avoid statements that point to a specific solution or response,
for example 'we need to increase bus services'. If in doubt, consult a representative of the Transport
Agency, who can help guide you through this step.

NewZealand Government



5. Similarly, in describing anticipated outcomes or benefits it is not necessary to have completed a detailed
benefit definition exercise. The PoE phase should focus on understanding the overarching outcomes, and
whether they will deliver a significant or minor contribution.

6. The proposed investment must be well-aligned with strategy to justify developing a business case. If the
PoE is being completed by a Transport Agency staff member seeking internal funding, be clear about the
alignment to the Transport Agency's strategic directions.

7. Understanding the levels of risk, uncertainty and complexity are key factors when determining the level of
effort required for any business case. Risks and uncertainties are treated differently for the purposes of
investment. Whole-of-life costs are typically unknown at the PoE phase and cannot be estimated with any
confidence. The degree of complexity is often used instead, to help in determining the likely level of effort
required.

Guidance on the risk-based a roach

8. Provide a summary of relevant pre-existing work. This might include strategic cases, programme business
cases or reports. Include any references made to the problem or opportunity in regional land transport
programmes (RLTPs) or the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP). Does the pre-existing work help
to respond to any of the 16 investment questions? Would it pass an assessment by the Agency? Are there
existing documents that relate to this investment, and do they address some or all of the requirements for
any phases of business case development?

16 investment uestions for the business case a roach

9. The starting point will either be a strategic case or some later phase. If it is a strategic case the information
can be relatively brief, but will need to answer these questions as a minimum:

. How will problem and benefit definition be carried out?

. If Investment Logic Mapping (ILM) workshops are to be used, what level of facilitation will be needed?

. Who will need to be involved - including stakeholders, the people who hold the most knowledge about
the problem, and any Transport Agency staff.

. Who will write the strategic case, and will they need any specific support from other parts of the
organisation?

. What approvals will be needed?

10. If the start point is beyond a strategic case the information provided needs to demonstrate how the
requirements of a strategic case have been met. The scope of the next stage should also include details of
how any gaps in previous work will be addressed and be able to justify the value of any NLTP funding
application needed for the phase to proceed. If available, a project plan can be attached to this PoE record.

Information about the indicative pathway for completion of the business case is required at the PoE
development stage. This includes the expected pathway for the business case process and investment
decision(s), ensuring all stakeholders have visibility of the phases of development likely to be necessary to
complete development of the business case and the decision-making process.

Guidance on how to lan for and describe the antici ated athwa
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1. Introduction

Auckland Transport (AT) commissioned Abley Transportation Consultants Ltd (Abley) to complete a 

benefit cost ratio analysis related to infrastructure associated with providing safe active mode travel 

choices for all ages in three communities located in the Auckland region.  The three communities studied 

were - Mount Roskill, Papakura and Mangere Bridge.  The general location of the clusters is indicated in 

Figure 1.1 below. 
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This technical note focuses on explaining the methodology used to calculate the benefit cost ratio (BCR) 

for the three sites.  These communities consist of a cluster of sub-sites which are schools and transport 

hubs that generate a high level of active mode trips.  These three sites have been identified through rough 

analysis to have a high potential to provide a greater level of benefit to the communities each site is 

located in. 

After these sites were identified, Auckland Transport commissioned three different consultants to further 

investigate specific locations for the construction of possible interventions to promote safety and 

convenience for active mode users.  Abley then took the interventions proposed in the reports prepared by 

the consultants to calculate the BCR for each of the three sites.  For further information regarding the 

interventions and the reasoning behind the proposed facilities, see the report titled “Mt Roskill Safer 

Communities Report” by Opus, “Papakura - Desktop Study” by Stantec and “Mangere Bridge Desktop 

Study” by Harrison Grierson. 

Mount Roskill 

Cluster 

Papakura 

Cluster 

Mangere Bridge 

Cluster 

Figure 1.1  

General Location 

of Cluster Sites 
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2. Methodology 

The method for calculating benefits for specific pieces of infrastructure is based on the NZ Transport 

Agency’s (NZTA) Economic Evaluation Model
1
 (EEM).  Where appropriate, assumptions were made to 

ensure the analysis could be completed in the timeframe commissioned by Auckland Transport. 

A further test was carried out to identify the sensitivity of the BCR to different costs and benefits by 

carrying out a sensitivity test to exclude the travel time savings and costs associated with increasing or 

decreasing the travel time of all road users to see how the BCR would vary.  Excluding certain benefits or 

costs from the calculation of a BCR is not standard practice.  In this context focussing on the crash, health 

and environmental benefits of active mode improvements through carrying out a sensitivity test allows 

focus on the core goals of the study, which are to identify interventions which would improve active mode 

mobility through safety improvements.  

2.1 Benefits and Costs Considered 

In the analysis carried out, the types of benefits considered are: 

• Crash Cost Savings 

 Pedestrian Crash Cost Savings 

 General Vehicle Crash Cost Savings 

• Travel Time Savings 

 Pedestrian Travel Time Savings 

• Health & Environmental Savings 

 Health & Environmental benefits due to increase in pedestrians 

 Health & Environmental benefits due to increase in cyclists 

The types of costs considered are: 

• Construction Cost of Intervention 

• Vehicle Operating Cost 

• Vehicle Delay Cost 

2.2 Interventions Modelled 

Table 2.1 lists the types of interventions modelled and states any assumptions made in calculating the 

benefits of the intervention type. 

Intervention Types of User Benefits and Costs Considered 

Cycle Lanes Crash cost savings for cyclists 

Health & environmental benefits 

Shared Paths Nil 

Threshold (Carpet Marking) Crash cost savings for all users 

Raised Table Crash cost savings for all users 

Vehicle operating cost 

Refuge Island Crash costs savings for pedestrians 

                                                           
1
 NZ Transport Agency, “Economic Evaluation Manual”, 2016 

Table 2.1 

Intervention type 

and benefits/costs 

considered. 
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Side Islands and Kerb Buildouts Crash costs savings for pedestrians 

Pedestrians travel time savings 

Zebra Crossing Crash costs savings for pedestrians 

Pedestrian travel time savings 

Vehicle delay cost 

Footpath Upgrade Nil 

Signage Nil 

General Local Area Traffic Management 
(LATM) 

Crash cost savings for all users 

Traffic Signals Crash costs savings for all users 

Vehicle delay cost 

As shown in the table above, not all benefits and costs were taken into account.  The appropriateness of a 

more detailed assessment was not considered suitable at this time given the conceptual nature of the 

proposed interventions.  The analysis carried out therefore has the potential to be refined to take better 

account of pedestrian movements. 

2.3 Crash Cost Calculation 

The crash costs savings for specific interventions was calculated using “Method B” as described in NZTA’s 

EEM.  This method essentially uses crash prediction models to estimate the likelihood of a crash occurring 

for either: 

• a specific user type, for example a cyclist, pedestrian or a vehicle.

• by the location of the crash, for example, at an intersection or at a mid-block section of road.

An example of a crash prediction is included is shown in Figure 2.1.  The equation shown calculates the 

typical expected crash rate for a given urban mid-block section of road for all users. 

Other crash prediction models used are listed in the documents by NZTA called Crash Estimation 

Compendium
2
 (CEC).  Crash models are available for: 

• Priority T and cross intersections for general vehicles

• Roundabout vehicle crashes

2
 NZ Transport Agency, “Crash Estimation Compendium”, 2016 

Figure 2.1 Typical 

crash prediction 

model used. 
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• Mid-block cyclist crashes

• Intersection pedestrian crossing crashes

• Mid-block pedestrian crossing crashes.

After using the crash prediction models to estimate the existing yearly crash rate, a crash modification 

factor was applied (CMF), these factors reflected the effectiveness of the intervention and is based on 

research carried out by NZTA.  The CMFs are also listed in the CEC documents and the CMFs used in the 

calculation of crash costs savings is listed in Table 2.2. 

Crash history data from NZTA’s crash analysis system was examined to check if there was an existing 

crash problem present at a particular site over the five-year period between 2012 to 2016 that was greater 

than the crash rate predicted by the crash prediction models used.  In almost all cases, the predicted crash 

rate was greater than the site-specific crash rate and hence it was not beneficial in terms of calculating 

benefits, when a lower existing crash rate was used.  Therefore, the site-specific crash rate was not used 

in the analysis. 

Intervention Crash Modification Factor (CMF) 

Cycle Lanes 20% reduction in cyclist crashes. 

Shared Paths 0% reduction in cycling and/or pedestrian crashes. 

Threshold (Carpet Marking) 10% reduction in general vehicle crashes.  This is 
an assumed reduction factor. 

Raised Table 20% reduction in general vehicle crashes. 

Refuge Island 15 – 45% reduction in pedestrian crashes.  30% 
used. 

Side Islands and Kerb Buildouts 0% reduction in pedestrian crashes. 

Zebra Crossing 0% reduction in pedestrian crashes. 

Footpath Upgrade 0% reduction in pedestrian crashes. 

Signage 0% reduction in all crashes. 

General Local Area Traffic Management (LATM) 20% reduction in general vehicle crashes. 

Traffic Signals 40% reduction in general vehicle crashes.  This is 
an assumed reduction factor. 

The value of the reduction in the crash rate was multiplied by the typical injury crash cost and hence the 

crash cost saving was calculated. 

2.4 Travel Time Calculation 

Pedestrian travel time saving 

The pedestrian travel time saving due to the installation of a crossing facility has been calculated by using 

the document titled “Guidelines for the Selection of Pedestrian Facilities”
3
 by NZTA.  There are three 

components of pedestrian travel time considered, they are: 

• Time taken to cross a road

• Queuing delay due to traffic

3
 NZ Transport Agency, “Guideline for the Selection of Pedestrian Facilities”, 2009 

Table 2.2 

Intervention type 

and percent crash 

reduction. 



Our Ref: Date: 6 

Safer Communities BCR Calc 

Tech Note revB1 
17 October 2017 

• Confirmation delay.

Installing a priority crossing, for example a zebra crossing, results in pedestrians not having to queue as 

they have priority on the road and hence resulted in a travel time saving. 

Installing side islands, also resulted in travel time savings as the crossing distance was reduced which 

allowed pedestrians to not have to travel a greater distance on the road and hence a shorter gap was 

required which resulted in queuing time savings. 

Vehicle delay cost 

At locations where a pedestrian priority crossing was proposed, for example a zebra crossing or a mid-

block traffic signals.  This resulted in travel time delay for motorists as they are now required to wait and 

give way to pedestrians at locations where they previously had not to. 

It was assumed that at least 20% of vehicles would be stopping at the zebra crossing to give-way to 

pedestrians using the facility and hence, the time for the speed cycle for a vehicle travelling at 50km/hr to 

0km/hr and back to 50km/hr was applied.  The crossing time was also added to the overall delay 

experienced by the vehicles.  Similarly, at locations where mid-block signals were proposed, it was 

assumed that 20% of vehicles would be delayed.  Speed tables also incurred a speed cycle delay which 

has been taken into account. 

The cost due to vehicles having to wait for pedestrians at pedestrian priority facilities was also taken into 

account. 

2.5 Health and Environment Benefits 

Increase in cycle accessibility 

The increase in cyclists due to the installation of a new on-road cycle lane was calculated using spread 

sheet seven of NZTA’s EEM simplified procedure (SP11-7)
4
.  This spread sheet was also used in 

calculating the health and environmental benefits resulting from new cyclists.  The cycle demand is a 

function of the population density of the location the cycle facility will be installed and the existing cycling 

mode share at the location of the proposed cycle facility site.  This method was applied to all proposed 

cycle lanes for three sites. 

After the expected increase in cyclists was estimated, it was multiplied by the monetary value for a cycling 

trip and by 250 days of the year. 

Increase in pedestrian accessibility 

Estimating the increase in the total number of pedestrian trips across all demographics that result from 

improving safety and accessibility through the installation of crossing facilities is difficult and hence is 

limited to school age students walking to school.  The GIS accessibility model developed by Abley was 

used.  Abley recently used this model on the Pukekohe cluster of sites and the same process was applied 

to the three sites for this project.  See document titled “Pukekohe High School Desktop Study”
5
 dated June 

2017 for a more in-depth explanation of how the accessibility model is applied. 

Essentially, the installation of a pedestrian crossing facility results in a decrease in risk associated with a 

person crossing the road which is thought of as an encouraging factor in increasing the number of people 

in the vicinity of the facility, walking. 

4
 NZ Transport Agency, “SP11 Walking and Cycling”, 2017 

5
 Abley Transportation Consultants Ltd, “Pukekohe High School Desktop Study”, 2017 
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There is a positive correlation between the number of school age kids in the risk and time catchment and 

their mode of travel to schools.  Hence this relationship can be used to predict the number of new 

pedestrians in the community walking to school as a result of installing new pedestrian infrastructure. 

The increased number of pedestrians was then multiplied by the monetary value for a walking trip and by 

the number of school days of the year.  The calculated benefit was then divided evenly between all 

pedestrians related interventions. 

2.6 Vehicle Operating Costs Calculation 

For pedestrian crossing facilities such as zebra crossings and mid-block signalised crossings and speed 

tables that require a speed change, the vehicle operating cost (VOC) due to the speed change cycle from 

traversing through the facility was taken into account. 

2.7 Construction Costs 

The construction cost of the interventions was extracted from the reports received from the consultants 

that completed the desktop studies.  Further information regarding the cost of the interventions can be 

found in the reports for each of the three sites.  Where construction costs were not provided, the cost of 

the intervention was estimated.  The construction costs were converted to present value costs and used in 

calculated the BCR at the end of the analysis. 

3. Results

The results from the analysis carried out is summarised in Error! Reference source not found., as well 

as the resulting BCR for each of the three sites as a whole.  The analysis period used was 40 years and 

the costs stated are in terms of present values with a discount factor applied.  A breakdown of the benefits 

per intervention is included in Table 7.2 of the appendix of this technical note. 
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Mount Roskill 

$1,119 $6,973 -$5,885 -$2,118 $87 $5,973 $1,615 0.1 3.7 

Papakura 

$3,037 $14,250 -$420 -$3,199 $13,667 $14,088 $10,081 1.4 1.4 

Mangere Bridge 

$3,084 $5,592 $3,338 -$6,092 $5,922 $2,583 $8,181 0.7 0.3 

The following conclusions can be made from the analysis carried out: 

Table 3.1 

Calculation 

Summary 
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• Interventions that proposed building on-road cycle lanes, resulted in a high level of Health and

Environmental benefits such that justifying the construction of the facility.

• The overall benefit from the construction of raised speed tables was not positive.  The costs associated

with vehicles traversing over the facility in terms of delay and vehicle operating costs outweighed the

potential crash cost savings.

• Crash cost savings as a whole, across all sites were minimal as the mid-block crash prediction model

did not predict a high existing crash rate and hence when the corresponding crash reduction factor was

applied, it did not amount to a significant saving.

• A red-carpet threshold treatment was found to provide a positive net benefit.  This was due to the

treatment being inexpensive and not causing additional vehicle operating costs for motorists.

• The interventions that proposed building side islands and kerb build outs, were beneficial to

pedestrians as it reduced the delay experienced by the pedestrians wishing to cross the road due to

the decreased crossing distance and resulting crossing time, without impacting through traffic on the

road.

• Zebra crossings did not result in crash cost savings and hence the net benefit was naturally, negative.

NZTA’s CEC states that zebra crossings do not reduce pedestrian crashes and hence and is not a

recommended priority crossing facility, unless very well designed.

• For all sites with the exception of Mangere Bridge, travel time benefits were negative.  This is due to

the travel time delay incurred by vehicles as a result of interventions which were not outweighed by the

active mode travel time delay reductions.

• All BCRs which included travel time savings were calculated to be very low.  This is a result of the fact

that all benefits and costs were not taken into account.  It is hypothesised, that if all benefits and costs

were able to be computed, the BCR would still be very low.

• The Papakura community showed the greatest potential for achieving the greatest amount of benefit as

compared to the other two sites when all benefits and costs were taken into account.

• When travel time savings were excluded, the Mount Roskill community showed the greatest potential

for achieving benefits.

• It was also shown that when travel time savings were excluded, the BCR for the Mangere Bridge site,

decreased.  This is because for the Mangere Bridge site, there are many zebra crossings proposed

adjacent to a roundabout in a relatively slow speed environment, which provide a great reduction in

travel time delay for pedestrians, and the travel time reduction for vehicles is relatively small given the

slow speed environment and the approach to a roundabout.  Therefore, the travel time benefit for

pedestrians offsets the travel time disbenefit for vehicles.

4. Limitations of Analysis

Increase in cycling facilities should result in an increase in cycling numbers, which may bring about a 

higher number of cycling crashes (though the crash rate may or may not increase) which has not been 

take into account in this analysis.  The type of on-road cycle facility was not considered.  For example, a 

barrier protected cycle facility would provide a greater level of crash reduction than a cycle lane just 

painted adjacent to the traffic lanes on a road. 

The availability of data is a limitation to the calculations carried out.  Vehicle and pedestrian flow data are 

fundamental inputs to the calculations carried out.  Vehicle flow data for all roads was taken from Auckland 

Transport’s traffic count data available on their website
6
.  Where traffic count data for some roads was not 

available, it was taken from NZTA’s “One Network Road Classification Network” GIS viewer
7
 which 

displays information regarding road hierarchy for each road and the estimated Annual Average Daily 

6
 Auckland Transport, “Traffic Count Data from July 2012 to June 2017”, 2017 

7
 NZ Transport Agency, “One Network Road Classification”, web application, 2017 
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Traffic (AADT) on each road.  Therefore, the traffic flow volumes used are inconsistent in terms of date of 

the data and the source. 

Pedestrian volume on roads of interest were difficult to source as there is no readily available source from 

the road controlling authority.  Pedestrian flows have had to estimated.  Ideally, pedestrian surveys would 

be carried out to get this information, but the time and resources did not permit this.  For future 

applications however, it wouldn’t be practical to carry out pedestrian surveys for a given road and a 

method should be agreed on to estimate pedestrian flows on roads of interest.  For the purpose of the 

analysis carried out, pedestrian volumes were assigned per the hierarchy of the road.  An arterial road was 

assigned 250 daily pedestrians per day, a collector was assigned 125, and a local road was assigned 50 

pedestrian movements per day. 

It is currently difficult to assess the benefits of interventions accurately across a cluster of destinations. 

Generally, the interventions do very little to expand the risk catchment away from the main cluster of 

destinations; rather, they tend to promote travel within the centre of the cluster. This makes sense as this 

is where interventions will provide benefits to multiple destinations. However, when the destinations are 

assessed all together, the total cluster’s risk catchment extends outwards only a little, and therefore 

demonstrates very little benefit.  

The clustering ensures that benefits (i.e. people) are not being double counted in the analysis. However, it 

drastically underestimates the total benefit, as the calculations do not include benefit from people who may 

now be able to access more than one destination, or different sectors of the population who would be seek 

access to different types of destinations. 

It is possible to develop a method to more accurately demonstrate the impacts of the proposed 

interventions using census data and multiple layers of analysis; however, this is outside the scope of the 

project. 

The total cost of interventions proposed by the different consultants were not consistent as some 

consultants proposed a greater level of investment than the other two, which would result in a greater level 

of net benefit.  Regardless of this fact, no adjustments have been made to account for this. 

5. Next Steps

If there were specific benefits and costs that the safer communities program was interested in, a greater 

focus could be given to those specific areas and hence the BCR would reflect each site’s potential 

improvements in line with the objectives of the safer communities’ program. 

To further enhance the comparison procedure between multiple sites, it would be ideal that a GIS tool is 

developed which would be able to automate the BCR calculation procedure and be integrated into the 

accessibility model.  The tool would also allow for a more concrete comparison by calculating the benefits 

and costs associated for building a crossing facility for example on a given road between two different 

sites.  This tool would also allow for a comparison such as for a given budget, say ‘$1,000,000’, what 

would the net benefit be if there were a given number of pedestrians and cycling facilities installed on 

multiple sites.  Carrying out the BCR calculation in a GIS model would decrease the computation time of 

the analysis compared to if it were carried out in excel spread sheets which was the case for this project. 

6. Conclusion

Auckland Transport commissioned Abley to carry out benefit cost ratio calculations for three sites identified 

for investment as part of the safer communities’ program.  The aim of the BCR calculations was to identify 

which of the three sites should be given priority depending on the net benefits that the proposed 

interventions could achieve. 
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It was found that the greatest benefit from the proposed interventions from the overall BCR calculation 

would be achieved in the Papakura (first) cluster of sites, followed by the Mangere Bridge (second) 

cluster of sites and then lastly by the Mount Roskill (third) cluster of sites. 

When discounting travel time costs and benefits from the overall BCR calculation, it was shown that the 

greatest benefit would be achieved in the Mount Roskill (first) cluster of sites, followed by the Papakura 

(second) cluster of sites and then lastly by the Mangere Bridge (third) cluster of sites. 

The Mount Roskill community showed the greatest potential for achieving the greatest amount of benefit 

for active mode users when disregarding vehicle and pedestrian travel time costs, as compared to the 

other two sites. 

The analysis demonstrated that the interventions which resulted in the greatest benefits were new cycling 

facilities. 

The analysis was limited in the sense that selected benefits and costs were calculated due to the lack of 

time and resources available to carry out the analysis. 

If all possible benefits and costs for the interventions was able to be computed, it is hypothesised that it is 

likely that the BCRs for all three sites would be less than one. 

Although assumptions were made in the analysis carried out, as the same assumptions were applied to all 

the three sites that were studied, the ranking of the sites relative to each other is considered accurate. 
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7. Appendix 

The interventions modelled for each of the three sites is listed in Table 7.1. 

The calculated net benefit for each intervention is listed in Table 7.2. 

 

This document has been produced for the sole use of our client.  Any use of this document by a third party is without liability and you 

should seek independent traffic and transportation advice.  © No part of this document may be copied without the written consent of 

either our client or Abley Transportation Consultants Ltd. 
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Intervention 
ID 

Target Treatment Description Address Modelled 

Mount Roskill 

MR1 Cyclists Cycle Lane Cycle lane on Richardson Road between Maioro Street to Hillsborough 

Road 

Richardson Road between Maioro 

Street and Hillsborough Road 

Y 

MR2 All Threshold Red-carpet with slow markings 442 Richardson Road Y 

MR3 All Threshold Red carpet with slow markings 471 Richardson Road Y 

MR4 All Threshold Red carpet with slow markings 516 Richardson Road Y 

MR5 All Threshold Red carpet with slow markings 1496 Dominion Road Y 

MR6 All Threshold Red carpet with slow markings 613 Richardson Road Y 

MR7 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Laburnum Road at intersection of Richardson Road 

and Laburnum Road 

Laburnum Road Y 

MR8 All Raised Table Raised speed table on John Davies Street at intersection of Richardson 
Road and John Davies Street 

John Davies Street Y 

MR9 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Penney Avenue at intersection of Richardson Road 
and Penney Avenue  

Penney Avenue Y 

MR10 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Playfair Road at intersection of Richardson Road and 
Playfair Road 

Playfair Road Y 

MR11 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Freer Street at intersection of Richardson Road and 
Freer Street 

Freer Street Y 

MR12 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Denbigh Road at intersection with Dominion Road - 
east side 

Denbigh Avenue Y 

Table 7.1 Interventions modelled for each site. 
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MR13 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Denbigh Road at intersection with Dominion Road - 
west 

Denbigh Avenue  Y 

MR14 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Winstone Road at intersection with Denbigh Avenue 
- south side 

Winstone Road Y 

MR15 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Winstone Road at intersection with Denbigh Avenue 
- north side 

Winstone Road Y 

MR16 All Raised Table Raised speed table on minor Road at intersection of Richardson Road and 
minor Road 

Nash Road Y 

MR17 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Whitmore Road at intersection of Richardson Road 
and Whitmore Road 

Whitmore Road Y 

MR18 All Raised Table Raised speed table on minor Road at intersection of Richardson Road and 
minor Road 

Rogan Street Y 

MR19 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Glass Road at intersection of Richardson Road and 
Glass Road 

Glass Road Y 

MR20 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Mckinnon Street at intersection of Richardson Road 
and McKinnon Street 

McKinnon Street Y 

MR21 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Nirvana Way at intersection of Richardson Road and 
Nirvana Way 

Nirvana Way Y 

MR22 All Raised Table Raised speed table on Dornwell Road at intersection with Carr Road Dornwell Road Y 

MR23 Pedestrians Refuge Island Midblock refuge island 501 Richardson Road Y 

MR24 Pedestrians Refuge Island Midblock refuge island 531 Richardson Road Y 

MR25 Pedestrians Side Island Pedestrian side island and zebra crossing across May Road 135 May Road Y 

MR26 Pedestrians Refuge Island Pedestrian crossing of some kind refuge island/side island/zebra on the 
northern leg of the RAB of Dominion Road and Richardson Road 

1476 Dominion Road Y 

MR27 Pedestrians Refuge Island Pedestrian crossing of some sort refuge island/side island/zebra Winstone Road at intersection with 
Denbigh Avenue south side 

Y 

MR28 Pedestrians Refuge Island Pedestrian crossing of some sort refuge island/side island/zebra Across Richardson Road at the 
intersection with Alex Boyd Link 

Y 

MR29 Pedestrians Refuge Island Pedestrian crossing of some sort refuge island/side island/zebra Across Richardson Road at the 
intersection with Nirvana Way 

Y 
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MR30 Pedestrians Refuge Island Pedestrian crossing of some sort refuge island/side island/zebra Across Richardson Road at the 
intersection with Glass Road 

Y 

MR31 Pedestrians Refuge Island Crossing for both cyclists and pedestrians 619 Richardson Road Y 

MR32 Pedestrians Signage Wayfinding signage to show shared path on Rosemary Avenue Christine Road Y 

MR33 Pedestrians Signage Wayfinding signage to show shared path on Rosemary Avenue May Road Y 

Papakura 

PL1 All General 
LATM 

Formalise East Street Town Centre Bypass. Consists of providing slow 
treatments (LATM) through Main Street 

Great Street Road between Wood 
Street and Coles Cres 

Partly 

PL4 All Traffic 
Signals 

Upgrade RAB of Settlement Road and Marne Road to traffic signals with 
crossings on north and south side 

Intersection of Settlement Road and 
Marne Road 

Y 

PL41 All Traffic 
Signals 

Upgrade RAB of Settlement Road and Marne Road to traffic signals with 
crossings on east side 

Intersection of Settlement Road and 
Marne Road 

Y 

PL5 Cyclists Cycle Lane On road cycle lanes from Papakura to Drury on Great South Road Great South Road between Papakura to 
Drury 

Y 

PL6 All Shared Path Shared path for cyclists and pedestrians Porchester Road and Prictor Street 
between Walters Road to Willis Road 

N 

PL15 All Traffic 
Signals 

Upgrade RAB of Great Street Road and Walters Road to traffic signals with 
crossings on north and south side 

Intersection of Great Street Road and 
Walters Road 

Y 

PL151 All Traffic 
Signals 

Upgrade RAB of Great Street Road and Walters Road to traffic signals with 
crossings on east side 

Intersection of Great Street Road and 
Walters Road 

Y 

PL18 Cyclists Cycle Lane On road cycle lanes or shared path Cleavedon Road entire length Y 

PS21 All Raised Table Raised Table on north leg of the RAB intersection of Great Street Road and 
Wood Street 

RAB of Great South Road and Wood 
Street 

Y 

PS22 All Raised Table Raised Table on south leg of the RAB intersection of Great Street Road and 
Wood Street  

RAB of Great South Road and Wood 
Street 

Y 

PS23 All Raised Table Raised Table on east leg of the RAB intersection of Great Street Road and 
Wood Street  

RAB of Great South Road and Wood 
Street 

Y 

PS24 All Raised Table Raised Table on west leg of the RAB intersection of Great Street Road and 
Wood Street  

RAB of Great South Road and Wood 
Street 

Y 
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PS25 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing across eastern leg of the RAB intersection of Great Street 
Road and Wood Street  

RAB of Great Street Road and Wood 
Street 

Y 

PS26 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing across southern leg of the RAB intersection of Great Street 
Road and Wood Street  

RAB of Great Street Road and Wood 
Street 

Y 

PS7 All Shared Path Shared path for cyclists and pedestrians Great Street Road between Walters 
Road to Subway Road 

N 

PS81 All Raised Table Raised Table on north leg of the RAB intersection of Cleveland Road and 
Willis Road 

RAB of Cleveland Road and Willis Road Y 

PS82 All Raised Table Raised Table on south leg of the RAB intersection of Cleveland Road and 
Willis Road 

RAB of Cleveland Road and Willis Road Y 

PS83 All Raised Table Raised Table on west leg of the RAB intersection of Cleveland Road and 
Willis Road 

RAB of Cleveland Road and Willis Road Y 

PS84 All Raised Table Raised Table on east leg of the RAB intersection of Cleveland Road and 
Willis Road 

RAB of Cleveland Road and Willis Road Y 

PS9 All Shared Path Shared path for cyclists and pedestrians Elliot Street between Wood Street and 
Rushgreen Avenue  

N 

PS10 Pedestrians Refuge Island New crossing facility on Clevedon Road near Grove Road 78 Clevedon Road Y 

PS11 Pedestrians Refuge Island New crossing facility on Dominion Road near Sheehan Avenue 106 Dominion Road Y 

PS12 Pedestrians Refuge Island New crossing on Porchester Road, north of Tironui Station Road East 128 Porchester Road Y 

PS13 Pedestrians Refuge Island New crossing on Chichester Drive south of Erceg Way 12 Chichester Drive Y 

PS14 Cyclists Cycle Lane On road cycle lanes Beach Road entire length Y 

PS161 Pedestrians Refuge Island New crossing on Opaheke Road near Short Street 39 Opaheke Road Y 

P162 Pedestrians Refuge Island New crossing on Liverpool Street leg of the RAB of Liverpool Street/ 
Opeheke Road/ Butterworth Avenue  

Across Liverpool Street leg Y 

PS17 Pedestrians Refuge Island New crossing on Marne Road near Onslow Road 33 Marne Road Y 

Mangere Bridge 

MB11 Pedestrians Footpath 
Upgrade 

Upgrade footpath of entire Street to 1.8m Wallace Road N 
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MB21 Pedestrians Footpath 
Upgrade 

Upgrade footpath of entire Street to 1.8m Kirkbride Road N 

MB22 Cyclists Cycle Lane On road cycle lanes Kirkbride Road entire length Y 

MB31 Pedestrians Footpath 
Upgrade 

Upgrade footpath of entire Street to 1.8m Mckenzie Road N 

MB32 Cyclists Cycle Lane On road cycle lanes Mckenzie Road entire length Y 

MB41 Pedestrians Pedestrian & 
Cycle Bridge 
(Off-road) 

Pedestrian bridge over Tararata Creek Walmsley Road N 

MB511 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Coronation Road/ Church Road/ 
Rimu Road 

Zebra crossing on Coronation Street 
north side 

Y 

MB512 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Coronation Road/ Church Road/ 
Rimu Road 

Zebra crossing on Coronation Street 
south side 

Y 

MB513 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Coronation Road/ Church Road/ 
Rimu Road 

Zebra crossing on Rimu Road Y 

MB514 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Coronation Road/ Church Road/ 
Rimu Road 

Zebra crossing on Church Street Y 

MB52 Cyclists Cycle Lane Cycle lane protection at the intersection of Coronation Road/ Church 
Road/Rimu Road 

All approaches of the intersection N 

MB611 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Coronation Road/ SH20/ Off Ramps Coronation Road North side Y 

MB612 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Coronation Road/ SH20/ Off Ramps Coronation Road South side Y 

MB613 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Coronation Road/ SH20/ Off Ramps Ramps on east side Y 

MB62 Cyclists Cycle Lane Cycle lane protection at the intersection of Coronation Road and on/off 
ramps to SH20 

All approaches of the intersection N 

MB711 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Creamery Road/ Wallace Road/ 
Mountain Road/ Kirbride Road 

Across Creamery Road Y 

MB712 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Creamery Road/ Wallace Road/ 
Mountain Road/ Kirbride Road 

Across Wallace Road Y 
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MB713 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Creamery Road/ Wallace Road/ 
Mountain Road/ Kirbride Road 

Across Mountain Road Y 

MB714 Pedestrians Zebra 
Crossing 

Zebra crossing on all legs of the RAB of Creamery Road/ Wallace Road/ 
Mountain Road/ Kirbride Road 

Across Kirkbride Road Y 

MB72 Cyclists Cycle Lane Cycle lane protection at the intersection of Creamery Road/ Mountain Road/ 
Kirkbride Road/ Wallace Road 

All approaches of the intersection N 

MB8 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Signalised crossing on east side Favona Road Y 

MB11 Pedestrians Kerb Build 
Out 

Kerb build out on intersecting side Street s Wallace Road side Street s Y 

MB12 Pedestrians Kerb Build 
Out 

Kerb build out on intersecting side Street s Church Road side Street s Y 

MB13 Pedestrians Kerb Build 
Out 

Kerb build out on intersecting side Street s Muir Road side Street s Y 

MB14 Pedestrians Kerb Build 
Out 

Kerb build out on intersecting side Street s Coronation Road side Street s Y 

MB15 Pedestrians Kerb Build 
Out 

Kerb build out on intersecting side Street s Mckenzie Road side Street s Y 

MB16 Pedestrians Kerb Build 
Out 

Kerb build out on intersecting side Street s Kirkbride Road side Street s Y 

MB17 Pedestrians Kerb Build 
Out 

Kerb build out on intersecting side Street s Walmsley Road side Street s Y 

MB18 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Signalised pedestrian crossings on Walmsley Road at the intersection of 
Walmsley Road and Donnell Avenue. 

Across both Walmsley Road 
approaches 

Y 

MB19 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Signalised pedestrian crossings on Walmsley Road at intersection with 
on/off ramps on both east/west 

Across both Walmsley Road 
approaches 

Y 

MB191 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Signalised pedestrian crossings on Walmsley Road at intersection with 
on/off ramps to SH20 

Off ramp north side Y 

MB20 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Signalised pedestrian crossings on both left turn slip lanes at the 
intersection of Coronation Road/ Walmsley Road/ Miller Road 

Across both Walmsley Road slip lanes Y 

MB21 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Midblock signalised crossing 52 Wallace Road Y 

MB22 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Intersection signalised crossing Across Church Road east and west side Y 
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MB221 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Intersection signalised crossing Church Road and Woodward Avenue 
intersection 

Y 

MB23 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Midblock signalised crossing 112 Coronation Road Y 

MB24 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Midblock signalised crossing 62 Mckenzie Road Y 

MB25 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Midblock signalised crossing 76 Kirkbride Road Y 

MB26 Pedestrians Traffic 
Signals 

Midblock signalised crossing to connect of road pedestrian paths 10 Elmdon Street Y 

MB27 Pedestrians 
Speed Limit 
Change 

Reduce speed of Walmsley Road from 60 km/hr to 50km/hr over the mid-
block section between Waterview Road and Norman Avenue 

Walmsley Road Y 

MB28 Pedestrians 
Speed Limit 
Change 

Reduce speed of McKenzie Road from 60 km/hr to 50km/hr over the mid-
block section between Bader Road and Kirkbride Road 

Mckenzie Road Y 
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Intervention ID Pedestrian Delay 
Saving ($/year) 

Vehicle Delay 
Cost ($/year) 

Vehicle Operating 
Cost ($/year) 

Total Health & 
Environmental Benefit 

($/year) 

Crash Cost Saving 
($/year) 

Net Benefit ($/year) Net Benefit ($/year) 

(Excluding Travel 
Time Savings) 

Mount Roskill Total Net Benefit $120,631.50 $366,493.64 

MR1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $386,550.74 $16,908.00 $403,458.75 $403,458.75 

MR2 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,355.85 $1,355.85 $1,355.85 

MR3 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,771.10 $1,771.10 $1,771.10 

MR4 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,384.10 $2,384.10 $2,384.10 

MR5 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,374.66 $3,374.66 $3,374.66 

MR6 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,155.60 $2,155.60 $2,155.60 

MR7 $0.00 $7,040.00 $3,750.00 $0.00 $315.21 -$10,474.79 -$3,434.79 

MR8 $0.00 $14,386.94 $7,663.50 $0.00 $867.01 -$21,183.43 -$6,796.49 

MR9 $0.00 $2,252.80 $1,200.00 $0.00 $2,875.08 -$577.72 $1,675.08 

MR10 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR11 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR12 $0.00 $38,821.38 $20,679.00 $0.00 $1,360.50 -$58,139.88 -$19,318.50 

MR13 $0.00 $38,821.38 $20,679.00 $0.00 $1,360.50 -$58,139.88 -$19,318.50 

MR14 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR15 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR16 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR17 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR18 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR19 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR20 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR21 $0.00 $14,080.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $849.62 -$20,730.38 -$6,650.38 

MR22 $0.00 $3,739.65 $1,992.00 $0.00 $268.21 -$5,463.43 -$1,723.79 

MR23 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $8,347.27 $9,263.32 $9,263.32 

MR24 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $6,885.34 $7,801.39 $7,801.39 

MR25 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $5,660.15 $6,576.20 $6,576.20 

Table 7.2 Breakdown of benefits per intervention. 
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MR26 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $11,490.54 $12,406.59 $12,406.59 

MR27 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $3,243.97 $4,160.02 $4,160.02 

MR28 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $2,802.52 $3,718.57 $3,718.57 

MR29 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $3,467.09 $4,383.15 $4,383.15 

MR30 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $3,467.09 $4,383.15 $4,383.15 

MR31 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $10,141.73 $11,057.78 $11,057.78 

MR32 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $0.00 $916.05 $916.05 

MR33 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $0.00 $916.05 $916.05 

MR34 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $0.00 $916.05 $916.05 

MR35 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $916.05 $0.00 $916.05 $916.05 

Papakura Total Net Benefit $863,039.09 $985,253.07 

 PL1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $32,168.84 $32,168.84 $32,168.84 

 PL4 $16,505.72 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $67,845.06 $91,850.52 $67,845.06 

 PL41 $7,499.75 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

PL5 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $559,836.37 $12,468.37 $572,304.75 $572,304.75 

 PL6 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

 PL15 $33,011.43 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $21,742.13 $54,753.56 $21,742.13 

 PL151 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

PL18 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $140,756.93 $14,866.19 $155,623.11 $155,623.11 

PS21 $0.00 $39,618.30 $21,103.50 $0.00 $13,802.91 -$46,918.89 -$7,300.59 

PS22 $0.00 $39,618.30 $21,103.50 $0.00 $13,802.91 -$46,918.89 -$7,300.59 

PS23 $0.00 $740.61 $394.50 $0.00 $1,189.53 $54.42 $795.03 

PS24 $0.00 $740.61 $394.50 $0.00 $1,189.53 $54.42 $795.03 

PS25 $25.10 $363.78 $52.60 $925.26 $0.00 $533.98 $872.66 

PS26 $16,505.72 $19,459.95 $2,813.80 $925.26 $0.00 -$4,842.78 -$1,888.54 

PS3 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

PS7 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

PS81 $0.00 $25,344.00 $13,500.00 $0.00 $9,941.87 -$28,902.13 -$3,558.13 

PS82 $0.00 $29,770.75 $15,858.00 $0.00 $11,216.88 -$34,411.87 -$4,641.12 

PS83 $0.00 $25,344.00 $13,500.00 $0.00 $9,941.94 -$28,902.06 -$3,558.06 

PS84 $0.00 $16,738.30 $8,916.00 $0.00 $7,208.78 -$18,445.52 -$1,707.22 
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PS9 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

PS10 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $925.26 $6,690.56 $7,615.81 $7,615.81 

PS11 $564.83 $0.00 $0.00 $925.26 $2,317.09 $3,807.18 $3,242.35 

PS12 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $925.26 $4,417.04 $5,342.30 $5,342.30 

PS13 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $925.26 $914.65 $1,839.91 $1,839.91 

PS14 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $105,394.66 $32,954.46 $138,349.13 $138,349.13 

PS161 $1,223.81 $0.00 $0.00 $925.26 $1,120.50 $3,269.57 $2,045.76 

P162 $188.28 $0.00 $0.00 $925.26 $46.20 $1,159.74 $971.46 

PS17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $925.26 $2,728.74 $3,654.00 $3,654.00 

Mangere Bridge Total Net Benefit $335,359.53 $538,061.91 

 MB11 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $0.00 $456.69 $456.69 

MB21 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $0.00 $456.69 $456.69 

MB22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $200,623.37 $15,199.65 $215,823.03 $215,823.03 

MB31 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $0.00 $456.69 $456.69 

MB32 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $103,403.28 $16,933.50 $120,336.77 $120,336.77 

MB41 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $0.00 $456.69 $456.69 

MB511 $1,161.05 $5,343.11 $603.40 $456.69 $0.00 -$4,328.77 -$146.71 

MB512 $2,227.96 $9,917.86 $1,322.80 $456.69 $0.00 -$8,556.01 -$866.11 

MB513 $3,734.18 $18,483.15 $2,465.20 $456.69 $0.00 -$16,757.48 -$2,008.51 

MB514 $3,828.32 $9,679.63 $1,117.60 $456.69 $0.00 -$6,512.22 -$660.91 

MB52 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

MB611 $21,149.91 $15,708.77 $1,774.00 $456.69 $0.00 $4,123.83 -$1,317.31 

MB612 $9,413.91 $28,589.38 $3,271.60 $456.69 $0.00 -$21,990.38 -$2,814.91 

MB613 $2,510.38 $17,335.15 $1,800.00 $456.69 $0.00 -$16,168.09 -$1,343.31 

MB62 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

MB711 $94.14 $2,320.74 $304.80 $456.69 $0.00 -$2,074.71 $151.89 

MB712 $219.66 $2,802.54 $335.60 $456.69 $0.00 -$2,461.79 $121.09 

MB713 $125.52 $3,274.29 $413.20 $456.69 $0.00 -$3,105.28 $43.49 

MB714 $188.28 $3,278.54 $392.60 $456.69 $0.00 -$3,026.17 $64.09 

MB72 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

MB8 $14,183.62 $40,642.46 $4,800.00 $456.69 $5,851.58 -$24,950.57 $1,508.28 
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MB11 $14.12 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $521.43 $992.24 $978.12 

MB12 $9.41 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $601.01 $1,067.12 $1,057.71 

MB13 $15.69 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $670.84 $1,143.22 $1,127.53 

MB14 $9.41 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $517.16 $983.26 $973.85 

MB15 $4.71 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $195.15 $656.55 $651.85 

MB16 $6.28 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $448.24 $911.21 $904.94 

MB17 $3.14 $0.00 $0.00 $456.69 $320.17 $780.01 $776.87 

MB18 $25,919.62 $47,398.15 $5,400.00 $456.69 $11,730.54 -$14,691.29 $6,787.24 

MB19 $25,919.62 $52,005.46 $5,400.00 $456.69 $6,938.56 -$30,550.26 $1,458.74 

 MB191 $753.11 $6,676.28 $993.20 $456.69 

MB20 $26,045.14 $22,130.87 $3,200.00 $456.69 $2,627.48 $3,798.45 -$115.82 

MB21 $11,233.93 $13,195.21 $1,633.20 $456.69 $0.00 -$3,137.79 -$1,176.51 

MB22 $4,267.64 $9,483.24 $1,120.00 $456.69 $18,294.73 $11,757.06 $17,948.11 

 MB221 $47.07 $1,022.52 $140.00 $456.69 

MB23 $4,706.95 $25,163.64 $3,271.60 $456.69 $6,649.75 -$16,621.84 $3,834.84 

MB24 $7,499.75 $15,187.78 $1,827.20 $456.69 $17,160.06 $8,101.52 $15,789.55 

MB25 $7,499.75 $18,854.72 $2,226.80 $456.69 $15,298.26 $2,173.18 $13,528.15 

MB26 $1,066.91 $8,068.05 $998.60 $456.69 $2,098.87 -$5,444.17 $1,556.97 

MB27 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $84,048.29 $84,048.29 $84,048.29 

MB28 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $57,213.80 $57,213.80 $57,213.80 
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Problem one:
Poor quality pedestrian crossing 
facilities and a lack of crossing 
facilities contributes to a road 

safety problem and a 
perception of poor amenity. 

This results in low mode choice 
for pedestrians. 

Problem two:
A lack of accessible pedestrian 

facilities contributes to a 
perception that there is a road 

safety problem. This means 
walking is not an attractive 

mode choice to get around the 
community; and

Problem three:
A lack of transport options contributes to the 
use of private vehicles for short and medium 
distance trips, which in turn contributes to 

congestion and vehicle emissions that impact 
the environment, whilst community health 

suffers from illnesses due to sedentary 
lifestyles.



Sustained reduction in road 
deaths and serious injuries

Safe and healthy streets for 
everyone

A safe roadside and street 
environment

Safe road user behaviour
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1. Reducing road deaths and serious injuries by 60% from 690 in 2017 to no more than 276 by 2028.
2. Safe and Healthy streets for everyone evidenced by increasing PT and active mode use from 16% (Journey to work mode 

share 2013) to at least 21% by 2028.
3. Safe and Healthy Streets for everyone by improving health, emissions and social outcomes (measure and baseline to be 

developed).
4. A safe roadside and street environment by increasing the proportion of vehicles surveyed travelling within posted speed 

l imits from XX% to XX% by 2028. Baseline to be established.
5. A safe roadside and street environment by increasing the proportion of the road network where speed limits are 

adjusted to align with Safe & Appropriate Speeds from 29% to 60%. (baseline and targets to be confirmed).
6. 20% of rural VKT are on roads that provide safe system primary and supporting treatments (e.g three barrier system) by 

2028*.
7. Improved safety of infrastructure for vulnerable road users in urban areas such that there is an increase in the 

proportion of VRU trips that use safe routes (e.g. protected cycle facil ities, see Performance Measures, Chapter 11)
8. Community perceptions of streets, footpaths, pedestrian crossings, cycle facilities and end-to-end public transport as a 

safe environment for active modes is increased (measured by customer perception survey – baseline to be developed).
9. Sustained increase in proportion of drivers detected as:

• Being within the legal Blood Alcohol Content (BAC) level;
• Not using a cellphone while driving; and
• Being appropriately l icenced. (baselines and targets to be confirmed with NZ Police)

10. Community and Tamaki Makaurau Governance Group staff are aware, understand and support the Vision Zero approach 
including speed management. (measured by perception surveys – baseline to be developed).



1. Frost and Carr Road 2. Mt Albert Road and Three Kings Intersection

We want to improve conditions for school children 
and parents walking to and from Mt Roskill schools 
along Frost Rd and Carr Rd. Currently there is heavy 
traffic and the footpath is poor quality. Design ideas 
include widened footpaths, new shared paths, 
raised table zebra crossings, and new street trees 
and plantings. We are looking at removing some 
on-street parking near the school gate and along 
Carr Rd. 

We want to make Mt Albert Road safer for people walking around 
the area. We will have special emphasis on the complex intersection 
of Mt Albert Road with Hayr and Donrwell Roads opposite the Three 
Kings Plaza Shopping Centre. Design ideas include new pedestrian 
crossings, changes to road layouts and the entrances to the carpark to 
make conditions safer for people on foot. We are also looking at street 
trees and plantings within the existing bern. Our proposals would see 
the existing on-street parking outside the shops stay the same.

1. What do you think about this improvement?

2. What could make it better?

Option 1

Option 2

We want to know what you think of the plans we are working on for Mt Roskill. At the moment our plans are rough and we have time to make changes. Please tell us what you think of each plan we are proposing. 

2. What could make it better?1. What do you think about this improvement?

Widen footpath
(shared path)

Footpath
improved

Grass berm with street trees
(on-street parking reduction)

Existing on-street 
parking



Have 
  your say...

Public feedback is open until 
22 June 2018

on Mt Roskill

xxxxxx

AT.govt.nz/safercommunities
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Would you like us to contact you with updates about  
this project?

 YES

Personal information

Name 

Street address 

Suburb 

Post code 

Email 

Phone 

Providing personal details is optional. Providing your postal or 
email address ensures that we can contact you with updates to 
the project, including the outcome of the consultation.

PRIVACY: AT is committed to protecting our customers’ 
personal information.

What will we do with your feedback? 
We will use what you tell us to make sure the changes 
we are planning are in the right places and to come up 
with more detailed proposals. We will come back to the 
community with detailed plans and consult with you in 
September (2018). 

How do I provide feedback?
  Go online to AT.govt.nz/safercommunities 

and click the ‘Mt Roskill’ button 

Post this form back to us

  If you have difficulty filling in the form, you can call 
us on 09 355 3553 and our contact centre staff will 
fill in the feedback form with you over the phone. 

Public feedback is open until 
xxxxx 2018

Mt Roskill walking improvements – 
what do you think?
Auckland Transport is working in your community. Making it 
safer, easier and more enjoyable to walk around Mt Roskill. Late 
last year we asked your community to tell us how we could 
improve walking. 

We asked about physical improvements we could make to help 
people walk more in the local area.  
How we could make it safer and how we could improve 
connections to places like rec centre, library, schools and parks.

We had lots of good feedback and we have used that feedback 
to create rough plans of the work we could do to improve 
walking safety around Mt Roskil. 

Proposals under consideration

Proposed timetable
January – March 2018
AT consider all feedback received and start investigating options to make it safer to walk around 
Māngere Bridge 

March – September 2018
AT presents the initial designs to the local community 

September 2018
AT undertake consultation with those directly affected by the proposed changes

June 2019 – June 2020
AT will start and complete construction of the changes

June 2020
AT works with people in the community to help them understand the changes and to encourage 
more walking, especially around schools

Safer Communities programme improvements

Walking along the street

Crossing the street

Intersection improvements

Slower speed

Gateway improvements 
Gateway improvements are things we can do to 
slow traffic down like speed tables, plantings and 
building out the kerbs.

Placemaking opportunities 
Placemaking opportunities help us improve the 
function of the area, so in the town centre we will 
make more space for people to move around and 
less space for vehicles.

Residential street minor safety improvements

Existing greenway

Proposed local board greenway

Te Auaunga

Safety at the school gate project



Stakeholder Engagement 



For more information call 09 355 3553  
or email us on projects@AT.govt.nz

Mt Roskill Safer Communities
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Our project in this area aims to make roads safer for everyone. Changes 
including putting in new footpaths and more pedestrian crossings near schools.  
Construction began early March and set to continue until mid- 2020. 

We will do our best to minimise disruption to schools.

The next stage of work will see the removal of 
another existing footpath and construction of a 
new wider footpath outside the Frost Road  
school area. 

From the end of March we will put up fencing for 
this section of road when we remove the footpath 
and construct a new wider one near the shop area.

Note: We will maintain access to the shops at all times.

There will also be a stop/go during the day when 
we are completing drainage works in this area 
which may cause some disruption and traffic. 

Stages 3 and 4 
commencing



Mount Roskill   
Safer Communities 
under Alert Level 1
Our project aims to make roads safer for everyone by putting in new footpaths and 
increasing the number of pedestrian crossings in the area.
The next stage of work you will see is construction on one side of the Carr Road 
footpath. This involves removing the existing footpath and installing a new concrete 
footpath starting from the corner dairy and working up to Dornwell Road. 
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For more info check out our website 
https://at.govt.nz/driving-parking/road-safety/safer-communities-programme/mt-roskill/
or contact us on 09 355 3553 or email us on projects@AT.govt.nz



When this is completed, then construction will begin on one side of the footpath  
from Dornwell Road to Clinker Street.
The pace of work under different alert levels may not be as rapid as it is under  
normal circumstances, but our aim is to minimise further delays and help spur on  
the economy. 
Our priority continues to be able to ensure the safety of our workers and the public. 

For more info check out our website 
https://at.govt.nz/driving-parking/road-safety/safer-communities-programme/mt-roskill/
or contact us on 09 355 3553 or email us on projects@AT.govt.nz
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Mount Roskill   
Safer Communities 
under Alert Level 1



Mount Roskill Safer 
Communities

  Our five speed tables by the Frost Road and Carr Road roundabout is due to 
be completed by 20 July (weather dependent). 

  Next, our construction moves on to the speed tables at Hayr Rd for one week 
before moving on to Somerset Rd where there will be a 2-way traffic light. 

  The footpath crew will continue their work until 7 August before starting work 
on the speed table on Dornwell Road.

Please take care when moving through the area and allow extra travel time, 
or consider an alternative pickup and drop area for students.

To find out more go to: AT.govt.nz/Travelwise  
or contact us on 09 3553553 or email projects@AT.govt.nz

July/August
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Mt Roskill Safer Communities 
park and walk planter box trial
AT is trialling a new park and walk strategy. 
Planter boxes will be installed in parking bays on Frost Road outside the Primary 
and the Grammar schools. The trial will be for six months and an evaluation will 
follow. Alternative parking has been arranged for park and walk zones.

For more information visit our website 
AT.govt.nz or email projects@AT.govt.nz 
or phone us on 09 3553553

Mt Roskill

LITTLEJOHN ST

SM
A

LLFIELD
AVE

BRITTON AVE

HENSHAW AVE

JASPER AVE
KEYSTONE AVE

CLEGHORN AVE

DONAL
D

CR

PRINCES AVE

FEARON AVE

PL
AY

FA
IR

RD

HA
M

ON
AV

E

DA
LL

Y
TC

E

CL
IN

KE
R 

ST

MARIE AVE

REWA RD

FYVIE AVE

YOUTH ST

BU
RN

ET
T

AV
E

HAUGHEY AVE

VIC BUTLER ST

FICKLING AVE

GREGORY PL

ARUNDEL ST

ST
AMFO

RD PARK RD

FREER ST HOWELL CR

SC
OU

T
AV

E

PA
RA

U
ST

MILLIKEN AVE

SA
NF

T
AV

E

BREMNER AVE

BALFRON AVE
SIMMONDS AVE

CHRISTIE ST

FREELAND AVE

KA
LLU CR

ELPHI
NS

TO
NE

A
V

E

GLYNN ST

HA
RD

LE
Y 

AV
E

WAITE AVE

MAYN AVE

CAMBRAI AVE
M

ON
S 

AV
E

LOUVAIN AVE

G
LENARM AVE

HAIG AVE

COLEMAN AVE

RE
NF

RE
W

 A
VE

GIFFORD
AVE

TO
RY ST

DENNY AVE

MELROSE RD

AK
AR

AN
A

AV
E

QUEST TCE

MEMORIAL AVE

SOM
ERSET RD

KELSEY CR

PL
A

ZA
DR

R
O

SEMAN
AVE

W
IN

ST
ON

E 
RD

DORN
W

EL
L R

D

ARUNDEL ST

MELROSE RD

GRAHAME BREED DR

HAYR RD

RA
DN

OR
 R

D

PA
RA

U 
ST

MEMORIAL AVE

BR
ID

GM
AN

AV
EN

UE

FEA
R ON AVE

ROSKILL WAY

FU
LL

JA
M

ES
AV

E

CO
N

N
O LLY AVE

MI
LL

AR
D 

ST

ADMIRAL BEATTY AVE

PLU
MPTO

N AVE

MT ROSK
ILL

RD

RAINFORD ST

MT R
OSK

ILL
 RD

BAXTER ST

HA
M

ON
 A

VE

FR
OST

 R
D

M
CCULLOUGH

AVE

DUKE ST

W
A

RR
EN

AV
E

MAY
 RD

MAY
RD

ME
LR

OS

E RD

OA
KD

AL
E

RD

HAY
R

RD

DUKE ST

MAY
RD

DENBIGH AVE

DENBIGH AVE

RICHARDSON RD

MT ALBERT RD

MT ALBERT RD

SA
ND

RI
NG

HAM
RD

EX
T

DO
M

IN
IO

N 
RD

FR
OST

 R
D

SO
MERSET RD

CARR RD

CARR RD

D
O

M
IN

IO
N

 R
D

D
O

M
IN

IO
N

 R
D

Big King
Reserve

Winstone
Park

War
Memorial

Park

Fearon
Park

Three Kings
Domain

Akarana
Golf Course

Mt Roskill
Grammar

Mt Roskill
Primary

Mt Roskill
Intermediate

Dominion Rd
School

St Therese
School

Mt Roskill 
Grammer

 Cycling & Pedestrian   

Bridge  

 Entrance 

J006159_31.08.20



Mt Roskill Safer 
Communities Update
AT is trialling a new park and walk strategy 
As part of the Mt Roskill Safer Communities Project,  
Auckland Transport will be trialling planter boxes in the 
parking bays outside Mt Roskill Primary and Grammar for  
a period of 6 months. During this time, parents will be able  
to park in the three designated park and walk zones that  
are located within 5-10 minutes of all 3 schools.

They are:
• Britton Ave
• Bremner Ave
• Rainford Street (Keith Hay Car Park)
The purpose of the trial is to remove parking congestion 
from directly outside the schools on Frost Road. Now that 
the school pedestrian crossing points have been upgraded, 
families can move around the area safely and efficiently.

For more information visit our website 
AT.govt.nz or email projects@AT.govt.nz 
or phone us on 09 3553553
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03/12/2019 
Job Ref. 32297

Brief : Undertake an arboricultural assessment on the proposed road safety improvements along Carr Road, 

Mt Roskill. 

Introduction 

1. Auckland Transport proposes to undertake road safety improvements and to widen the footpath

along Carr Road, Mt Roskill. Arborlab Limited has been engaged to assess the potential effects

that the works may have on the trees growing within the vicinity of the works.  To minimise or

avoid potential adverse effects, a tree protection methodology has been produced and is

contained within this report.

2. The findings and recommendations found herein are based on the visual ground based

assessment undertaken during a site visit on the 2nd October 2019, GHD drawing set 12502931-

C111 to 12502931-C116 and a site meeting with Meera Kanaganayagam of Auckland Transport.

Appendicies 

 Appendix 1 – GHD drawing set 12502931-C111 to 12502931-C116

mailto:office@arborlab.co.nz
mailto:office@arborlab.co.nz
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Auckland Unitary Plan zoning 

3. Vegetation in proximity to the proposed works is located within the following zones:

 Business – Light Industry Zone

 Road Reserve

Tree protection status 

4. The Auckland Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) rule that is applicable to the proposed works is

outlined below:

Table E26.4.3.1. – Network utilities and electricity generation – Trees in road and open space zone

and the Notable Trees Overlay

(A87) Works within the protected root zone that comply with Standard E26.4.5.2 – Permitted 

5. The proposed works may be undertaken as a permitted activity under the Auckland Unitary Plan

(Operative in Part) providing the following standard is adhered to:

Standard E26.4.5.2. – Trees in roads and open space zones – works within the protected 
root zone 

(1) For roots under 60mm:

(b) Excavation undertaken by hand digging or air spade or hydro vac or machine excavator within the protected root
zone with direction and/or supervision of a qualified arborist:

(i) works must not disturb more than 20 per cent of the protected root zone;
(ii) works involving root pruning must not be on root greater than 60mm in diameter at severance; and
(iii) any machine excavator must operate on top of paved surfaces and/or ground protection measures and
must be fitted with a straight blade bucket.
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Site details 

6. The work site is Carr Road, Mt Roskill, between Frost Road and Hayr Road.

Figure 1: Site Location – Red shape indicates site extent 
The proposal 

7. It is proposed to undertake safety upgrades and widening of the footpath along Carr Road, Mt

Roskill. The proposed safety upgrades involve the construction of four new pedestrian crossings,

upgraded pram crossings and improved road marking. Footpath widening will involve a 3m wide

path along the northern side and a 1.8m wide path along the southern side of Carr Road.

8. From a vegetation alteration perspective, the proposal will require works within the protected root

zone of four trees within the road reserve and four private trees.
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Findings 

9. Appendix 1 contains an inventory of the trees identified within the proximity of the proposed

works.

Tree 
# 

Botanical Name 
Common 

Name 
Height 

 (m) 

Aggregate 
girth at 

1.4m (mm) 

CSR 
 (M) 

Form Structure Heath 
Age 

Class 
Ownership Proposal 

1 Griselinia littoralis Kapuka 5 600 3 Fair Fair Good Mature Private 
Resurface in 

root zone 

2 Metrosideros excelsa Pōhutukawa 6 800 4 Good Fair Good 
Semi-
mature 

Private 
Resurface in 

root zone 

3 Metrosideros excelsa Pōhutukawa 7.5 800 4 Fair Fair Good Mature Private 
Resurface in 

root zone 

4 Metrosideros excelsa Pōhutukawa 9 950 5 Fair Fair Good Mature Private 
Resurface in 

root zone 

5 Alectryon excelsus Titoki 5 350 2.5 Good Fair Good Mature 
Road 

Reserve 
Resurface in 

root zone 

6 
Schinus 

terebinthifolius 
Brazilian 

pepper tree 
4 1900 2.5 Poor Fair Good Mature 

Road 
Reserve 

Driveway 
reconstruction 

7 
Schinus 

terebinthifolius 
Brazilian 

pepper tree 
4 1750 2 Poor Fair Good Mature 

Road 
Reserve 

Driveway 
reconstruction 

8 
Syagrus 

romanzofiiana 
Queen palm 8.5 750 2 Good Fair Good Mature 

Road 
Reserve 

Footpath 
widening 

Figure 2: Tree 5 within the road reserve 
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Figure 3: Tree 7 within the road reserve 

Arborist comments 

10. Four protected trees are present within the site in proximity to the proposed works – one titoki

(located outside #68 Carr Road), two Brazilian pepper trees (located outside #58-60 Dornwell

Road) and one queen palm (located outside #30 Carr Road). The proposed works around each

of these trees vary.

11. The existing environment surrounding Trees 1-4 is completely paved within the site, with no

grass berms present (other than the small planter areas in which the trees are growing).

Resultantly, the proposed footpath widening will not involve the removal of existing permeable

surfaces and will require only replacement of existing concrete.

12. Trees 6 and 7 are growing within the grass berm. Proposed works in this area involve

reconstruction of the existing vehicle crossings to the north, south and between the trees. The

trunk bases of the trees are approximately 2m from the vehicle crossing edges. Due to the

impermeable surface, fewer roots are expected within the footprint of the existing vehicle

crossings, and the reconstruction will involve removal of the existing surface and base coarse

only. The trees were noted to have had extensive prior pruning works, undertaken to a poor

standard. The species are known for their vigour and will likely continue to grow without long term

health effects.
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13. Minor widening of the footpath is proposed adjacent Tree 8 – from 1.5m to 1.8m. Palm trees

have fibrous roots systems and thus do not have structural roots as a woody tree does.

Resultantly, the removal of root mass within the 300mm footpath widening area is not expected

to compromise the health or structural integrity of the tree.

14. Monitoring arborist supervision will be required during the lifting and removal of the existing

concrete surfaces within the root zone of the trees within the site. No evidence of concrete lifting

in proximity to the trees was observed; however roots from the trees may be present underneath

the paved surfaces (particularly for Trees 1-4). Where roots are encountered, the root mass

should determine the finished level for the widened footpath, with alternative design measures

(such as raising finish level or root bridging) implemented where appropriate. Root pruning may

only be undertaken when the monitoring arborist is satisfied that the removal of the root is

unlikely to have an adverse effect on the long term health and structural integrity of the tree.

Conclusions 

15. Footpath upgrades along Carr Road will require resurfacing of the footpath in proximity to eight

trees along the street. With monitoring arborist supervision, it is expected that the upgrades may

be undertaken without detriment to the long term health of the trees.

Recommendations 

16. All works are to be carried out in a manner that avoids or minimizes damage to the trees growing

within the vicinity of the works.  This can be achieved by adhering to the Tree Protection

Methodology contained within this report.
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Tree Protection Methodology for Carr Road 

1. Summary

 Site pre-commencement meeting held and documented.

 Temporary hard surfaces to be available and on site whilst working in the vicinity of trees.

 Adherence to control methods as specified in the conditions of Tree Asset Owner Approval

(TAOA).

 Works arborist on site to supervise any works in the vicinity of the root zone of any of the trees.

 Arboricultural end of project report compiled and submitted if required or requested.

 The following reporting shall be adhered to at all times.

2. Reporting

Item Reporting 

Pre-commencement meeting Pre-commencement minutes 

Tree protection in place 

Memo (if required) 
Excavations adjacent to trees 

Confirmation of root pruning 

Monthly inspection 

Final inspection Final report upon completion 

3. Tree protection methodology

3.1. A suitably qualified and experienced arborist (works arborist) shall be engaged by the TAOA 

holder at the start of the project to supervise all works in the vicinity of the trees. The 

appointed works arborist must be experienced in tree protection systems and construction 

methodologies, and will need to be able to coordinate site works ensuring that the tree 

protection methodology is correctly implemented. 

3.2. At the completion of works, the works arborist at his or her discretion shall “sign off” the work 

of the contractor, and if requested, provide a brief account of the project to the council 

arborist (if necessary with photos). The account of works shall include, but not be limited to: 

 The effects of the works to the subject trees

 Any remedial work which may be necessary

3.3. It shall be the TAOA holder’s responsibility to ensure that all persons engaged or otherwise 

to work on the site are made aware of the conditions of the consent, and that those 

conditions are adhered to at all times. 



Carr Road, Mt Roskill 

 Arboriculture Ecology  Green Space 9 

Ref Number: 32297 

3.4. No work shall take place within the root zone and/or drip line of the trees without prior 

approval from the works arborist. Any amendments to the tree protection methodology shall 

require prior written approval from the works arborist, written confirmation of which shall be 

forwarded to Council. 

3.5. No material is to be stored, emptied or disposed of in or around the root zone of any of the 

trees unless otherwise authorised to do so by the works arborist. Any material which is to be 

stored or temporarily placed in or around the root zone of the trees shall be stored carefully 

on an existing or temporary hard surface such as asphalt or plywood sheets respectively. 

3.6. Any roots which are encountered during any part of the process are to be retained where 

possible. Every effort shall be made to retain all roots 35mm in diameter or greater. The 

severance of any root less than 35mm shall be done so at the discretion of the works 

arborist. Where roots are to be severed, they shall be cut cleanly by the works arborist with a 

sharp hand saw or loppers, and the area around the root shall be backfilled with the original 

material. 

3.7. When a root greater than 35mm in diameter is impeding the construction and all other 

alternatives to work around the root have been exhausted, the supervising works arborist 

shall only remove the root if he/she determines that its removal will not be detrimental to the 

health and stability of the tree. 

3.8. Where roots to be retained are encountered and there is need for these roots to remain 

exposed in order that works are not impeded, then those roots shall be covered with a 

suitable protective material (such as moist Hessian, or a wool mulch) in order to protect them 

from desiccation and/or mechanical damage, until such a time as the area around the root 

can be back filled with the original material. The wrapping or covering of any roots shall be 

undertaken by the works arborist. 

3.9. If during the works, there are large areas of root zones exposed, then it may be necessary to 

protect the exposed root zone with a protective overlay sufficient enough to protect the 

ground and roots from being disturbed, for example a layer of geotextile fabric laid over a 

150mm thick layer of wood mulch. 

3.10. Where concrete is to be poured into excavations containing exposed roots, then all exposed 

roots shall first be covered in a layer of polythene to prevent the concrete from contacting the 

exposed root. 

3.11. If during the works, it becomes necessary to pour concrete and/or lay asphalt directly over 

exposed roots (for example during reinstatement, or footpath construction), then all exposed 

roots shall first be covered with a layer of fine sand not less than 75mm thick and a layer 

geotextile fabric shall be placed over the roots prior to pouring the concrete/asphalt. 
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Reference 

Number 

Change / Decision Decision Date  Description of change /  decision and impact Owner Priority  Status  Date of Action Record of change made 

1 Existing kerb line on southern side to remain as is. 

Proposed 3m shared path to be taken 3m from kerb 

towards property boundary. Planter boxes to be 

proposed between footpath and properties

23/08/2018 Proposed 3m shared path to be taken 3m from kerb towards 

property boundary. Property parking, signs and fences encoraching 

proposed shared path to be removed/relocated

AT / GHD  Completed 29/08/2018 Included in concept sketches sent 

to client for approval

2 Footpath on northern side to be extended up to the 

property boundary with low lying planting 

separating footpath and properties

23/08/2018 Property parking, signs and fences encoraching proposed shared 

path to be removed/relocated

AT / GHD  Completed 29/08/2018 Included in concept sketches sent 

to client for approval

3 All legs of the Carr / Hayr RAB to be reduced to 1 

lane approach, except for Carr Rd eastern approach

23/08/2018 Traffic modelling to be undertaken to determine traffic impacts. 

Kerb buildouts, larger traffic islands may be proposed to reduce 

lanes

AT / GHD  Completed 30/08/2018 Traffic model updated and outputs 

submitted

4 Existing lane widths on Carr Rd to be maintained 23/08/2018 Amend drawings AT / GHD  Completed 2/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

5 Both ped refuge crossing facilities on Carr Rd to be 

raised zebra crossings

31/08/2018 Dimensions and table profiles to be confirmed which may affect the 

location of these crossing facilities

AT / GHD  Completed 2/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

6 Swedish speed table profiles not to be used on all 

OD routes, including Carr Rd, Hayr Rd and Frost Rd

31/08/2018 All speed tables on Carr Rd to be standard AT / GHD  Superseded

7 Proposed planter boxes between footpath and 

property boundaries to be replaced with low lying 

planting

31/08/2018 Amend drawings AT / GHD  Completed 2/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

8 Existing power poles encroaching by more than 1m 

into proposed 3m shared path along southern side 

to be relocated. All power poles on northern side to 

be retained

12/09/2018 Several power poles will require relocation AT / GHD  Completed 2/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

9 Tracking checks for all movements at the Carr 

Rd/Hayr Rd roundabout to be based on spreadsheet

provided by AT

12/09/2018 Tracking checks based on spreadsheet shows conflicts with existing 

islands and lack of space available to apply horizontal deflection

AT / GHD  Completed 3/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

10 Existing layout of Carr Rd/Hayr Rd roundabout is to 

remain

12/09/2018 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 2/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

11 All legs of the Carr / Hayr RAB to have raised zebra 

crossings with smart studs where there are 2 

approach lanes to the zebra crossing

12/09/2018 Smart studs to be proposed on northern, eastern and western 

approaches to RAB

AT / GHD  Completed 2/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

12 Swedish speed table profile is acceptable on OD 

routes

12/09/2018 All speed tables to be swedish style where possible AT / GHD  Completed 2/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

13 Kerb cutbacks to be proposed to allow sufficient 

width on both legs of Carr Rd at the roundabout for 

vehicle tracking requirements as well as 1.8m deep 

cut through at the refuges for both raised zebra 

crossings

9/10/2018 Kerb cutbacks required on southern side of Carr Rd AT / GHD  Completed 23/10/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

14 Due to Carr Rd and Hayr Rd being an HPMV route, 

all tracking at the Carr Rd / Hayr Rd RAB to be based 

on Semi Trailer and 22m Truck and Trailer

31/10/2018 Drawings to be amended and layout of RAB to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 9/11/2018 Changes as a result of tracking 

included in draft consultation plans

15 All speed tables to have 1:10 entry ramp 01/11/2018 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 9/11/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

16 All raised zebra crossings across side roads to have 

a 4m flat top

01/11/2018 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 9/11/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

17 Both midblock raised zebra crossings on Carr Rd to 

have 6m flat tops

01/11/2018 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 9/11/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

18 Carr / Hayr intersection to be signalised 01/11/2018 Traffic modelling to be undertaken to determine traffic impacts. 

Kerb cutbacks are likely required

AT / GHD  Completed 7/11/2018 Traffic modelling memo and 

tracking checks submitted

19 Carr / Hayr intersection to remain as a roundabout 09/11/2018 Modelling and tracking checks showed signalisation did not work AT / GHD  Completed 9/11/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

20 3m Footpath on southern side not to be labelled or 

signed as Shared Path

12/11/2018 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 12/11/2018 Included in draft consultation plans 

for client review

21 Carr Rd eastern approach to Carr / Hayr RAB to be 

reduced to 1 lane to allow for crossing facility and 

semi trailer tracking 

14/12/2018 Traffic modelling to be undertaken to determine traffic impacts.  AT / GHD  Completed 24/01/2019 Traffic modelling summary 

submitted to client

22 Layout out of Carr / Hayr RAB to remain as existing 29/01/2019 Reducing approach lanes at the RAB not considered feasible. 

Drawings to be amended

AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

23 Footpath on northern side to be maximised up 

against property boundary with a nib kerb 

separating footpath and property boundary

29/01/2019 Property parking, signs and fences encoraching proposed shared 

path to be removed/relocated. Drawings to be amended

AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

24 Footpath on southern side to be 1.8m  29/01/2019 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

25 Power poles on southern side to remain in existing 

locations

29/01/2019 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

26 Kerb drain to be used for all speed tables that are 

flushed with footpath, except for speed table 

outside No. 51 Carr Rd

29/01/2019 Further investigation to see if it is feasible AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

27 Raised zebra crossing outside No. 65 Carr Rd to be 

flush with footpath

29/01/2019 Further investigation to see if it is feasible AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

28 All zebra crossings at the Carr / Frost RAB to be 

single stage

29/01/2019 Due to lack of vehicle separation between islands and speed table 

platforms, pedestrians not encouraged to use the cut‐through as a 

refuge. Drawings to be amended

AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

29 Carr / Hayr RAB to be converted to a raised 

roundabout with raised zebra crossing proposed 

only on southern leg

29/01/2019 Further investigation to see if it is feasible AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

30 Judder bars to be proposed across driveways in line 

with nib kerbs along northern side 

31/01/2019 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

31 Carr / Hayr RAB layout to remain as existing 07/02/2019 Raised roundabout not considered to be feasible. Drawings to be 

amended

AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval
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32 Grated channel to be used for raised zebra crossing 

outside No. 65 Carr Rd instead of kerb drain

07/02/2019 Kerb drain not feasible and inadequate space available for a cesspit. 

Drawings to be amended

AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

33 Swedish speed humps to be proposed on northern, 

western and eastern approaches to Carr / Hayr 

RAB. Swedish humps to be proposed adjacent to 

existing traffic islands

07/02/2019 Swedish humps are triangular in profile and have 1:10 entry and 

1:40 exit ramps. To be proposed adjacent existing traffic islands 

due to vehicle tracking constraints

AT / GHD  Completed 12/02/2019 Included in draft sketches sent to 

client for approval

34 Nib kerb and judder bars to be proposed along 

southern side of Carr Rd as well

13/02/2019 Drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 8/03/2019 Included in scheme design 

drawings submitted for Stage 2 RSA

35 All pedestrian areas (footpaths, ped refuge) to be 

outside of 0.5m clearance envelope of vehicle 

tracking checks. All ped refuge areas to have 

minimum depth of 1.8m 

18/02/2019 Tracking curves, kerb lines and ped refuge areas to be adjusted to 

meet requirements

AT / GHD  Completed 8/03/2019 Included in scheme design 

drawings submitted for Stage 2 RSA

36 Speed cushions to be proposed on northern 

approach to Carr / Hayr RAB instead of swedish 

hump

19/02/2019 Existing island on northern leg is too short for a swedish hump and 

extending the traffic island is not feasible. Therefore, speed 

cushions are proposed as speed calming measure

AT / GHD  Completed 8/03/2019 Included in scheme design 

drawings submitted for Stage 2 RSA

37 A ped refuge crossing with 1.8m deep cut‐through 

to be proposed on the southern leg of the Carr / 

Hayr RAB instead

19/02/2019 Due to tracking constraints, there is a lack of space available to fit a 

swedish raised zebra crossing with 1.8m deep cut‐through. 

Therefore, a ped refuge crossing is proposed instead

AT / GHD  Completed 8/03/2019 Included in scheme design 

drawings submitted for Stage 2 RSA

38 Despite semi trailer tracking showing conflict with 

traffic island on Hayr south, proposed refuge island 

will maintain the same island kerb line on the 

eastern side. The proposed refuge island will then 

gain it's 1.8m depth by widening the island towards 

the approach lane

20/02/2019 Although the proposed refuge island is in conflict with semi trailer 

tracking, it is considered an existing issue because the location of 

the island kerb has not changed. 

AT / GHD  Completed 8/03/2019 Included in scheme design 

drawings submitted for Stage 2 RSA

39 Removal of kerb nibs separating the footpath on the 

southern side of Carr Road between Frost Road and 

No. 80 Carr Road 

18/04/2019 Existing wall/planter boxes provide sufficient delineation AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

40 Review proposal of judder bars at vehicle crossings 

on Carr Road

18/04/2019 It is favourable to propose judder bars at locations where there is 

risk of high speeds exiting the driveway (longer and straight‐

approach driveways)

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

41 Investigate potential options to reduce shy‐space 

between formal lane and on‐street parking on Carr 

Road

18/04/2019 GHD to advise on potential treatments GHD Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

42 Removal of side island outside No. 32 Carr Road and 

reinstatement with NSAAT. Removal of side island 

outside No. 30 Carr Road and reinstatement with on

street parking

18/04/2019 AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

43 Investigate option of replacing side island outside 

No. 28‐30 Carr Road to a planter‐box (or similar)

18/04/2019 Patrick/AT’s urban design team to confirm type of planting AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Changed to reinstate parking (see 

ref #63)

44 Extension of footpath on the northern side of Carr 

Road to be in line with the property boundary

18/04/2019 AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

45 Extend the kerb nibs 18/04/2019 This will delineate the footpath on the south‐western corner of the 

Carr Road / Hayr Road roundabout

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

46 Relocate speed cushions on the northern approach 

of the Carr Road / Hayr Road roundabout to be 

closer to the limit line

18/04/2019 AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

47 Investigate feasibility of a Swedish‐style speed table 

(with 4.0 m exit ramp) on the eastern leg of the Carr 

Road / Frost Road roundabout by reducing the 

speed table top width to 3.0 m

18/04/2019 Swedish‐style speed table will be implemented (with a 3.0m exit 

ramp to achieve 1:40 with 0.75m table height as decided by client)

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

48 Judder bars to be black and yellow rubber humps 12/06/2019 Client decision AT / GHD  Completed 12/06/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

49 Implement 1m taper from the kerb nib to ground 

level at the edges of driveways

12/06/2019 Prevents tripping hazard for pedestrians Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

50 Investigate type of material to be specified for the 

construction of the raised speed tables

12/06/2019 Sabir to confirm AT

51 Investigate departure of over‐dimension route 

requirements regarding the proposed planter boxes 

and 125 mm upstand mountable kerb for traffic 

islands

12/06/2019 Patrick to confirm AT Completed 09/07/2019 AT confirms 100 mm high 

mountable kerb for all central 

median islands. Included in draft 

detailed design drawings.
52 Implement chequer plate treatment for speed 

tables that are not proposed to be kerb build out

12/06/2019 Chequer plate to be proposed is 8mm thick galvanised steel 

chequer plate with yellow antislip paint and countersunk dynabolts, 

as per AT's recent speed table projects

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

53 Existing commercial signs at property No. 71‐75 

Carr Road will be relocated further into the 

property.

12/06/2019 Provides clear space on the footpath AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

54 Reinstate existing driveway outside No. 71‐75 Carr 

Road

12/06/2019 Client decision, drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

55 Only 1.8m of the footpath from the kerb will be 

reconstructed outside No. 62‐68.

12/06/2019 The rest of the footpath will be retained due to the fence. AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings (1.5m footpath)

56 Investigate preferred kerb/judder bar tie‐in outside 

No. 74 Carr Road

12/06/2019 Patrick to confirm. GHD recommends to remove the proposed kerb 

and to extend the judder bars east from the adjacent driveway to 

No. 74 Carr Road to protect pedestrians from parked vehicles 

reversing onto the footpath, while also maintaining a smooth 

transition. Please note tie in point is heavily restricted due to the 

location of the existing power pole

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings (no judder bars/wheel 

stops/kerbs)

57 Existing electrical box outside No. 61‐63 Carr Road is

to be relocated or undergrounded to provide clear 

space for pedestrians

12/06/2019 GHD to liase with Vector GHD Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

58 Vehicle crossing serving No. 46 Carr Road is 

currently redundant and will be removed

12/06/2019 Drawings to be amended to show new kerb at vehicle crossing. 

Patrick to consult/notify owners

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

59 Kerb between No. 48 & 50 Carr Road to be removed 12/06/2019 Existing power pole provides sufficient delineation and protection. 

Drawings to be amended

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

60 Judder bars serving driveway No. 60 Carr Road to 

be removed and to propose them just to the west 

replacing the proposed kerb nib

12/06/2019 Client decision from annotated drawing AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

61 Proposed kerb nib at corner of No. 59 Carr Riad to 

have a 3m offset from the existing kerb. Kerb nib to 

tie into existing footpath width of Dornwell Road.

12/06/2019 Client decision, drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

62 Existing NZ post box to be relocated on to the berm 

next to the bench. Wooden barrier just north of the 

NZ post is to be shifted closer to the property 

boundary.

12/06/2019 Drawings to be amended to maintain a clear space on the footpath. AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

63 Proposed kerb nibs to be replaced with judder bars 

at No. 42 & 57 Carr Road

12/06/2019 Client decision from annotated drawing AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

64 Proposed planter boxes will be removed and 2‐3 

parking spaces will be reinstated with 5 m of NSAAT 

on each side outside No. 28 Carr Road

12/06/2019 Client decision from joint site visit, drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings



65 Proposed kerb nibs to be replaced with judder bars 

at No. 55 Carr Road

12/06/2019 Client decision from annotated drawing AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

66 Proposed kerb nibs at both corners of Clinker Street 

to terminate early by tieing into the existing 

footpath width on Clinker Street

12/06/2019 Client decision from joint site visit, drawings to be amended AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

67 Proposed kerb nib to be replaced with judder bars 

from No. 41 to 45 Carr Road

12/06/2019 Client decision from annotated drawing AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

68 Existing Island outside BP to be extended to the 

edge of the driveway instead of the previously 

proposed kerb nib

12/06/2019 Client decision from annotated drawing to change to judder bars AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

69 Central medians to be 100mm high mountable 

kerbs, all speed tables (normal and Swedish) to be 

75mm high with 75mm wide 1:10 approach ramp

09/07/2019 Client decision AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

70 Speed table approach ramps to be perpendicular to 

the vehicle travel direction

09/07/2019 AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings
71 Investigate narrower heavy duty judder bars for 

use at driveways

09/07/2019 Investigation concluded in 500mm wide, 50mm high heavy duty 

judder bars for driveway use and 75mm high judder bars for non‐

driveway use

AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings

72 Driveways to be kept to existing extents while 

reinstating them

09/07/2019 Client decision AT / GHD  Completed 26/07/2019 Included in draft detailed design 

drawings



ID Task Name Duration Start Finish

0 Carr Rd and Frost Road - TENDER PROGRAM 132 days Tue 17/12/19Wed 8/07/20

1 Tender Award 0 days Tue 17/12/19Tue 17/12/19

2 Client Provide Resource Consent for Pole Relocation0 days Mon 17/02/20Mon 17/02/20

3 IFC Drawings 0 days Mon 17/02/20Mon 17/02/20

4 Board Sign off 0 days Mon 24/02/20Mon 24/02/20

5 Stakeholder Notification 5 days Mon 24/02/20Fri 28/02/20

6 Crews Free from Victoria Street 0 days Mon 2/03/20Mon 2/03/20

7

8 CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 99 days Mon 17/02/20Wed 8/07/20

9 Utility Relocations 65 days Mon 17/02/20Wed 20/05/20

10 Chorus Works 60 days Mon 17/02/20Wed 13/05/20

11 Vector Lead Time 60 days Mon 17/02/20Wed 13/05/20

12 Vector Works 5 days Thu 14/05/20Wed 20/05/20

13 Carr Road 69 days Mon 2/03/20Wed 10/06/20

14 North Side Footpaths and Driveways 20 days Mon 2/03/20Fri 27/03/20

15 South Side Footpaths and Driveways 20 days Mon 30/03/20Wed 29/04/20

16 52 Carr Road Speed Table 10 days Thu 30/04/20Wed 13/05/20

17 North Side 5 days Thu 30/04/20Wed 6/05/20

18 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 30/04/20Thu 30/04/20

19 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 30/04/20Fri 1/05/20

20 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 1/05/20Fri 1/05/20

21 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 4/05/20Tue 5/05/20

22 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 6/05/20Wed 6/05/20

23 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 6/05/20Wed 6/05/20

24 South Side 5 days Thu 7/05/20Wed 13/05/20

25 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 7/05/20Thu 7/05/20

26 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 7/05/20Fri 8/05/20

27 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 8/05/20Fri 8/05/20

28 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 11/05/20Tue 12/05/20

29 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 13/05/20

30 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 13/05/20

31 Dornwell Road Speed Table 10 days Thu 30/04/20Wed 13/05/20

32 East Side 5 days Thu 30/04/20Wed 6/05/20

33 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 30/04/20Thu 30/04/20

34 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 30/04/20Fri 1/05/20

35 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 1/05/20Fri 1/05/20

36 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 4/05/20Tue 5/05/20

37 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 6/05/20Wed 6/05/20

38 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 6/05/20Wed 6/05/20

39 West Side 5 days Thu 7/05/20Wed 13/05/20

40 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 7/05/20Thu 7/05/20

41 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 7/05/20Fri 8/05/20

42 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 8/05/20Fri 8/05/20

43 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 11/05/20Tue 12/05/20

44 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 13/05/20

45 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 13/05/20

46 51-53 Carr Road Speed Table 10 days Thu 14/05/20Wed 27/05/20

47 North Side 5 days Thu 14/05/20Wed 20/05/20

48 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 14/05/20Thu 14/05/20

49 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 14/05/20Fri 15/05/20

50 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 15/05/20Fri 15/05/20

51 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 18/05/20Tue 19/05/20

52 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 20/05/20Wed 20/05/20

53 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 20/05/20Wed 20/05/20

54 South Side 5 days Thu 21/05/20Wed 27/05/20

55 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 21/05/20Thu 21/05/20

56 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 21/05/20Fri 22/05/20

57 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 22/05/20Fri 22/05/20

58 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 25/05/20Tue 26/05/20

59 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 27/05/20Wed 27/05/20

60 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 27/05/20Wed 27/05/20

61 Clinker Street Speed Table 10 days Thu 14/05/20Wed 27/05/20

62 East Side 5 days Thu 14/05/20Wed 20/05/20

63 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 14/05/20Thu 14/05/20

64 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 14/05/20Fri 15/05/20

65 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 15/05/20Fri 15/05/20

66 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 18/05/20Tue 19/05/20

67 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 20/05/20Wed 20/05/20

68 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 20/05/20Wed 20/05/20

69 West Side 5 days Thu 21/05/20Wed 27/05/20

70 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Thu 21/05/20Thu 21/05/20

71 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 21/05/20Fri 22/05/20

72 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 22/05/20Fri 22/05/20

73 Construct Speed Table 2 days Mon 25/05/20Tue 26/05/20

74 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Wed 27/05/20Wed 27/05/20

75 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 27/05/20Wed 27/05/20

76 Carr/Hayr Roundabout NW Speed Table 4 days Thu 28/05/20Wed 3/06/20

77 Construct Speed Table 4 days Thu 28/05/20Wed 3/06/20

78 Carr/Hayr Roundabout SE Speed Table 4 days Thu 4/06/20Tue 9/06/20

79 Construct Speed Table 4 days Thu 4/06/20Tue 9/06/20

80 Hayr Road Speed Cusions 1 day Wed 10/06/20Wed 10/06/20

81 Frost Road 69 days Mon 2/03/20Wed 10/06/20

82 Carr/Frost Peripheral Works (Pre Easter) 29 days Mon 2/03/20Thu 9/04/20

83 Western Side 10 days Mon 2/03/20Fri 13/03/20

84 Eastern Side 10 days Mon 16/03/20Fri 27/03/20

85 Southern 5 days Mon 30/03/20Fri 3/04/20

86 Northern 4 days Mon 6/04/20Thu 9/04/20

87 Easter Work 10 days Fri 10/04/20Tue 28/04/20

88 Frost/Carr Roundabout NW Speed Table 10 days Fri 10/04/20Fri 24/04/20

89 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm1 day Tue 14/04/20Tue 14/04/20

90 Install Drainage 2 days Wed 15/04/20Thu 16/04/20

91 Install New Kerbs 1 day Fri 17/04/20Fri 17/04/20

92 Construct Speed Table 4 days Mon 20/04/20Thu 23/04/20

93 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 1 day Fri 24/04/20Fri 24/04/20

94 Pavement and Islands 1 day Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

95 Frost/Carr Roundabout NE Speed Table 10 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 28/04/20

96 West Side 5 days Tue 14/04/20Mon 20/04/20

97 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 14/04/20

98 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 14/04/20Wed 15/04/20

99 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 15/04/20Wed 15/04/20

100 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 16/04/20Fri 17/04/20

101 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

Carr Rd and Frost Road - TENDER PROGRAM

17/02 Client Provide Resource Consent for Pole Relocation

17/02 IFC Drawings

24/02 Board Sign off

24/02 Stakeholder Notification

2/03 Crews Free from Victoria Street

17/02 CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

17/02 Utility Relocations

17/02 Chorus Works

17/02 Vector Lead Time

14/05 Vector Works

2/03 Carr Road

2/03 North Side Footpaths and Driveways

30/03 South Side Footpaths and Driveways

30/04 52 Carr Road Speed Table

30/04 North Side

30/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

30/04 Install Drainage

1/05 Install New Kerbs

4/05 Construct Speed Table

6/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

6/05 Pavement and Islands

7/05 South Side

7/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

7/05 Install Drainage

8/05 Install New Kerbs

11/05 Construct Speed Table

13/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

13/05 Pavement and Islands

30/04 Dornwell Road Speed Table

30/04 East Side

30/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

30/04 Install Drainage

1/05 Install New Kerbs

4/05 Construct Speed Table

6/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

6/05 Pavement and Islands

7/05 West Side

7/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

7/05 Install Drainage

8/05 Install New Kerbs

11/05 Construct Speed Table

13/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

13/05 Pavement and Islands

14/05 51-53 Carr Road Speed Table

14/05 North Side

14/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

14/05 Install Drainage

15/05 Install New Kerbs

18/05 Construct Speed Table

20/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

20/05 Pavement and Islands

21/05 South Side

21/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

21/05 Install Drainage

22/05 Install New Kerbs

25/05 Construct Speed Table

27/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

27/05 Pavement and Islands

14/05 Clinker Street Speed Table

14/05 East Side

14/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

14/05 Install Drainage

15/05 Install New Kerbs

18/05 Construct Speed Table

20/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

20/05 Pavement and Islands

21/05 West Side

21/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

21/05 Install Drainage

22/05 Install New Kerbs

25/05 Construct Speed Table

27/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

27/05 Pavement and Islands

28/05 Carr/Hayr Roundabout NW Speed Table

28/05 Construct Speed Table

4/06 Carr/Hayr Roundabout SE Speed Table

4/06 Construct Speed Table

10/06 Hayr Road Speed Cusions

2/03 Frost Road

2/03 Carr/Frost Peripheral Works (Pre Easter)

2/03 Western Side

16/03 Eastern Side

30/03 Southern

6/04 Northern

10/04 Easter Work

14/04 Frost/Carr Roundabout NW Speed Table

14/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

15/04 Install Drainage

17/04 Install New Kerbs

20/04 Construct Speed Table

24/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

28/04 Pavement and Islands

14/04 Frost/Carr Roundabout NE Speed Table

14/04 West Side

14/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

14/04 Install Drainage

15/04 Install New Kerbs

16/04 Construct Speed Table

20/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish

102 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

103 East Side 5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 28/04/20

104 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 21/04/20

105 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 21/04/20Wed 22/04/20

106 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 22/04/20Wed 22/04/20

107 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 23/04/20Fri 24/04/20

108 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

109 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

110 Frost/Carr Roundabout SW Speed Table 10 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 28/04/20

111 West Side 5 days Tue 14/04/20Mon 20/04/20

112 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 14/04/20

113 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 14/04/20Wed 15/04/20

114 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 15/04/20Wed 15/04/20

115 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 16/04/20Fri 17/04/20

116 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

117 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

118 East Side 5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 28/04/20

119 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 21/04/20

120 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 21/04/20Wed 22/04/20

121 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 22/04/20Wed 22/04/20

122 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 23/04/20Fri 24/04/20

123 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

124 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

125 Frost/Carr Roundabout SE Speed Table 10 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 28/04/20

126 South Side 5 days Tue 14/04/20Mon 20/04/20

127 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 14/04/20

128 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 14/04/20Wed 15/04/20

129 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 15/04/20Wed 15/04/20

130 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 16/04/20Fri 17/04/20

131 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

132 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

133 North Side 5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 28/04/20

134 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 21/04/20

135 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 21/04/20Wed 22/04/20

136 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 22/04/20Wed 22/04/20

137 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 23/04/20Fri 24/04/20

138 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

139 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

140 32 Frost Road Speed Table 10 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 28/04/20

141 West Side 5 days Tue 14/04/20Mon 20/04/20

142 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 14/04/20Tue 14/04/20

143 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 14/04/20Wed 15/04/20

144 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 15/04/20Wed 15/04/20

145 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 16/04/20Fri 17/04/20

146 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

147 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Mon 20/04/20Mon 20/04/20

148 East Side 5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 28/04/20

149 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Tue 21/04/20Tue 21/04/20

150 Install Drainage 1 day Tue 21/04/20Wed 22/04/20

151 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Wed 22/04/20Wed 22/04/20

152 Construct Speed Table 2 days Thu 23/04/20Fri 24/04/20

153 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

154 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Tue 28/04/20Tue 28/04/20

155 56 Frost Road Speed Table 10 days Wed 29/04/20Tue 12/05/20

156 West Side 5 days Wed 29/04/20Tue 5/05/20

157 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Wed 29/04/20Wed 29/04/20

158 Install Drainage 1 day Wed 29/04/20Thu 30/04/20

159 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Thu 30/04/20Thu 30/04/20

160 Construct Speed Table 2 days Fri 1/05/20Mon 4/05/20

161 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 5/05/20Tue 5/05/20

162 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Tue 5/05/20Tue 5/05/20

163 East Side 5 days Wed 6/05/20Tue 12/05/20

164 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Wed 6/05/20Wed 6/05/20

165 Install Drainage 1 day Wed 6/05/20Thu 7/05/20

166 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Thu 7/05/20Thu 7/05/20

167 Construct Speed Table 2 days Fri 8/05/20Mon 11/05/20

168 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 12/05/20Tue 12/05/20

169 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Tue 12/05/20Tue 12/05/20

170 16 Frost Road Speed Table 20 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 10/06/20

171 West Side 10 days Wed 13/05/20Tue 26/05/20

172 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 13/05/20

173 Install Drainage 1 day Wed 13/05/20Thu 14/05/20

174 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Thu 14/05/20Thu 14/05/20

175 Construct Speed Table 2 days Fri 15/05/20Mon 18/05/20

176 Tactiles, Pram Crossings, Vehicle 

Crossings and Footpath

5 days Tue 

19/05/20

Mon 

25/05/20

177 Pavement and Islands 1 day Tue 26/05/20Tue 26/05/20

178 East Side 10 days Wed 27/05/20Wed 10/06/20

179 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Wed 27/05/20Wed 27/05/20

180 Install Drainage 1 day Wed 27/05/20Thu 28/05/20

181 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Thu 28/05/20Thu 28/05/20

182 Construct Speed Table 2 days Fri 29/05/20Tue 2/06/20

183 Tactiles, Pram Crossings, Vehicle 

Crossings and Footpath

5 days Wed 

3/06/20

Tue 

9/06/20

184 Pavement and Islands 1 day Wed 10/06/20Wed 10/06/20

185 Britton Ave Speed Table 10.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 27/05/20

186 North Side 5.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 20/05/20

187 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Wed 13/05/20Wed 13/05/20

188 Install Drainage 1 day Wed 13/05/20Thu 14/05/20

189 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Thu 14/05/20Thu 14/05/20

190 Construct Speed Table 2 days Fri 15/05/20Mon 18/05/20

191 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 19/05/20Tue 19/05/20

192 Pavement and Islands 1 day Tue 19/05/20Wed 20/05/20

193 South Side 5 days Wed 20/05/20Wed 27/05/20

194 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm0.5 days Wed 20/05/20Wed 20/05/20

195 Install Drainage 1 day Thu 21/05/20Thu 21/05/20

196 Install New Kerbs 0.5 days Fri 22/05/20Fri 22/05/20

197 Construct Speed Table 2 days Fri 22/05/20Tue 26/05/20

198 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath 0.5 days Tue 26/05/20Tue 26/05/20

199 Pavement and Islands 0.5 days Wed 27/05/20Wed 27/05/20

200 Weather Allowance 20 days Thu 11/06/20Wed 8/07/20

201 Project Completion 0 days Wed 8/07/20Wed 8/07/20

20/04 Pavement and Islands

21/04 East Side

21/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

21/04 Install Drainage

22/04 Install New Kerbs

23/04 Construct Speed Table

28/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

28/04 Pavement and Islands

14/04 Frost/Carr Roundabout SW Speed Table

14/04 West Side

14/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

14/04 Install Drainage

15/04 Install New Kerbs

16/04 Construct Speed Table

20/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

20/04 Pavement and Islands

21/04 East Side

21/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

21/04 Install Drainage

22/04 Install New Kerbs

23/04 Construct Speed Table

28/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

28/04 Pavement and Islands

14/04 Frost/Carr Roundabout SE Speed Table

14/04 South Side

14/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

14/04 Install Drainage

15/04 Install New Kerbs

16/04 Construct Speed Table

20/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

20/04 Pavement and Islands

21/04 North Side

21/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

21/04 Install Drainage

22/04 Install New Kerbs

23/04 Construct Speed Table

28/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

28/04 Pavement and Islands

14/04 32 Frost Road Speed Table

14/04 West Side

14/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

14/04 Install Drainage

15/04 Install New Kerbs

16/04 Construct Speed Table

20/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

20/04 Pavement and Islands

21/04 East Side

21/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

21/04 Install Drainage

22/04 Install New Kerbs

23/04 Construct Speed Table

28/04 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

28/04 Pavement and Islands

29/04 56 Frost Road Speed Table

29/04 West Side

29/04 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

29/04 Install Drainage

30/04 Install New Kerbs

1/05 Construct Speed Table

5/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

5/05 Pavement and Islands

6/05 East Side

6/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

6/05 Install Drainage

7/05 Install New Kerbs

8/05 Construct Speed Table

12/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

12/05 Pavement and Islands

13/05 16 Frost Road Speed Table

13/05 West Side

13/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

13/05 Install Drainage

14/05 Install New Kerbs

15/05 Construct Speed Table

19/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings, Vehicle Crossings and Footpath

26/05 Pavement and Islands

27/05 East Side

27/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

27/05 Install Drainage

28/05 Install New Kerbs

29/05 Construct Speed Table

3/06 Tactiles, Pram Crossings, Vehicle Crossings and Footpath

10/06 Pavement and Islands

13/05 Britton Ave Speed Table

13/05 North Side

13/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

13/05 Install Drainage

14/05 Install New Kerbs

15/05 Construct Speed Table

19/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

19/05 Pavement and Islands

20/05 South Side

20/05 Remove Existing Kerb, Islands, Pavement and Berm

21/05 Install Drainage

22/05 Install New Kerbs

22/05 Construct Speed Table

26/05 Tactiles, Pram Crossings and Footpath

27/05 Pavement and Islands

11/06 Weather Allowance

8/07 Project Completion
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HSE041 Safety in Design Job Review 

Guidance Documentation 11.01.03 Safety in Design Procedure 

Purpose of Form To assess, monitor and review GHD application of Safety in Design (SID) principles and the requirements of the relevant jurisdictional 
requirements and the GHD SiD Procedure on jobs.  To identify areas for SiD improvement and topics for discussion with wider groups within 
the OC and GHD generally regarding SiD.  

Responsibility for Completion JM primarily on each job.  PD and OC HSE Manager/ Coordinator as means of sampling Job compliance. 

Complete in HSE Database (Only Database recorded reviews count to OC HSE Index) 

Frequency of Completion 15% and 85% of design job or as scheduled and/or when design changes 

Form HSE041 Safety in Design Review Uncontrolled when printed Page 1 of 3 Version 0 – April 2013

Operating Centre: (where review undertaken) NZOC Job No: (Auto-populate PD and JM) 12507502 

Date of Review: 21/01/2020 Review conducted by: (Auto-populate 
Service Group and OC) 

Ruben Lee 

Service Group: (of job being reviewed) Northern Transport – Investigation and 
Design 

Role of Reviewer: PD 

1st Review: Yes / No 

(If No, date of last review or link to last review 
in database) 

Yes Job Team involved in Review: Ahmed Mzeraa 

Hitesh Patel 

Tim Kevern 

Samrapita Dutta 

Discipline(s) Lead Designer(s): Transport Other Reviewer: 

Note: - Questions answered as 'No' are to  have an associated action created or a comment entered, however one action can be created to cover a number of questions answered 
as ‘No’ where the actions can be completed at the same time and the assignee is the same person. 

No Questions Samples of Verification
Yes / 
No / 
NA

Comments 

(all questions must 
contain evidence for 
conclusions drawn) 

JM Comments 

Actions  (actions 
with High or 
Medium priority 
can only be 
created from an 
improvement)

Improvements 

1. Is there evidence that SiD requirements 

are understood, identified, considered, 

appropriately costed in the proposal and 

clients have been consulted regarding 

their jurisdictional SiD responsibilities?

• SiD details completed in HSE tab

in JFlo and detailed in the

proposal document

• SiD responsibilities detailed in

proposal – refer to HSE Proposal

FAQs

• Modified SID Client

Responsibilities Letter (HSE038)

provided with proposal / prior to

commencement of Design Job

Yes 



Form HSE041 Safety in Design Review Uncontrolled when printed Page 2 of 3 Version 0 – April 2013

No Questions Samples of Verification
Yes / 
No / 
NA

Comments 

(all questions must 
contain evidence for 
conclusions drawn) 

JM Comments 

Actions  (actions 
with High or 
Medium priority 
can only be 
created from an 
improvement)

Improvements 

2. Is there evidence that jurisdictional and 

client SiD requirements have been 

identified and provided for within the 

design scope and specification? 

• Design scope and specifications

are clearly documented

Yes SiD along with the 
risk register to be 
submitted to the 
client along with 
the final 
deliverables  

3. Is there evidence of consultation with 

relevant stakeholders to determine: 

a) SiD deliverables

b) Scope of consultation

c) Timing of workshops or

equivalent?

• Stakeholders (e.g. Client, owner,

designer, constructor, maintainer,

end user) involved in SiD

Workshops / risk assessment

process

• If stakeholders are not involved,

the reasons why are documented

Yes Stakeholder 
consultation was 
undertaken by 
Auckland 
Transport and is 
not closed off 

4. Is there evidence relevant jurisdictional 

legislation, codes of practices, standards 

and Client requirements have been 

identified, reviewed and included in 

design? 

• Detailed on drawings or in design

report

Yes ATCOP 

5. Is there evidence hazards have been 

identified and captured in risk 

management records? 

• Completed HSE039 SiD

Guideword Checklist or similar

• HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment or

equivalent

Yes 

6. Is there evidence that mitigation measures 

have been identified and are proportionate 

to risk and they reduce risk to as low as 

reasonably practicable? 

• HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment

or equivalent, illustrates risk

ratings and suggested controls

Yes 

7. Is there evidence that the SiD Risk 

Assessment is monitored, reviewed and 

updated? 

• HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment or

equivalent, considers all phases

of the design lifecycle

Yes 



Form HSE041 Safety in Design Review Uncontrolled when printed Page 3 of 3 Version 0 – April 2013

No Questions Samples of Verification
Yes / 
No / 
NA

Comments 

(all questions must 
contain evidence for 
conclusions drawn) 

JM Comments 

Actions  (actions 
with High or 
Medium priority 
can only be 
created from an 
improvement)

Improvements 

8. Is there evidence that decisions and 

changes identified at design meetings / 

discussions with the client etc. are 

included in risk management 

documentation? 

• Regularly reviewed HSE040 SiD

Risk Assessment or equivalent

Yes 

9. Is there evidence that actions identified 

during the design process have been 

closed out within the specified timeframes 

and/or information communicated? 

• Actions assigned to individuals

within HSE040 SiD Risk

Assessment or equivalent, are

closed out by the allocated due

date

Yes 

10. Documentary evidence of information 

transfer from GHD to other designers, 

constructor and operations stakeholders to 

enable others to manage and control 

design risk? 

• Design report includes results of

HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment or

equivalent

• Other forms of communication

between GHD and stakeholders 

e.g. meeting minutes, e-mail 

Yes 

Other Items for Consideration 
PD was park of the 
SiD session and 
formal processes 
were followed. 



HSE041 Safety in Design Job Review 

Guidance Documentation 11.01.03 Safety in Design Procedure 

Purpose of Form To assess, monitor and review GHD application of Safety in Design (SID) principles and the requirements of the relevant jurisdictional 
requirements and the GHD SiD Procedure on jobs.  To identify areas for SiD improvement and topics for discussion with wider groups within 
the OC and GHD generally regarding SiD.  

Responsibility for Completion JM primarily on each job.  PD and OC HSE Manager/ Coordinator as means of sampling Job compliance. 

Complete in HSE Database (Only Database recorded reviews count to OC HSE Index) 

Frequency of Completion 15% and 85% of design job or as scheduled and/or when design changes 

Form HSE041 Safety in Design Review Uncontrolled when printed Page 1 of 3 Version 0 – April 2013

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved,  
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and  
location.

Operating Centre: (where review undertaken) NZOC Job No: (Auto-populate PD and JM) 12507502 

Date of Review: 21/01/2020 Review conducted by: (Auto-populate 
Service Group and OC) 

Ruben Lee 

Service Group: (of job being reviewed) Northern Transport – Investigation and 
Design 

Role of Reviewer: PD 

1st Review: Yes / No 

(If No, date of last review or link to last review 
in database) 

Yes Job Team involved in Review: Ahmed Mzeraa 

Hitesh Patel 

Tim Kevern 

Samrapita Dutta 

Discipline(s) Lead Designer(s): Transport Other Reviewer: 

Note: - Questions answered as 'No' are to  have an associated action created or a comment entered, however one action can be created to cover a number of questions answered 
as ‘No’ where the actions can be completed at the same time and the assignee is the same person. 

No Questions Samples of Verification
Yes / 
No / 
NA

Comments 

(all questions must 
contain evidence for 
conclusions drawn) 

JM Comments 

Actions  (actions 
with High or 
Medium priority 
can only be 
created from an 
improvement)

Improvements 

1. Is there evidence that SiD requirements 

are understood, identified, considered, 

appropriately costed in the proposal and 

clients have been consulted regarding 

their jurisdictional SiD responsibilities? 

 SiD details completed in HSE tab

in JFlo and detailed in the

proposal document

 SiD responsibilities detailed in

proposal – refer to HSE Proposal

FAQs

 Modified SID Client

Responsibilities Letter (HSE038)

provided with proposal / prior to

commencement of Design Job

Yes 



Form HSE041 Safety in Design Review Uncontrolled when printed Page 2 of 3 Version 0 – April 2013

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved,  
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and  
location.

No Questions Samples of Verification
Yes / 
No / 
NA

Comments 

(all questions must 
contain evidence for 
conclusions drawn) 

JM Comments 

Actions  (actions 
with High or 
Medium priority 
can only be 
created from an 
improvement)

Improvements 

2. Is there evidence that jurisdictional and

client SiD requirements have been

identified and provided for within the

design scope and specification?

 Design scope and specifications

are clearly documented

Yes SiD along with the 
risk register to be 
submitted to the 
client along with 
the final 
deliverables  

3. Is there evidence of consultation with

relevant stakeholders to determine:

a) SiD deliverables

b) Scope of consultation

c) Timing of workshops or

equivalent?

 Stakeholders (e.g. Client, owner,

designer, constructor, maintainer,

end user) involved in SiD

Workshops / risk assessment

process

 If stakeholders are not involved,

the reasons why are documented

Yes Stakeholder 
consultation was 
undertaken by 
Auckland 
Transport and is 
not closed off 

4. Is there evidence relevant jurisdictional

legislation, codes of practices, standards

and Client requirements have been

identified, reviewed and included in

design?

 Detailed on drawings or in design

report

Yes ATCOP 

5. Is there evidence hazards have been

identified and captured in risk

management records?

 Completed HSE039 SiD

Guideword Checklist or similar

 HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment or

equivalent

Yes 

6. Is there evidence that mitigation measures

have been identified and are proportionate

to risk and they reduce risk to as low as

reasonably practicable?

 HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment

or equivalent, illustrates risk

ratings and suggested controls

Yes 

7. Is there evidence that the SiD Risk 

Assessment is monitored, reviewed and 

updated? 

 HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment or

equivalent, considers all phases

of the design lifecycle

Yes 



Form HSE041 Safety in Design Review Uncontrolled when printed Page 3 of 3 Version 0 – April 2013

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved,  
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and  
location.

No Questions Samples of Verification
Yes / 
No / 
NA

Comments 

(all questions must 
contain evidence for 
conclusions drawn) 

JM Comments 

Actions  (actions 
with High or 
Medium priority 
can only be 
created from an 
improvement)

Improvements 

8. Is there evidence that decisions and

changes identified at design meetings /

discussions with the client etc. are

included in risk management

documentation?

 Regularly reviewed HSE040 SiD

Risk Assessment or equivalent

Yes 

9. Is there evidence that actions identified

during the design process have been

closed out within the specified timeframes

and/or information communicated?

 Actions assigned to individuals

within HSE040 SiD Risk

Assessment or equivalent, are

closed out by the allocated due

date

Yes 

10. Documentary evidence of information

transfer from GHD to other designers,

constructor and operations stakeholders to

enable others to manage and control

design risk?

 Design report includes results of

HSE040 SiD Risk Assessment or

equivalent

 Other forms of communication

between GHD and stakeholders

e.g. meeting minutes, e-mail

Yes 

Other Items for Consideration PD was park of the 
SiD session and 
formal processes 
were followed. 



Notes: Complete guideword prompt list first to confirm hazards for drop down box.
* Most industrial processes will require an industry specific assessment, e.g. HAZOP and/or Quantitative Risk Assessment for facilities that have chemical or high-pressure processes under Dangerous Goods or Major Hazard legislation.

Date: 1/21/2020

Revision 
No.:

Project 
Stage:

Detailed Design

#3  SiD Workshop/Meeting

Consequence
(WORST CASE)

Likelihood Rating
Consequence

(WORST CASE)
Likelihood Rating

SiD 1 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Access/egress, access 
ways, entrances/gates

Members of the public could 
be injured during the 
construction process. 

Residents access 
will be managed. 

This has been 
highlighted in the 

stakeholder 
management plan. 
Temporary access 

will need to be 
provided so 

businesses can stay 
open. 

D – Critical 3 – Possible  Significant
Include specific provision in the Contract document to facilitate 

TTM for a temporary pedestrian crossing facilities to be 
provided by the Contractor

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

D – Critical 2 – Unlikely Moderate

SiD 2 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Adjacent structures
Street furniture can cause 

obstructions during 
construction process

Risk will be 
managed during 

MSQA / construction
C - Severe 3 – Possible  Moderate

Detailed TMPs / sequencing and monitoring/auditing for 
compliance during construction

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

C - Severe 2 – Unlikely Low

SiD 3 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Community/public 
interaction/access

Community (pedestrians) 
may not be aware of the 

extents of the construction 
work. 

None C - Severe 3 – Possible  Moderate Notifications to schools and community: update & letter drops

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

C - Severe 2 – Unlikely Low

SiD 4 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Constructability

Shape of speed table must be 
constructed correctly. Ramp 

must be constructed to 
correct height and level. This 
will ensure the speed table 

slows down vehicles 
effectively while not being too 

steep that it will cause the 
road users extreme 

discomfort. 

The shape of the 
speed table would be 

monitored during 
construction. 

D – Critical 3 – Possible  Significant
Detailed TMPs/sequencing and monitoring/auditing for 

compliance during construction

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

B - Major 2 – Unlikely Negligible

SiD 5 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Overhead/underground 
services

New streetlights cannot be 
too close to existing lights

Street light design to 
incorporate 

adequate spacing
B - Major 3 – Possible  Low Work permit required from Vector

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

B - Major
1 – Very 
Unlikely  

Negligible

SiD 6 Investigation & Design
Overhead/underground 

services

Stormwater pipes or gas lines 
may be struck during 

construction. 

Service location 
check.

D – Critical 3 – Possible  Significant
Include specific reference to this in the RFT and advise 

tenderers that they need to deal with this risk appropriately
D – Critical 2 – Unlikely Moderate

SiD 7 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Impact on public 
roads/traffic

Pedestrians (from school or 
businesses) could be hit by 

traffic or construction 
equipment

Provide safe 
crossing points 

though the worksite 
and ensure these 
points are clearly 

identifiable. 

D – Critical 3 – Possible  Significant
Include specific provision in the Contract document to facilitate 

TTM for a temporary pedestrian crossing facilities to be 
provided by the Contractor

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

D – Critical 2 – Unlikely Moderate

SiD 8 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Lighting 
Pedestrians misusing the 

crossings

Zebra crossing will 
only be formalised 
after street lighting 

has been put in 
place.

B - Major 4 – Likely  Low
Include additional specific provision in the Contract document 

to facilitate lighting for temporary pedestrian facilities to be 
provided by the Contractor

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

B - Major 2 – Unlikely Negligible

SiD 9 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Location 
Pedestrians from schools 

must be aware of the 
construction occurring. 

Notifications are to 
be made to local 

schools
C - Severe 4 – Likely  Moderate

Stakeholder management has been planned to ensure local 
schools are made aware of the construction. 

B - Major 3 – Possible  Low

Existing 
Control 

Measures
Responsibility

GHD / Physical works contractor

Physical works contractor

Physical works contractor

GHD

Physical works contractor

Project Title/Description:

CommentsLife Cycle Stage 
(Drop Down)

Decision

Initial Risk Rating
Consequence

(What could go wrong and 
what might happen as a 

result)

By When (design 
stage)

Status 
(Resolved / 
Open / Not 
applicable )

Creating a safer community via Local Area 
Traffic Management (LATM)

Design    
Ref #

Potential Control Measures 
(Consider Hierarchy of Control)

Hazards
(What could cause 
injury or ill health, 

damage to property or 
damage to the 
environment). 

Can have multiple.

#2  SID Workshop/Meeting

Residual Risk Rating

HSE040 Safety in Design: Risk Assessment

Auckland Transport

Job No.:

Job Name: Mt Roskill Safer Communities Detailed 
Design - Carr and Frost Road

12507502

Client:

Project Manager:

Project Director:

Ahmed Mzeraa

Ruben Lee

Wet Signature

Wet Signature

Completion Sign-Off 
(Wet signature at 100% completion/handover)

Apologies:

Attendees:

#1  SID Workshop/Meeting

Ruben Lee, Ahmed Mzeraa, Hitesh Patel

GHD

Physical works contractor

GHD / Physical works contractor

GHD / Physical works contractor

Investigation & Design Setup, Construction 
& Commissioning Operation Maintenance Disposal

6/25/2021
2:43 PM

SiD Risk Assessment_Mt Roskill SC DD.xlsx
Uncontrolled when printed

SiD Risk Register
Page 1



HSE040 Safety in Design: Risk Assessment

SiD 10 Maintenance Maintainability
Speed table would need to be 

maintained throughout its 
lifecycle

None C - Severe 
5 – Almost 

Certain 
Significant Chequered plates blocks flow from stormwater 

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT C - Severe 2 – Unlikely Low

SiD 11 Maintenance Maintainability

Visibility surrounding 
intersection must be sufficient 

to allow road users to see 
oncoming traffic

None D – Critical 4 – Likely  Significant Trees surrounding intersection will need to be pruned

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

D – Critical 2 – Unlikely Moderate

SiD 12 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Noise
Noise in residential areas 

(Frost Rd) must be managed
TMP conditions to 

include noise control
C - Severe 

5 – Almost 
Certain 

Significant
Ensure noise operations are limited to off peak times for 

shoppers. 

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

C - Severe 3 – Possible  Moderate

SiD 13 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Overhead/underground 
services

Service covers must be 
reinstated flush with footpath. 

Otherwise service cover 
would be sticking out of 

footpath and will create a trip 
hazard

None D – Critical 
5 – Almost 

Certain 
Significant MSQA to ensure service covers are flush with footpath C - Severe 3 – Possible  Moderate

SiD 14 Setup, Construction & 
Commissioning

Construction method
Work needs to be completed 
during quiet period of area

Work to be 
scheduled during off-

peak times
C - Severe 4 – Likely  Moderate

Majority of construction work is planned to be completed during 
Easter break

Risk to be carried over 
into RFT

C - Severe 3 – Possible  Moderate

Notes: 

1

2

3 If it is difficult to apply a risk rating - a midrange level risk may be chosen e.g. 'C-severe' or this can be based on the consensus of the group.

4 Residual risk ratings apply ONLY if 'Decision' is to implement 'Potential Control Measures', otherwise risk remains the initial rating.

This SiD risk register covers 'site specific' safety risks. Generic safety issues are not included but it is still expected that these will be covered by construction/maintenance staff on site in accordance with the industry standards. E.g. working in a live road, working in an earthquake zone, working at height, working next to rail, slips/trips and falls.
Where SiD item has not been rated - this item is not considered within the scope or it is not a site specific safety issue.  It may be a generic safety issue or an amenity provision.

To add more items, copy an entire existing row and select "Insert Copied cells" by right clicking 

GHD / Physical works contractor

Physical works contractor

GHD

Physical works contractor

Physical works contractor

6/25/2021
2:43 PM

SiD Risk Assessment_Mt Roskill SC DD.xlsx
Uncontrolled when printed

SiD Risk Register
Page 2
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