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TODAY’S PURPOSE

• To outline  w hat  can be  achieved on The Parade  w ithin three  funding brackets :

1. $0

2. Up to $6.1 million (the  previous ly approved budget)

3. Grea ter than $6.1 million (to implement the  option previous ly approved by Councillors )

• To inform decis ion making a round Long-Term Plan budget , not to s e lect  a  preferred outcome 



AGENDA
• Background

• His toric t imeline
• Current  is s ues  on The Parade

• Short- term s afe ty improvements
• Options  cons idered
• Recommended improvements
• Implementa t ion

• Long- term upgrades
• As s es s ment proces s
• Short- lis ted options
• MCA res ults  for the  s hort  lis t  options
• Key fea tures  of the  s hort  lis t  options
• Recommendation



June 2015
WCC approve  project  for implementa tion

July 2013 –February 2016
Current  cyclew ay project  

approva l and cons truction

September 2015 –February 2016
Current  cyclew ay is  implemented

May 2016
Morris on Low  undertake  review  of UCP

June 2016
WCC res olve  to recons ult  on 
the  cyclew ay in Is land Bay

September 2016 –September 2017
Re- engagement on the  Is land Bay 

Cyclew ay, including Love the  Bay, concept 
optioneering, and community cons ulta t ion

September 2017
WCC approve  a  Councillors ’ preferred option

March 2018 –May 2018
Concept des ign development of 
the  Councillor- approved option

May 2018
Concept des ign development 
is  placed on hold

April 2020
WCC apply for the  Government’s  ‘s hovel- ready’ 
funding to progres s  the  Is land Bay Cyclew ay; 
the  project  is  not  approved for funding

November 2020
Waka Kotahi confirm tha t  funding from 
the  Nationa l Land Trans port  
Programme is  unava ilable  for the  
Is land Bay Cyclew ay w ithout 
progres s ion of New tow n Connections

February 2021
• WCC res olve  to res ea l The  Parade  in la te  2021 and 

s imultaneous ly comple te  minor s a fe ty improvements
• Councillors  reques t  tha t  officers  advis e  on how  The 
Parade  upgrade  can be  included under the  cyclew ays  

programme in the  long- term plan

HISTORIC TIMELINE



CURRENT ISSUES

• Incons is tency in road markings  (cycle  markings  and ghos t  markings )
• Intervis ibility a t :

• Bus  s helters
• Drivew ays
• Inters ect ions

• Parking in the  buffer zone
• Narrow  lanes  a t  the  bend (s outh of Medw ay Stree t)
• Trans it ion for cyclis ts  from the  cycle  lane  to the  s hared tra ffic lane  (in the  bus ines s  zone)

Road Safe ty Audit  findings :



CURRENT ISSUES

• Incons is tent  and confus ing layout
• Lack of vis ibility of cyclis ts  a t :

• Drivew ays
• Inters ect ions

• Confus ing parking layout
• Difficult  for pas s engers  to unload from parked vehicles  and cros s  the  cycle  

lane
• Narrow  tra ffic lanes ; ca rs  exit ing drivew ays  need to cros s  the  centre line
• Bus  s tops  and tra ffic is lands  block tra ffic, caus ing delays

Community feedback:



CURRENT ISSUES

• 44 cras hes  tota l

• 9 cras hes  involving cyclis ts :
• 2 in the  tow n centre
• 3 between motor vehicles  and cyclis ts  a t  drivew ays
• 3 between motor vehicles  and cyclis ts  a t  inters ect ions
• 1 between a  cyclis t  and a  pedes trian in the  midblock

Cras h his tory (pos t  cons truction, Mar 2016 - Feb 2021):
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Short- te rm s afe ty 
improvements



Improvement Issue(s) addressed Recommended?

Se
pa

ra
to

rs

Vertical posts • Vehicles parked in the buffer zone 

Low mountable separators • Vehicles parked in the buffer zone
• Conflict between cyclists and vehicles turning into/out of driveways 

Kerb separators

• Vehicles parked in the buffer zone
• Narrow car door buffer zone
• Confusing layout
• Difficulty unloading from parked cars



Planter boxes
• Vehicles parked in the buffer zone
• Narrow car door buffer zone
• Confusing layout



Pa
rk

in
g

1m setback at driveways • Lack of visibility of cyclists at driveways 

3m setback at driveways • Lack of visibility of cyclists at driveways
• Vehicles crossing the centreline when exiting driveways 

30m setback on intersection approaches • Lack of visibility of cyclists at intersections 

No individual car parks • Individual car park markings 

R
oa

d 
m

ar
ki

ng
s

Consistent cycle markings • Lack of consistency along The Parade
• Lack of visibility of the cycle lanes at intersections  

Wider buffer space • The existing buffers are narrower than the minimum recommended width
• Difficulty unloading from parked cars 

Wider traffic lanes • Difficulty entering and exiting driveways
• Difficult for buses and heavy vehicles to pass each other 

Bus stop improvements
• Lack of intervisibility between cyclists and pedestrians at bus stops
• Lack of consistency
• Delay at bus stops



Raised tables • Conflict at intersections
• Lack of visibility of cyclists 

Remove ghost markings • Lack of consistency along The Parade
• Confusing layout 

B
us

in
es

s 
zo

ne

Cycle lanes • Shared traffic lanes through the town centre 

Bus and bike-friendly road humps • Non-cycle-friendly traffic calming measures for the shared traffic lanes in the town centre 

Remark transitions from the cycle lanes • Lack of consistency along The Parade
• Lack of clarity at transitions to/from the cycle lanes and the business zone 

Short- te rm s afe ty improvements : options  cons idered
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Updated cros s  s ect ion: typica l

1. Phys ica l s epara tors  in the  buffer:
a . Precas t  concre te  kerb s epara tors
b. Low  mountable  s epara tors  acros s  drivew ays  

2. Parking (res identia l a rea ):
a . 3m s etbacks  a t  drivew ays
b. 30m s etbacks  on approaches  to inters ect ions
c. No individua l ca r pa rks

3. Road markings :
a . Cycle  facilit ies  marked cons is tently acros s  

inters ect ions
b. 0.9m buffer
c. 3.2m tra ffic lanes

4. Res urfacing
5. Tow n centre :

a . Replace  the  exis t ing road cus hions  w ith road 
humps

b. Remark the  road markings  s outh of Medw ay Stree t

Short- te rm s afe ty improvements : recommenda tion

Updated cros s  s ect ion: s outh end of tow n centre  to Trent  St

Exis t ing cros s  s ect ion



Resurfacing to remove ghos t  markings Mersey St  to Reef St  only Mersey St  to Reef St  only Avon St  to Reef St  only 

Parking changes Mersey St  to Reef St  only   

Cycle  lanes  marked through inte rs ect ions Humber St  inte rs ect ion only   

Widened buffer space  and tra ffic lanes Mersey St  to Reef St  only   

Phys ica l s epara tors  ins ta lled Mersey St  to Reef St  only   

Tow n centre  improvements    

Indica t ive  
cos t  es t ima te

Addit iona l cos t  (s a fe ty improvements , uncerta inty, des ign, MSQA, WCC) $ 0.5 - $ 0.8 m $ 1.0 - $ 1.6 m $ 1.3 - $ 2.0 m $ 1.6 - $ 2.4 m

Tota l $ 0.6 - $ 0.9 m $ 1.1 - $ 1.7 m $ 1.4 - $ 2.1 m $ 1.7 - $ 2.5 m

Short- te rm s afe ty improvements : implementa t ion

Res urfacing

Res identia l s a fe ty improvements :
• Parking changes
• Cycle  lanes  marked through inters ections
• Widened buffer s pace  and tra ffic lanes

Tow n centre  s a fe ty improvements :
• New  road humps
• Remarked trans it ions  to/ from the  cycle  lanes

Legend

Bas e  cons truction cos t  es t imate  for 
res urfacing betw een Mers ey St  and Reef St = $120,000

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4



Short- te rm s afe ty improvements : pa rking impacts

Parking removal (compared to legal spaces) Option 1 Options 2 to 4
3m s etbacks  a t  drivew ays  and 30m setbacks at 
intersection approaches 15 –25 40 –50

Cros s - s ect ion changes 10 –15 20 –25
Total removed 25 –40 60 –75
Total remaining 95 –115 60 –80

Existing
(res identia l zone)

Marked s paces 151
Lega l s paces  (1m s e tback) 135 - 140



Long- term 
upgrades
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MCARes identia l 
Zone long 

lis t

Bus ines s  
Zone long 

lis t

Asses s  the  options  aga ins t  
the  OBJECTIVES crite ria

Asses s  the  options  aga ins t  
the  EFFECTS crite ria

Asses s  the  options  aga ins t  
the  IMPLEMENTATION 

crite ria

Res identia l 
Zone s hort  

lis t

Bus ines s  
Zone s hort  

lis t

Identify pa irings  
for Res identia l and 

Bus ines s  Zone  
trea tments

Lis t  of 
option 

pa irings

Combine  MCA 
results , 
benefits  

as s es sment, 
and cos ts

Develop options  
for the  long lis ts

STEP 2STEP 1 STEP 3

Long- term upgrades : as s es s ment proces s



Long- term upgrades : s hort- lis ted options
Option A: Reta in the  s hort- term s afe ty improvements  (kerbs  unchanged)

Option D: Replace  the  s hort- term s afe ty improvements  w ith cycle  lanes  a t  road level w ith para lle l 
parking only

Option I: Replace  the  s hort- term s afe ty improvements  w ith the  Councillor- approved opt ion, va lue  
engineered w ith para lle l parking only

Option 1: Reta in s hort- term s afe ty improvements  (kerbs  unchanged)
Option 2: Retain short-term safety improvements and add inters ect ion and bus  s top improvements  

(is ola ted kerb changes )
Typical cross section:

Between the south end of the town centre and Trent Street (parking removed):

Option 3: Replace  the  s hort- term s afe ty improvements  by moving kerbs  to achieve  the  preferred 
carriagew ay and cycle  lanes  w idths  and add inters ect ion and bus  s top improvements

Option 6: Replace  the  s hort- term s afe ty improvements  w ith the  Councillor- approved opt ion, va lue  
engineered

*the  red das hed lines  repres ent  the  indica t ive  loca t ion of the  exis t ing kerbs

Combination Residential Zone Option Business Zone Option
1-A 1 A

1-D 1 D

2-A 2 A

2-D 2 D

3-D 3 D

6- I 6 I
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Long- term upgrades : inters ect ions  and bus  s tops

Rais ed table

Textured s urfacing



Criteria
$0 up to $6.1 million $6.1 million +

Combo 1-A Combo 1-D Combo 2-A Combo 2-D Combo 3-D Combo 6- I
Res. 1 Bus. A Res. 1 Bus. D Res. 2 Bus. A Res. 2 Bus. D Res. 3 Bus. D Res. 6 Bus. I

O
bj

ec
tiv

es

Effect ivenes s  meeting 
WCC Cycling 
Inves tment Object ives

Achieve  a  high leve l of s ervice  for cyclis ts  w ithin an integra ted transport  ne tw ork

Improve  cycling infras tructure  and facilit ies  so tha t  cycling makes  a  much grea ter 
contribution to ne tw ork efficiency, e ffect ivenes s  and res ilience
Cycling is  a  viable  and a t tract ive  transport  choice

The  crash ra te , number and s everity of crashes  involving people  on bikes  is  reduced

Providing transport  choices  by increas ing the  opportunity for people  to ride  bikes  
so as  to improve  the  sus ta inability, liveability and a t tract ivenes s  of Wellington

Effect ivenes s  meeting 
Love  the  Bay 
Object ives

The  Parade  is  s a fe  for a ll users
The  layout  is  intuit ive  and easy to unders tand

The Parade  accommodates  a ll current  and future  users

The  visua l environment is  cohes ive  and clean

Centra l Is land Bay is  a  pleasant  and w elcoming environment N/ A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Ef
fe

ct
s

Pedes trian Effects
Pedes trian Safe ty
Pedes trian Experience

Cyclis t  Effects
Cyclis t  Sa fe ty
Cyclis t  Experience

PT Effects
Public Transport  Sa fe ty
Public Transport  Experience

Motor Vehicle  Effects
Motor Vehicle  Safe ty
Motor Vehicle  Experience

Parking Effects Remova l of exis t ing pa rking spaces

Property Effects
Effect  on acces s  to bus ines ses  for pedes trians
Effect  on acces s  to bus ines ses  for cyclis ts
Effect  on acces s  to bus ines ses  for motor vehicles

Im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n

Delivery
Dis ruption during cons truct ion

Integra t ion w ith Let 's  Get  Wellington Moving

Funding Indica t ive  cos t  es t ima te

Long- term upgrades : MCA res ults  for the  s hort  lis t



Item

$0 up to $6.1 million $6.1 million +
Combo 1-A Combo 1-D Combo 2-A Combo 2-D Combo 3-D Combo 6- I

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Move kerbs  (to achieve  
preferred ca rriagew ay and 

cycle  lane  w idths )
+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 

improvements
+ cycle  lanes  through the  

tow n centre

Councillor- approved option 
(cycle  pa ths ), va lue  

engineered w ith pa ra lle l 
pa rking in the  tow n centre

Effectiveness meeting Love the Bay 
objectives

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections  in the  
res identia l zone  only

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

Footpath widths
Res identia l 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –2.5m 2.0m
Bus ines s 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2 /  5.9m 3.2 /  6.5m

Cycle facility widths
Res identia l 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 2.0m 1.5m
Bus ines s No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m 1.5m 1.2m

Traffic lane widths
Res identia l 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.5m w ith 0.5m median

Bus ines s 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m

Remaining # of car 
parks

Res identia l 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction)
Bus ines s 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction)

Indicative 
cost 
estimate

Bas e  cos t* $0 $2.4 to $3.2 m $2.6 to $3.4 m $5.1 to $6.6 m $6.6 to $8.5 m $9.4 to $12.2 m
Uncerta inty a llow ance $0 $0 to $1.2 m $0 to $1.3 m - $0.1 to $2.5 m - $0.1 to $3.3 m - $0.1 to $4.7 m
Tota l cos t $0 $2.4 to $4.4 m $2.6 to $4.7 m $5.0 to $9.1 m $6.5 to $11.8 m $9.3 to $16.9 m

Long- term upgrades : key fea tures  of s hort  lis t

*Base  cos ts  a s sume tha t  the  short- te rm sa fe ty improvements  have  a lready been implemented. The  es t ima tes  include: cons truct ion, des ign fees , MSQA, and 20% WCC management cos ts .



Long- term upgrades : key fea tures  of s hort  lis t

Item

$0 up to $6.1 million $6.1 million +
Combo 1-A Combo 1-D Combo 2-A Combo 2-D Combo 3-D Combo 6- I

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Move kerbs  (to achieve  
preferred ca rriagew ay and 

cycle  lane  w idths )
+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 

improvements
+ cycle  lanes  through the  

tow n centre

Councillor- approved option 
(cycle  pa ths ), va lue  

engineered w ith pa ra lle l 
pa rking in the  tow n centre

Effectiveness meeting Love the Bay 
objectives

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections  in the  
res identia l zone  only

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

Footpath widths
Res identia l 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –2.5m 2.0m
Bus ines s 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2 /  5.9m 3.2 /  6.5m

Cycle facility widths
Res identia l 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 2.0m 1.5m
Bus ines s No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m 1.5m 1.2m

Traffic lane widths
Res identia l 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.5m w ith 0.5m median

Bus ines s 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m

Remaining # of car 
parks

Res identia l 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction)
Bus ines s 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction)

Indicative 
cost 
estimate

Bas e  cos t* $0 $2.4 to $3.2 m $2.6 to $3.4 m $5.1 to $6.6 m $6.6 to $8.5 m $9.4 to $12.2 m
Uncerta inty a llow ance $0 $0 to $1.2 m $0 to $1.3 m - $0.1 to $2.5 m - $0.1 to $3.3 m - $0.1 to $4.7 m
Tota l cos t $0 $2.4 to $4.4 m $2.6 to $4.7 m $5.0 to $9.1 m $6.5 to $11.8 m $9.3 to $16.9 m

*Base  cos ts  a s sume tha t  the  short- te rm sa fe ty improvements  have  a lready been implemented. The  es t ima tes  include: cons truct ion, des ign fees , MSQA, and 20% WCC management cos ts .



Long- term upgrades : key fea tures  of s hort  lis t

Item

$0 up to $6.1 million $6.1 million +
Combo 1-A Combo 1-D Combo 2-A Combo 2-D Combo 3-D Combo 6- I

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Move kerbs  (to achieve  
preferred ca rriagew ay and 

cycle  lane  w idths )
+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 

improvements
+ cycle  lanes  through the  

tow n centre

Councillor- approved option 
(cycle  pa ths ), va lue  

engineered w ith pa ra lle l 
pa rking in the  tow n centre

Effectiveness meeting Love the Bay 
objectives

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections  in the  
res identia l zone  only

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

Footpath widths
Res identia l 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –2.5m 2.0m
Bus ines s 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2 /  5.9m 3.2 /  6.5m

Cycle facility widths
Res identia l 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 2.0m 1.5m
Bus ines s No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m 1.5m 1.2m

Traffic lane widths
Res identia l 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.5m w ith 0.5m median

Bus ines s 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m

Remaining # of car 
parks

Res identia l 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction)
Bus ines s 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction)

Indicative 
cost 
estimate

Bas e  cos t* $0 $2.4 to $3.2 m $2.6 to $3.4 m $5.1 to $6.6 m $6.6 to $8.5 m $9.4 to $12.2 m
Uncerta inty a llow ance $0 $0 to $1.2 m $0 to $1.3 m - $0.1 to $2.5 m - $0.1 to $3.3 m - $0.1 to $4.7 m
Tota l cos t $0 $2.4 to $4.4 m $2.6 to $4.7 m $5.0 to $9.1 m $6.5 to $11.8 m $9.3 to $16.9 m

*Base  cos ts  a s sume tha t  the  short- te rm sa fe ty improvements  have  a lready been implemented. The  es t ima tes  include: cons truct ion, des ign fees , MSQA, and 20% WCC management cos ts .



Long- term upgrades : key fea tures  of s hort  lis t

Item

$0 up to $6.1 million $6.1 million +
Combo 1-A Combo 1-D Combo 2-A Combo 2-D Combo 3-D Combo 6- I

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Move kerbs  (to achieve  
preferred ca rriagew ay and 

cycle  lane  w idths )
+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 

improvements
+ cycle  lanes  through the  

tow n centre

Councillor- approved option 
(cycle  pa ths ), va lue  

engineered w ith pa ra lle l 
pa rking in the  tow n centre

Effectiveness meeting Love the Bay 
objectives

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections  in the  
res identia l zone  only

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

Footpath widths
Res identia l 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –2.5m 2.0m
Bus ines s 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2 /  5.9m 3.2 /  6.5m

Cycle facility widths
Res identia l 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 2.0m 1.5m
Bus ines s No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m 1.5m 1.2m

Traffic lane widths
Res identia l 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.5m w ith 0.5m median

Bus ines s 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m

Remaining # of car 
parks

Res identia l 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction)
Bus ines s 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction)

Indicative 
cost 
estimate

Bas e  cos t* $0 $2.4 to $3.2 m $2.6 to $3.4 m $5.1 to $6.6 m $6.6 to $8.5 m $9.4 to $12.2 m
Uncerta inty a llow ance $0 $0 to $1.2 m $0 to $1.3 m - $0.1 to $2.5 m - $0.1 to $3.3 m - $0.1 to $4.7 m
Tota l cos t $0 $2.4 to $4.4 m $2.6 to $4.7 m $5.0 to $9.1 m $6.5 to $11.8 m $9.3 to $16.9 m

*Base  cos ts  a s sume tha t  the  short- te rm sa fe ty improvements  have  a lready been implemented. The  es t ima tes  include: cons truct ion, des ign fees , MSQA, and 20% WCC management cos ts .



Long- term upgrades : key fea tures  of s hort  lis t

Item

$0 up to $6.1 million $6.1 million +
Combo 1-A Combo 1-D Combo 2-A Combo 2-D Combo 3-D Combo 6- I

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Move kerbs  (to achieve  
preferred ca rriagew ay and 

cycle  lane  w idths )
+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 

improvements
+ cycle  lanes  through the  

tow n centre

Councillor- approved option 
(cycle  pa ths ), va lue  

engineered w ith pa ra lle l 
pa rking in the  tow n centre

Effectiveness meeting Love the Bay 
objectives

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections  in the  
res identia l zone  only

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

Footpath widths
Res identia l 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –2.5m 2.0m
Bus ines s 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2 /  5.9m 3.2 /  6.5m

Cycle facility widths
Res identia l 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 2.0m 1.5m
Bus ines s No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m 1.5m 1.2m

Traffic lane widths
Res identia l 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.5m w ith 0.5m median

Bus ines s 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m

Remaining # of car 
parks

Res identia l 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction)
Bus ines s 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction)

Indicative 
cost 
estimate

Bas e  cos t* $0 $2.4 to $3.2 m $2.6 to $3.4 m $5.1 to $6.6 m $6.6 to $8.5 m $9.4 to $12.2 m
Uncerta inty a llow ance $0 $0 to $1.2 m $0 to $1.3 m - $0.1 to $2.5 m - $0.1 to $3.3 m - $0.1 to $4.7 m
Tota l cos t $0 $2.4 to $4.4 m $2.6 to $4.7 m $5.0 to $9.1 m $6.5 to $11.8 m $9.3 to $16.9 m

*Base  cos ts  a s sume tha t  the  short- te rm sa fe ty improvements  have  a lready been implemented. The  es t ima tes  include: cons truct ion, des ign fees , MSQA, and 20% WCC management cos ts .



Long- term upgrades : key fea tures  of s hort  lis t

Item

$0 up to $6.1 million $6.1 million +
Combo 1-A Combo 1-D Combo 2-A Combo 2-D Combo 3-D Combo 6- I

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

Reta in short- te rm sa fe ty 
improvements

+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 
improvements

+ cycle  lanes  through the  
tow n centre

Move kerbs  (to achieve  
preferred ca rriagew ay and 

cycle  lane  w idths )
+ inte rs ect ion/ bus  s top 

improvements
+ cycle  lanes  through the  

tow n centre

Councillor- approved option 
(cycle  pa ths ), va lue  

engineered w ith pa ra lle l 
pa rking in the  tow n centre

Effectiveness meeting Love the Bay 
objectives

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Minor s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• No opportunity to 
rea lign the  cycle  lanes  
and make the  layout 
more  intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections  in the  
res identia l zone  only

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• No opportunity to 
improve  cohes ivenes s

• No upgrades  to the  
tow n centre  layout

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

• Subs tantia l s a fe ty 
improvements  a t  
inters ections

• Cycle  lanes  rea ligned to 
make the  layout more  
intuit ive

• Improved cohes ivenes s  
be tw een res identia l and 
bus ines s  zones

• Tow n centre  upgrades

Footpath widths
Res identia l 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –3.0m 2.0 –2.5m 2.0m
Bus ines s 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2m /  5.2m 3.2m /  5.9m 3.2 /  5.9m 3.2 /  6.5m

Cycle facility widths
Res identia l 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 1.5 –2.0m 2.0m 1.5m
Bus ines s No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m No cycle  facilit ies 1.5m 1.5m 1.2m

Traffic lane widths
Res identia l 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m 3.5m w ith 0.5m median

Bus ines s 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.6m /  3.9m 3.2m 3.2m 3.2m

Remaining # of car 
parks

Res identia l 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 60- 80 (43- 56% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction) 85- 100 (29- 37% reduction)
Bus ines s 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 55 (no change) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction) 40- 45 (18- 27% reduction)

Indicative 
cost 
estimate

Bas e  cos t* $0 $2.4 to $3.2 m $2.6 to $3.4 m $5.1 to $6.6 m $6.6 to $8.5 m $9.4 to $12.2 m
Uncerta inty a llow ance $0 $0 to $1.2 m $0 to $1.3 m - $0.1 to $2.5 m - $0.1 to $3.3 m - $0.1 to $4.7 m
Tota l cos t $0 $2.4 to $4.4 m $2.6 to $4.7 m $5.0 to $9.1 m $6.5 to $11.8 m $9.3 to $16.9 m

*Base  cos ts  a s sume tha t  the  short- te rm sa fe ty improvements  have  a lready been implemented. The  es t ima tes  include: cons truct ion, des ign fees , MSQA, and 20% WCC management cos ts .
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