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Works notification letter 
 
Date 
 
Addresses 
 
Dear business owner / resident, 
 
Mission Bay is a vibrant and popular town centre for residents and people from the wider Auckland area. 
People come to the area for a range of reasons, which can result in challenges for people trying to find parking 
spaces, including residents. 
 
Auckland Transport (AT) has received feedback from the Orakei Local Board, as well as Mission Bay business 
owners and residents, about parking issues in the area. So, in July 2018, Auckland Transport consulted with the 
community on making changes to the parking restrictions around the Mission Bay town centre. 
 
The changes aim to improve parking availability in the area, encourage higher turnover of visitor parking, and 
provide more parking options for the wider community. Many changes result in longer parking restrictions.  
 
Currently, there is a mix of parking restrictions: P10, P30, P60 and P180. The changes will create a consistent 
parking restriction of P120 across the following streets: 


• Tamaki Drive (from the beginning of Selwyn Reserve to 135 Tamaki Drive) 


• both sides of Atkin Avenue up to Marau Crescent 


• both sides of Patteson Avenue up to Marau Crescent 


As a result of feedback received during consultation, in Marau Crescent, P120 parking restrictions will apply 
Monday to Friday only, 8am to 6pm, and only on the northern side of the street. Outside these hours, parking 
will not be time restricted. 
 
People may be aware that the implementation of this project was expected in January 2019. Work is now 
planned to start in mid-August 2019. As it consists of signage changes only, the impact on residents and 
businesses will be minimal. 
 
People should contact Siobhan O’Donovan, Stakeholder Relations Advisor, for any issues 
(siobhan.o’donovan@at.govt.nz). 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Parking Services team 
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 Objective is to establish the base line data from which the working group will work from.  A single source of 
truth, i.e. not based solely from crash data but to include traffic flow data and pedestrian counts. 


 Independent review will take into consideration future and historical data, and risk. 


 It is proposed to have the same independent road safety expert undertake the work for both Mission Bay and 
St Heliers to ensure a consistent matrix. 


2.2  Proposed plan and timeframes agreed by the working group. 


- ToR to be circulated next week (20-24 May) 


- Allow 10 – 14 days for the working group to review and provide comments.  Comments will be submitted via email  


- If there is a specific concern that cannot be addressed via email, a working group meeting will be convened. 


- Once the ToR is agreed, AT will go to market to source the independent road safety expert.  


- Before the independent expert is appointed, the short list will be brought back the group for input and support. 


- A one month selection process is expected from going to market and shortlisting a consultant. 


- During the evidence based investigation, the independent road safety expert will meet with the working group. 


- Once review is completed, the working group will then be in a position to commence phase two (expect late July, early 
August). 


 


2.3 Consultation Feedback  


AT are currently analysing approximately 900 submissions.  AT anticipate that the review will be completed by mid-June.  
Themes and sub themes have been identified.  Submission data will be shared with the working group, and then with the 
public. It was noted at the meeting that there was some confusion between the consultation on the speed limit bylaw and the 
proposed infrastructure improvements. 


 


Auckland Speed Limits Bylaw 


AT is currently reviewing and analysing all feedback from the public consultation on the proposed Speed Limits Bylaw.  The 
proposal will be submitted to the AT Board in July 2019 for a decision.      


 


Some members of the working group would like AT to consider excluding Mission Bay from the proposed Speed Limits Bylaw. 
The working group is currently working in good faith that AT will be reviewing and considering public feedback on the proposal. 
This was considered an important perception point for the public. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 




















Professional Services Brief for investigation of work 


Contract Area: Orakei Local Board AT Road Safety 
engineer:   Andrew Garratt 


Consultant: TBC Telephone:   021 893 745 


  Date brief issued:   19/8/2019 


Project Name:  Mission Bay Village Centre Speed Management  - Review 


Location:   Mission Bay 


Objectives:   


1. Review the risk profile, evidence-base and the indepedant Safe Systems Assessment Framework undertaken 
for Mission Bay; 


2. Review AT’s definition of the problem.  
 


Background:  


Auckland Transport is a Council Controlled Organisation established under the Local Government (Auckland Council) 
Act 20091 whose sole shareholder is Auckland Council.  The activities undertaken by AT are set out in the Regional 
Land Transport Plan which is consistent with the Government Policy Statement on Land Transport2.   
 
The GPS 2018 identified that ‘safety’ and ‘access’ are the two key strategic priorities for the Government.  The 
objective is to deliver ‘a land transport system that is a safe system free of death and serious injury’.3 
 
The activities undertaken by Auckland Transport must give effect to the Auckland Plan developed and approved by 
Auckland Council4.  Specifically, this sets out the direction to maximise safety and environmental protection with focus 
areas being moving to a safe transport network, free from death and serious injury.  The Auckland Plan also states 
that; 
 


“We should be guided by the 'Vision Zero' movement, which aims to eliminate transport-related deaths and serious 
injuries. This approach accepts that people make mistakes, and seeks to minimise the harm from any mistakes.”5 


 
Funding for road safety, in line with the policy direction above, from both Auckland Council and Central Government 
has increased to $700 million over the period from 2018 to 2027.  The road safety programme includes a number of 
elements including the speed management programme which have been strategically endorsed or approved by 
Government and Auckland Council. 
 
 
Auckland Transport’s  Speed Management Programme has been developed  in accordance with the National Speed 
Management Guide.  
The objectives of Speed Management Guide are to : 


- Ensure a consistent sector-wide approach is adopted to manage speeds so they are appropriate for road 
function, design, safety, use and surrounding environment  


- Support Road Controlling Authorities (RCAs) and other system designers identify and prioritise the parts of 
their networks where better speed management will contribute most to reducing deaths and serious injuries, 
while supporting overall economic productivity. 


- Suport RCAs to have better conversations and engagement in their communities, improving community 
understanding for speed management activities and the concept that not all roads are as safe as each other. 


 


                                                      
1 Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009, section 38. 
2 Land Transport Management Act 2003, section 14 
3 Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2018-27, p8 
4 Supra at note 1, section 92 
5 https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-strategies/auckland-plan/transport-
access/Pages/direction-maximise-safety-environmental-protection.aspx 







The proposed improvements for town or village centres, where the evidence supports it, aim to implement a Safe 
System approach with a self-explaining road environment with safe and appropriate speed limits. The road 
environment would be changed from one that could be perceived as being a major commuter  through-route, to one 
where people of all ages and abilities feel safe crossing the road, and one that provides improved and safer 
connectivity both within the village centres themselves, as well as improved connectivity to the local beaches and 
parks. Noting, however, that Tamaki Drive is an arterial road and bus route, serving as an important connection 
between the City Centre and the Eastern suburbs. 
 
The aim of the village centre Speed Management project is to: 


1. Improve transport safety and connectivity to village centres for all road users 
2. Manage operating speeds through vilage centres in accordance with the Speed Management Guide  


- Link to Speed Management Guide: https://www.pikb.co.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Speed-
management-guide-first-edition-Nov2016.pdf  


- Link to Speed Management Guide, Toolbox: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/Safety/docs/speed-
management-resources/speed-management-toolbox-and-appendices-201611.pdf  


3. Create more attractive, liveable centres for local communities. 
 


 
Scope of work required: 
This brief outlines the scope of work to review the evidence (NZTA crash history database, the safe system 
assessment framework analysis, NZTA risk analysis, traffic data and any other relevant evidence) and determine, 
based on the policy and direction set out in the Auckland Plan and Government Policy Statement, whether road safety 
engineering treatments in a manner consistent with the National Speed Management Guide are required in Mission 
Bay. 


The review of the evidence is to include, but not limited to: 


• A detailed crash analysis by crash type using NZTA’s Crash Analysis System (CAS). This would also include 
and assessment of the rate of under-reporting in the study area using NZTA’s Crash Estimation Compendium; 


• A review and confirmation of the traffic volumes, pedestrian and cycling volumes in the study area using the 
current traffic count database; 


• A review and confirmation of current average traffic speeds in the study area; 
• An assessment of current and future risk and exposure to risk based on CAS evidence, traffic, pedestrian and 


cycle columes, NZTA’s Infrastrucutre Risk Rating Manual, the Urban KiwiRAP, NZTA’s Road Safety risk  
MegaMaps, and the Speed Mangement Guide; 


• Review the appropriateness of using these assessment tools and guidelines to determine the risk rating and 
problem identification for the study area. Advise whether any alternative assessment tools or guidelines should 
be used instead; 


• A reviewof the Safe Systems Assessment undertaken for the study area; 
• Conduct site visits to understand the local conditions and assess how this impacts overall road safety 


performance in the study area; 
• The Consultant is to make allowance for one briefing meeting with the Mission Bay Working Group prior to 


commencing the review. 


Using all of the above, and any other pertinent information deemed necessary, undertake an assessment of AT’s 
definition of the road safety problem. The Consultant is not required to undertake a review of the design proposal at 
this time.  The review is to be solely focussed on whether the evidence and information available supports or does not 
support the need for engineering interventions. 


 Deliverables: 
• Review Report  


 
Delivery Target Dates: 


• Start-up meeting – 30 August 2019  
• Draft report – 27 September 2019  
• Finalised report – 11 October 2019 


 











 Contact AT engineer if the location or option is not 
feasible  


PLEASE NOTE TWO COPIES OF THE REPORTS 
WILL BE REQUIRED 


 


Author of report:  …………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 


(Design team to sign) 


Reviewed by:  ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 


(Design team to sign) 


Acceptance of report / scheme:  ………………………………………………………………………………………….. 


(Engineer to sign within 4 weeks of the receipt of the report) 


Acceptance of report / scheme –  


Reviewed by STP  business owner:  …………………………………………………………………………………….  


(Business owner to sign within 4 weeks of the receipt of the report) 
 




































































































































































































Consultation Feedback 


summary


Mission Bay town centre safety 


improvements
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• 77% of submitters would like to see more 


consideration given to bike amenity both in terms of 


improved cycling facilities, future proofing, and safety 


for people on bikes.


• 71% of submitters suggested looking at other options 


than what was proposed.


• 64% of submitters were concerned around the 


proposed pedestrian crossing facilities; particularly 


around the number proposed, design, and impact the 


crossings could have.


• 59% of submitters were supportive of the proposed 


safety improvements in some capacity.


• 35% of submitters were concerned about the loss of 


car parking and the impact this could have on Mission 


Bay.


• 34% of submitters questioned the need to make safety 


improvements in Mission Bay.


• 12% of submitters were concerned about the 


proposed roundabout and the implications this would 


have on road users.


• 5% of submitters had concerns around a 30km/h 


speed restriction should it be implemented in Mission 


Bay .


Key themes
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Submissions may be counted in more than one theme
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Cycling amenity
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Subthemes - Cycling Concerns


77% 701 submissions


• 356 submissions (39%) were concerned that 


the proposed safety improvements will result 


in a dangerous environment for cyclists, and 


that this is particularly important given the 


popularity of Mission Bay as a daily cycle 


route. 


• 272 submissions (30%) were concerned that 


the proposed safety improvements would 


prevent a segregated cycle way being built 


through Mission Bay. 


• 73 submissions (8%) were concerned about 


cyclists using the shared path in Mission Bay. 


These submissions considered, given the 


popularity and high usage of multi-modal 


transport within Mission Bay, that a shared 


path consisting of pedestrians, cyclists and e-


scooters, results in many conflicts and is 


hazardous.
Based on 701 submissions. Note: not all submissions gave feedback in this area. 


Submissions may be counted in more than one theme.
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72% 651 submissions


• 387 submissions (42%) suggested that a segregated 


cycle way through Mission Bay is needed now, and/or 


improvements need to be made to the existing shared 


path facilities in Mission Bay. A significant proportion of 


these submissions indicated support for the Bike 


Auckland design proposal, as this provides for a 


segregated cycle path. 


• 62 submissions (7%) suggested alternative designs 


which could be incorporated in Mission Bay. 


• 50 submissions (5%) suggested alternative measures 


that could be used to calm traffic through Mission Bay 


instead of, or in conjunction with raised pedestrian 


crossings.


• 33 submissions (4%) suggested that additional parking 


should be provided elsewhere in Mission Bay if car 


parking spaces are to be removed.


• 32 submissions (4%) suggested that the proposed 


crossings were in the wrong locations, and/or should be 


located elsewhere. 


Alternative suggestions
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This is based on 651 submissions. Note, not all submissions provided feedback in 


this area. Submissions may be counted in more than one theme.
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64% 580 submissions 


• 195 submissions (21%) were concerned that the 


introduction of new pedestrian crossings, as 


proposed, will worsen traffic congestion in Mission 


Bay village centre and will contribute to driver 


frustration


• 186 submissions (20%) specifically indicated that too 


many pedestrian crossings were proposed


• 92 submissions (10%)  indicated the proposed 


pedestrian crossings were located in an undesirable 


or dangerous location. 


• 54 submissions (6%) were concerned about the 


raised design of the proposed pedestrian crossings. 


• 34 submissions (4%) were concerned the 


introduction of the pedestrian crossings as proposed 


would adversely impact on the atmosphere and 


character of the Mission Bay village centre.


• 19 submissions (2%) were concerned that the 


additional pedestrian crossings as proposed would 


specifically affect the use of buses through Mission 


Bay. 


Pedestrian crossing concerns
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This is based on 580 submissions. Note, not all submissions provided feedback in 


this area. Submissions may be counted in more than one theme.
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*This is based on 93 submissions. 


Note, not all submissions provided feedback in this area. Submissions may 


be counted in more than one theme. 


Feedback on specific crossings
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Positive feedback
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Subthemes - Positive Feedback


59% 538 submissions


• 370 submissions (40%) support the need for more 


crossings in Mission Bay and/or the raised design of 


the crossings.


• 66 submissions (7%) indicated that safety is the main 


reason why all of, part of, or the intent of, the 


proposal was supported. 


• 52 submissions (6%) supported the introduction of a 


reduced speed limit in Mission Bay


• 31 submissions (3%) supported the introduction of a 


roundabout as proposed, as the existing intersection 


configuration is confusing


• 19 submissions (2%) supported the proposal 


because it would result in a reduction of vehicles in 


Mission Bay.


This is based on 538 submissions. Note, not all submissions provided feedback in 


this area and submissions may be counted in more than one theme.
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35% 319 submissions


• 139 submissions (15%) were concerned that there is 


not enough car parking within Mission Bay village 


and the removal of 34 car parks will make it even 


more difficult to find a car park. 


• 64 submissions (7%) were concerned that the 


removal of any car parking in Mission Bay village will 


have a detrimental effect on local businesses


• 59 submissions (6%) were concerned that the 


removal of car parking will make Mission Bay less 


accessible, particularly for those who rely on a 


private motor vehicle


• 40 submissions (4%) were concerned that the 


removal of further car parking in Mission Bay will 


result in an overflow of parking onto neighbouring 


residential streets and will contribute to people 


parking illegally. 


• 17 submissions (2%) were concerned that the 


removal of car parking spaces will contribute to traffic 


congestion and will lead to frustrated drives who will 


undertake dangerous manoeuvres


Car parking concerns
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This is based on 319 submissions. Note, not all submissions provided feedback in 


this area and submissions may be counted in more than one theme.
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34% 312 submissions


Feedback on whether safety improvements 


are needed
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Subthemes - Concerns over the 'Need' 
for the Proposal


• 103 submissions (11%) considered the proposed 


changes in Mission Bay would not improve safety 


and could result in a more dangerous environment 


particularly for cyclists and pedestrians. 


• 62 submissions (6%) considered the proposal to be a 


waste of money


• 60 submissions (6%) considers the area to work well 


as it is, so changes are not needed


• 50 submissions (5%) considered the proposal to lack 


evidence to support the changes


• 25 submissions (3%) considered other areas of 


Auckland to be more in need of the safety 


improvements


This is based on 312 submissions. Note, not all submissions provided feedback in 


this area and submissions may be counted in more than one theme.
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13% 113 submissions
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5% 44 submissions Speed reduction concerns
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Subthemes - Speed Reduction 
Concerns


• 29 submissions (3%) were concerned that an 


introduction of a 30kph speed limit will cause traffic 


congestion and driver frustration within Mission Bay.


• 15 submissions (2%) were concerned that the 


introduction of a 30kph vehicle speed limit will 


unnecessarily impact drivers travelling through 


Mission Bay during off peak times. 


• 25 submissions (3%) considered there should be a 


different speed through Mission Bay (other than 


30kph), such as a reduced speed to 40kph to align 


with vehicle speeds around school areas. 


Based on 44 submissions. Note, not all submissions provided feedback in this area 


and that submissions may be counted in more than one theme.





















DRAFT Professional Services Brief for investigation of work 


Contract Area: Orakei Local Board 
AT Road Safety 


engineer:   
Adam Beattie 


Consultant: TBC Telephone:    


  Date brief issued:   TBC 


Project Name:  Mission Bay Village Centre Speed Management  - Review 


Location:   Mission Bay 


Objectives:   


1. Review the risk profile, evidence-base and the indepedant Safe Systems Assessment Framework undertaken 
for Mission Bay; 


2. Review AT’s definition of the problem.  
 


Background:  


Auckland Transport is a Council Controlled Organisation established under the Local Government (Auckland Council) 
Act 20091 whose sole shareholder is Auckland Council.  The activities undertaken by AT are set out in the Regional 
Land Transport Plan which is consistent with the Government Policy Statement on Land Transport2.   
 
The GPS 2018 identified that ‘safety’ and ‘access’ are the two key strategic priorities for the Government.  The 
objective is to deliver ‘a land transport system that is a safe system free of death and serious injury’.3 
 
The activities undertaken by Auckland Transport must give effect to the Auckland Plan developed and approved by 
Auckland Council4.  Specifically, this sets out the direction to maximise safety and environmental protection with focus 
areas being moving to a safe transport network, free from death and serious injury.  The Auckland Plan also states 
that; 
 


“We should be guided by the 'Vision Zero' movement, which aims to eliminate transport-related deaths and serious 
injuries. This approach accepts that people make mistakes, and seeks to minimise the harm from any mistakes.”5 


 
Funding for road safety, in line with the policy direction above, from both Auckland Council and Central Government 
has increased to $700 million over the period from 2018 to 2027.  The road safety programme includes a number of 
elements including the speed management programme which have been strategically endorsed or approved by 
Government and Auckland Council. 
 
 
Auckland Transport’s  Speed Management Programme has been developed  in accordance with the National Speed 
Management Guide.  
The objectives of Speed Management Guide are to : 


- Ensure a consistent sector-wide approach is adopted to manage speeds so they are appropriate for road 
function, design, safety, use and surrounding environment  


- Support Road Controlling Authorities (RCAs) and other system designers identify and prioritise the parts of 
their networks where better speed management will contribute most to reducing deaths and serious injuries, 
while supporting overall economic productivity. 


- Suport RCAs to have better conversations and engagement in their communities, improving community 
understanding for speed management activities and the concept that not all roads are as safe as each other. 


 


                                                      
1 Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009, section 38. 
2 Land Transport Management Act 2003, section 14 
3 Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2018-27, p8 
4 Supra at note 1, section 92 
5 https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-strategies/auckland-plan/transport-


access/Pages/direction-maximise-safety-environmental-protection.aspx 







The proposed improvements for town or village centres, where the evidence supports it, aim to implement a Safe 
System approach with a self-explaining road environment with safe and appropriate speed limits. The road 
environment would be changed from one that could be perceived as being a major commuter  through-route, to one 
where people of all ages and abilities feel safe crossing the road, and one that provides improved and safer 
connectivity both within the village centres themselves, as well as improved connectivity to the local beaches and 
parks. Noting, however, that Tamaki Drive is an arterial road and bus route, serving as an important connection 
between the City Centre and the Eastern suburbs. 
 
The aim of the village centre Speed Management project is to: 


1. Improve transport safety and connectivity to village centres for all road users 
2. Manage operating speeds through vilage centres in accordance with the Speed Management Guide  


- Link to Speed Management Guide: https://www.pikb.co.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Speed-
management-guide-first-edition-Nov2016.pdf  


- Link to Speed Management Guide, Toolbox: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/Safety/docs/speed-
management-resources/speed-management-toolbox-and-appendices-201611.pdf  


3. Create more attractive, liveable centres for local communities. 
 


 
Scope of work required: 
This brief outlines the scope of work to review the evidence (NZTA crash history database, the safe system 
assessment framework analysis, NZTA risk analysis, traffic data and any other relevant evidence) and determine, 
based on the policy and direction set out in the Auckland Plan and Government Policy Statement, whether road safety 
engineering treatments in a manner consistent with the National Speed Management Guide are required in Mission 
Bay. 


The review of the evidence is to include, but not limited to: 


 A detailed crash analysis by crash type using NZTA’s Crash Analysis System (CAS). This would also include 
and assessment of the rate of under-reporting in the study area using NZTA’s Crash Estimation Compendium; 


 A review and confirmation of the traffic volumes, pedestrian and cycling volumes in the study area using the 
current traffic count database; 


 A review and confirmation of current average traffic speeds in the study area; 


 An assessment of current and future risk and exposure to risk based on CAS evidence, traffic, pedestrian and 
cycle columes, NZTA’s Infrastrucutre Risk Rating Manual, the Urban KiwiRAP, NZTA’s Road Safety risk  
MegaMaps, and the Speed Mangement Guide; 


 Review the appropriateness of using these assessment tools and guidelines to determine the risk rating and 
problem identification for the study area. Advise whether any alternative assessment tools or guidelines should 
be used instead; 


 A reviewof the Safe Systems Assessment undertaken for the study area; 


 Conduct site visits to understand the local conditions and assess how this impacts overall road safety 
performance in the study area; 


 The Consultant is to make allowance for one briefing meeting with the Mission Bay Working Group prior to 
commencing the review. 


Using all of the above, and any other pertinent information deemed necessary, undertake an assessment of AT’s 
definition of the road safety problem. The Consultant is not required to undertake a review of the design proposal at 
this time.  The review is to be solely focussed on whether the evidence and information available supports or does not 
support the need for engineering interventions. 


 Deliverables: 


 Review Report  
 
Delivery Target Dates: 


 Start-up meeting - TBC  


 Draft report – TBC  


 Finalised report - TBC 


 











 
Contact AT engineer if the location or option is not 


feasible 
 


PLEASE NOTE TWO COPIES OF THE REPORTS 


WILL BE REQUIRED 


 


Author of report:  …………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 


(Design team to sign) 


Reviewed by:  ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 


(Design team to sign) 


Acceptance of report / scheme:  ………………………………………………………………………………………….. 


(Engineer to sign within 4 weeks of the receipt of the report) 


Acceptance of report / scheme –  


Reviewed by STP  business owner:  …………………………………………………………………………………….  


(Business owner to sign within 4 weeks of the receipt of the report) 


 








Works notification letter 
 
Date 
 
Addresses 
 
Dear business owner / resident, 
 
Mission Bay is a vibrant and popular town centre for residents and people from the wider Auckland area. 
People come to the area for a range of reasons, which can result in challenges for people trying to find parking 
spaces, including residents. 
 
Having received feedback about parking from Mission Bay business owners and residents, the Ōrākei Local 
Board asked Auckland Transport (AT) to review the parking restrictions around the Town Centre. Consultation 
with the community on the proposed parking restriction changes took place in July 2018. 
 
The changes aim to improve parking availability in the area, encourage higher turnover of visitor parking, and 
provide more parking options for the wider community. Many changes result in longer parking restrictions.  
 
Currently, there is a mix of parking restrictions: P10, P30, P60 and P180. The changes will create a consistent 
parking restriction of P120 across the following streets: 


• Tamaki Drive (from the beginning of Selwyn Reserve to 135 Tamaki Drive) 
• both sides of Atkin Avenue up to Marau Crescent 
• both sides of Patteson Avenue up to Marau Crescent 


As a result of feedback received during consultation, in Marau Crescent, P120 parking restrictions will apply 
Monday to Friday only, 8am to 6pm, and only on the northern side of the street. Outside these hours, parking 
will not be time restricted. 
 
People may be aware that the implementation of this project was expected in January 2019. Work is now 
planned to start in mid-September 2019. As it consists of signage changes only, the impact on residents and 
businesses will be minimal. 
 
People should contact Siobhan O’Donovan, Stakeholder Relations Advisor, for any issues 
(siobhan.o’donovan@at.govt.nz). 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Parking Services team 

















ViaStrada ltd.    
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Level 2, 2 Princes St 


PO Box 106525 


Auckland 1143 


Ph 09 394 7040 


www.mackieresearch.co.nz 
 


 
16 July 2019 
 
 
Attention: Andrew Garratt, Principal Transportation Engineer, Auckland Transport 


RE: Mackie Research experience with data analysis and review 
 
Dear Andrew, 
 
Further to our conversation on the 15th July, please find my response to your query about the 
experience that Mackie Research has in analysing and reviewing data and evidence. 
 
Mackie Research specialises in applied research and consultancy services. All of our 
researchers have a Masters-level qualification or higher. The diversity of backgrounds and 
expertise within Mackie Research is indicative of our range of skills in research, evaluation, 
peer review, and consultancy work. We are adept at designing and undertaking research 
projects that are based on the accurate collection, analysis, and comprehension of data. 
 
In particular we have specialist expertise in: 


• Road safety – including road safety systems, crash analyses, active transport, and 
user-friendly transport infrastructure and systems; 


• Evaluations – formative, process, and outcome evaluation of interventions, 
programmes, and initiatives; 


• Social research – including in-depth interviews, focus groups, ethnography, and 
workshop planning and facilitation 


• Human systems and ergonomics – workplace systems; urban systems; biomechanics; 
sport and recreation; technology usability. 


 
To successfully complete our research projects and reports, we regularly obtain, analyse, and 
interpret data from numerous sources. This includes: 


• Crash data – Mackie Research has level 3 access to the Crash Analysis System (CAS). 
We use CAS on a regular basis to 


o Determine the crash history of areas (i.e. a single intersection, or a whole 
suburb) to understand the extent and severity of crashes; 


o Understand the pattern of locations where particular user types i.e. 
pedestrians or cyclists are most vulnerable; 


o Identify factors pertaining to Safe System failures underlying crashes. 


• Traffic volume and speed data – Through a third party, we regularly undertake surveys 
of traffic volume and speed, usually via pneumatic tubes, though sometimes radar is 
also used. Our team has substantial experience analysing these data to understand 







speed environments and behaviour, and assess the impacts of interventions on traffic 
speed and volume. 


• All team members have a background in academia and are competent at conducting 
literature searches and reviewing academic articles. We continue to write and publish 
academic articles based on our work. 


• We regularly design and facilitate workshops, interviews, and focus groups to: 
o Generate client feedback; 
o Understand community perceptions and behaviour; 
o Gather data. 


• We have access to, and regularly use the Safer Journeys Risk Assessment Tool to 
understand the road environment context behind crashes. 


• We design, conduct, and analyse perceptions surveys of the community to gather 
feedback about their attitudes towards proposed infrastructure, and their experience 
with street changes. 


• We undertake bike rack counts and analyse school roll maps to understand and 
provide advice on school travel patterns. 


• We design and conduct rigorous coding protocols for video footage. Some examples 
include: 


o Road user behaviour and interactions (between pedestrians, cyclists, and 
vehicles) on streets before and after the Te Ara Mua – Future Streets in 
Māngere and the Federal Street contra-flow bike lane in Central Auckland; 


o Pedestrian compliance with level crossing signals; 
o Braking behaviour of vehicles at intersections; 
o Reaction of motorcyclists to perceptual countermeasures painted on the road 
o The frequency and severity of interactions between cyclists and vehicles at 


intersections. 


• We regularly conduct site visits to assess potential issues, understand road user 
experiences, and examine research contexts in person. 


 
Examples of how we use our research expertise and experience to provide strategic advice 
beyond standard reporting include contributing to the development of guidance and support 
for innovative street trials and designs (Innovating Streets for People), and working with 
transport delivery organisations to develop and deliver community-centred transport and 
placemaking projects. 
 
As described in  CV,  has also frequently provided independent peer review 
services for road safety research and planning conducted by other organisations and groups. 
 
As outlined above, Mackie Research has a strong track record and experience in collecting, 
analysing, and interpreting a broad range of data, and providing advice on road safety, 
transport planning, and human systems. For examples of our previous work, please refer to 
the publications list on our website http://www.mackieresearch.co.nz/publications.html 
 
With kind regards, 
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Attachment 1 – 2 July Meeting  
 


Feedback for discussion  


Working Group Meeting - Mission Bay Safety Improvement (2) 


Minutes dated 15 May 2019 


 Received from  (Mission Bay Business Association) 


1.1 Concerns raised. 


During the meeting you acknowledged that there were significant shortcomings in the 
consultation process undertaken by Auckland transport in relation to the proposed safety 
programme for Mission Bay. The most significant of these shortcomings was the failure to 
advise the community that the proposed changes were driven from an assessment of the area 
under the Safe Systems Assessment Framework without any explanation or background to 
the framework.  


2 Terms of reference and proposed action plan 


Also add at the end of section 2.3 Speed limit bylaws (which puts it under Terms of Reference 
and Consultation Feedback): 


Attendees wanted to see both the feedback from the public submissions and substantiated 
evidence to support how and why Mission Bay has been rated High Risk BEFORE any 
decision is considered and made by AT to change any Speed Limits Bylaw.  


This is also directly related to further discussion and outcomes on recommended or necessary 
Safety Improvements.  


The minutes should also record that there was some discussion regarding the conflicting 
situation with respect to the possible release of the speed reviews for some parts of Auckland 
before the Mission Bay Safety Review is complete.   


3.1 Vision Zero – rational for change / mandate from Central Govt. 


On reading the minutes you are left with the impression that all of those in attendance at the 
meeting were in agreement that the Safe Systems Assessment Framework is the appropriate 
basis for reviewing the roading environment in the area. In fact there was a significant amount 
of scepticism at the meeting about the appropriateness of that basis for review and this should 
be recorded in the minutes.  


Feedback from  (Mission Bay Residents Association) 


1.1 Concerns raised. 


Please add a reference to your own statement that AT has accepted that they got the 
presentation of the plans to the public wrong.  That point was made very clearly in the meeting, 
but when the Herald checked with your CEO, he basically denied that.  Personally, I thought 
the statement from the meeting painted AT in a good light, showing that you were responding 
positively to criticism.  


 


2 Terms of reference and proposed action plan 


A clarification on 2.3.  No one asked for Mission Bay to be completely excluded from the Speed 
Limits Bylaw.  We merely pointed out that making a final determination that Mission Bay would 
be subject to that while the data was being revisited and community consultation was ongoing 
would seem to undermine that consultation.  For that reason we suggested Mission Bay's 
inclusion be subject to the confirmation from this group that the evidence supported it. 
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Feedback for discussion  


Working Group Meeting - Mission Bay Safety Improvement 


DRAFT Professional Services Brief for investigation of work 


 


 – Mission Bay Business Association 


1. Following on from our email below, our attention has been drawn to information 
obtained by NZ Herald from NZTA regarding their assessed safe and appropriate 
speeds around the country. We note in particular that the assessed safe and 
appropriate speed for Tamaki Drive in Mission Bay is 50 km an hour. We consider that 
the terms of reference should be amended to include reference to this information as 
part of the basis for decision-making.  


2. We are concerned that the circulated draft of this document requires the independent 
consultant to adopt a significant number of assessment tools and guidelines which are 
preferred by Auckland Transport, when the local community would like to have some 
independent review as to whether or not those tools and guidelines are appropriate.  


3. As a Business Association we are concerned that Auckland Transport are not looking 
at all transport modes equally and believe it should.  The background to the brief should 
therefore include some reference to the fact that Tamaki Drive is an arterial route, which 
is important for residents not only accessing the village centres and beaches, but also 
for those inside and outside the ward travelling to and from the city.    


4. It should also refer to the increasing amount of public transport using Tamaki Drive and 
some reference to the ideal road conditions for large buses including future proofing for 
double deckers. Our belief is that including multiple speed humps/raised crossings will 
slow public transport and we want the report to reference facts re this.    


5. The background should also note that there has been a history of congestion on Tamaki 
Drive when engineering interventions are not set correctly. In this regard we are mindful 
of significant congestion (and some say crashes) caused by existing pedestrian 
crossings on busy weekends and the history of major congestion at the Patteson 
Avenue pedestrian crossings prior to them being signalised.  In fact as mentioned at 
the meeting, this is why this intersection was signalised.  


6. There is also a risk that the services brief as it is currently drafted, will direct the 
independent consultant to identify safety risks for which Auckland Transport have 
already designed the solutions.  


7. Having had a few days to think about it we now realise that the crash analysis of Mission 
Bay area over the last few years confirms that Vision Zero has already been achieved 
in Mission Bay. There have been no deaths on the roads in the area over the last five 
year review period from 2013-2017. 


8. The only serious injury was in fact late at night and due to poor lighting which none of 
the proposed changes would alleviate. 


9.  During busy times the traffic speed in Mission Bay is significantly lower than the posted 
speed limit and we understand this has been borne out in recent surveys. In fact the 
average speed in both directions on Tamaki Drive and the number of vehicle 
movements, as advised by AT, have both reduced over the same five year review 
period.  
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10. Having regard to these factors we consider that the scope of work required should be 
amended to give the independent consultant scope to utilise the best method, in their 
professional opinion, for reviewing the safety aspects of the Roading network in Mission 
Bay.  


11. If the independent consultant's professional view were that the Safe Systems 
Assessment Framework is the best tool for reviewing the safety aspects of Mission Bay, 
then they should have the scope to carry out their own assessment rather than relying 
on Auckland Transport's assessment. The Safe System score provided by AT doesn't 
mean much without knowing how it was arrived at.  


12. The scope should also be amended to require that the consultant identify specific issues 
that need to be addressed, along with the engineering intervention that they 
recommend to resolve that issue.  A consultant was appoint to address the safety 
issues within Mission Bay. 


 


 Mission Bay Residents Association 


We are a bit disappointed with the Brief, which is heavy on background and light on scope of 
work, and the background strongly guides the consultant towards predetermined outcomes 
such as 30km/hr speed restrictions and engineering improvements.  Our detailed comments 
are below: 


1. The purpose of the contract as we understand it is to identify any excessively high risk 
elements in the existing roading network.  It would then be up to the working group to 
determine whether any of these met the threshold for requiring engineering or other 
improvements, and if so, what these improvements might be. The brief as proposed 
requires the consultant to decide whether engineering treatments are required.  We 
believe the consultant should simply be required to identify those elements with the highest 
risk of serious harm.  


2. Further, the brief requires this decision to be made on the basis of achieving “‘Vision Zero’ 
or a ‘transport network free from harm’”.  We can tell you right now that to achieve a 
network free from harm, engineering treatments would be required on every road in 
Auckland, and vehicles would have to be banned.  This is clearly impractical for many 
reasons, not least the finite budget available.  Surely the issue is a matter of determining 
relative risk so that those engineering interventions that can achieve the most are 
undertaken first? 


Given that Mission Bay has had no fatalities and just 1 serious harm injury which could 
have been avoided by the interventions proposed in the past five years, it seems unlikely 
that Mission Bay would feature high up the priority list for Auckland.  Despite this, it is likely 
that some engineering interventions would make sense and lower the risk of injury, and 
we are looking to the consultant to identify the highest risk areas. 


3. The background provided to the scope of work tends to guide the consultant towards a 
30km/hr speed limit.  We acknowledge the phrase ‘where the evidence supports it’, but 
the overall tone suggests that this is what will happen, and that the consultant needs to 
evaluate risks with this in mind.  The 30km/hr limit is a decision which has not yet been 
made and so it is inappropriate to take this approach.  Our understanding is that NZTA’s 
MegaMaps tool indicates that the appropriate speed for Mission Bay would be 50km/hr.  If 
so, then engineering interventions to reduce speed would not be required as the evidence 
suggests that traffic flows at speeds lower than this already.  


We suggest this be rewritten.  There should be no references to 30km/hr, just an 
appropriate speed.  There should be no references to proposed improvements, as this 
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implies improvements are required, which we will not know until after the consultant has 
reviewed the data. 


4. We object strongly to the statement that ‘The road environment would be changed from 
one that could be perceived as being a high speed through-route, to one where people of 
all ages and abilities feel safe crossing the road’.  It is clearly inappropriate to tell the 
consultant that Mission Bay roads are viewed as ‘high speed through routes’ as a starting 
point for their review of the data.  Their job is to review the data, including current speed 
data, and come to conclusions about how the roads are used and what the risks are.  The 
data may well suggest that Tamaki Drive is currently viewed as a slow speed through-
route, and other roads as very slow residential connectors, and so trying to prime the 
consultant to start from an assumption that these are ‘high speed through-routes’ is poor 
practice. 


5. We note the 3 goals of the Speed Management project. These goals completely ignore 
the undeniable fact that Tamaki Drive is the major commuter road for the eastern 
suburbs.  Consideration must be given to this function as well as improving safety and 
connectivity and following an NZTA rulebook.  This is not relevant to the consultant’s work, 
but if it is worth providing the 3 goals as background, then surely it is worth also having a 
goal of improving commuter experience. 
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From: Hayley King <Hayley.King@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>  
Sent: Monday, 1 July 2019 10:12 a.m. 
To: Lorna Stewart (AT) <Lorna.Stewart@at.govt.nz>; Bruce Thomas (AT) 
<Bruce.Thomas@at.govt.nz>; Maureen Koch <Maureen.Koch@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> 
Cc: Lucia Davis <Lucia.Davis@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Suzanne Weld 
<Suzanne.Weld@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Adam Milina <Adam.Milina@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> 
Subject: FW: Youth Representation on Mission Bay and St Heliers Safety Improvement Working 
Parties 


Hi Both, 


Can you please provide a response from AT for Maureen to reply to  on behalf of the local 
board? 


From: RES Local Board Orakei  
Sent: Friday, 28 June 2019 4:40 PM 
To: Lucia Davis <Lucia.Davis@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> 
Cc: Suzanne Weld <Suzanne.Weld@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz>; Hayley King 
<Hayley.King@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> 
Subject: FW: Youth Representation on Mission Bay and St Heliers Safety Improvement Working 
Parties 


Hi Lucia 


Forwarding the email below from , who attended the Amplify event today. 


Kind regards 
Maureen 


From:   
Sent: Friday, 28 June 2019 2:19 PM 
To: RES Local Board Orakei <OrakeiLocalBoard@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> 
Subject: Youth Representation on Mission Bay and St Heliers Safety Improvement Working Parties 


28 June 2019 


To whom it may concern, 


I recently attended the Amplify youth workshop organised by the Orakei Local Board. This was a 


great opportunity to hear the views held by the youth of this community, including myself. Hopefully 


as a result of this event, in the future, a greater youth voice will be heard and considered on various 


community issues. 


Unfortunately, there is a lack of youth representation on present issues in the community. One 


specific issue that many youth hold a strong view on is the recently proposed AT Safety 


Improvements at St Heliers and Mission Bay. A youth perspective is not present in the discussions 


surrounding these proposals and is particularly lacking on the working parties which have been set-


up to discuss these.  


I strongly believe that this is a matter of significant importance to the youth in our community who 


use the footpaths and roads, whether that be through walking, scootering, biking, using the bus, or 


driving. This significant segment of the community is not being considered by the community 
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throughout the discussion of these changes and thus the outcome of the project will not be fit for 


purpose in meeting our needs.  


I would like to see a member of the youth community present on both these working parties to 


ensure our views and ideas are being considered in a formal context. This is a great opportunity to 


start listening to youth matters and views in our community. 


I would like to put myself forward for this, as I have put my name forward to be part of the new 


Orakei Local Board youth representation group and I have been following this matter with a deep 


interest. Should I have a role in the youth representation group, I will be able to utilise this to ensure 


the message of our group, representing the youth of our community, is heard and feedback is 


exchanged. However, because the youth committee is not being established until the end of next 


month and these working parties are addressing an immediate, ongoing issue, there needs to be 


some immediate steps taken to include youth representation on these groups.  


I trust my concerns and suggestions are considered by the board and appropriate action is taken to 


ensure there is some youth representation on the Mission Bay and St Heliers working parties and to 


ensure our issues and considerations are being heard in the community. 


  


Yours Sincerely, 


 


 
 


 


CAUTION: This email message and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and may be LEGALLY 


PRIVILEGED. If you are not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or attachments is strictly 


prohibited. If you have received this email message in error please notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message 


and attachments. We do not accept responsibility for any viruses or similar carried with our email, or any effects our email may 


have on the recipient computer system or network. Any views expressed in this email may be those of the individual sender 


and may not necessarily reflect the views of Council. 


 









