Assessment Scale 1 (low) to 7 (high)

Retail Quarter: MCA Assessment
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Assessment undertaken by Project team staff from City Development and Transportation teams on 12 October 2020

"Was measured as “supports Council’s desired plan and movement framework” meaning score based on ability to reduce vehicle access. Suggest change measurement to
ability to create space for amenity features (road space allocation for place-making)

i Options that provide for 2 way traffic movement will score higher based on this criterion

i ‘discarded’ criteria were generally considered to be ‘double-counting’

v Change measurement from qualitative and focus on vehicle accesses with access and egress onto George to accessibility (transport) modelling to car parking buildings

v Cost and Difficulty in changing use for movement (for example 2-way to 1way etc)

Vi Could measure based on CCAG results (but what’s indicated is in house assessment is very similar and maybe better to just keep as possible vs difficult)



