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N1 - NORTH EAST ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT) 
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N2A – CENTRAL ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT) 
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N2B – CENTRAL ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT) 
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N3A – GOLDEN MILE (BRT/LRT)
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N3B – GOLDEN MILE (BRT/LRT)
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N4A – NORTH WEST ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT)
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N4B – NORTH WEST ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT)
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N4C – NORTH WEST ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT)
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N5A – SOUTH WEST ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT)
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N5B – SOUTH WEST ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT)
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N5C – SOUTH WEST ALIGNMENT (BRT/LRT)
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S1- HATAITAI TUNNEL
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S2 - CONSTABLE STREET 
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S3- MT VICTORIA TUNNEL 
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S4 - ZOO TO COUTTS
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AP1 - KILBIRNIE TO AIRPORT (SH1) 
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AP2 - KILBIRNIE TO AIRPORT (TUNNEL)  
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MULTI-CRITERIA ANALYSIS 



Wellington PTSS - MCA Evaluation
BRT Options

Tier 1

Objective

Tier 2

Assessment Criteria
Measure Investment Objective N1 N2A N2B N3A N3B N4C N4A N4B N5A N5B N5C S1 S2 S3 S4 AP1 AP2 Explanation of assessment

Pedestrian levels of service - delay at specified locations, 

capacity/density
+ + + + + + + + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 0

We assumed similar implications for LRT and BRT. we considered the accessibility across the corridor and preferred not cutting off waterfront 

connection, - or less if there is an impenetrable section of the route. +. ++, +++ if bringing people closer to the city centre, without blocking certain 

talking paths - closer to the centre, the better. LRT scored slightly higher in the city as it fundamentally provides a safer streetscape for pedestrians - 

as the control systems and design can be more readily incorporate into shared CBD streets. 

Quality of the urban environment
Space reallocated from motorised vehicles to people 

(including to greenspace)
++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + + + + + + - 0 - - 0 0

More points awarded for reclaiming the road space for BRT/LRT use - assumed more space for pedestrians/people. Note Kent Terrace / Cambridge 

Terrace - alignments assumed to retain the green median (due to high heritage value). If the cross-section resulted in removal of green 'avenue'-style 

cross-section, or reduces amenity for pedestrians, then results would be more negative

Impact of motorised transport in CBD Number of vehicles entering the CBD + + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++

+ or more reduces the number of people using private vehicle to access the CBD. Alignments closer to CBD destinations will have stronger scoring, 

than alignments that skirt the CBD. Southern and airport sections discourage the use of taxis between airport and CBD (provides a cheaper 

alternative), reducing taxi's and other vehicle activity

Impacts on natural environment
CO2 emissions, local ambient air quality, noise and vibration, 

impact on green space
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Electric vehicles reduce emissions - therefore reduction in car travel from higher use of electric (BRT/LRT) modes will lower CO2.  (Mode shift)

Impacts on built environment
Number / floorspace of buildings impacts in terms of 

resident and working population
- -- -- -- -- - - - -- -- -- -- -- - -- - -

Assessing the risks - how many constraints exist on the corridor. All routes go through Basin Reserve, with some required to go through other 

constraints. Routes further away from the CBD will likely have fewer built environment impact. Range of scoring is --- to 0 as there will be no positive 

impacts. 

Travel time and delay (Passenger Transport) ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +++
a positive score is equivalent to reduction in travel time and delay. BRT has an additional + because it will operate at higher frequency. LRT is reliable 

but the frequency is lower (higher capacity). The more direct the route, the better the score (reduced TT)

Travel time variability (all modes) 0 + 0 + 0 + + + + + + ++ ++ ++ ++ + 0
Improvement based on higher PT mode share (higher use of Mass Transit reduces congestion). Higher score for LRT routes in CBD as LRT would be 

afforded higher priority in traffic signal systems, and buses delayed by signals and stop dwell time. BRT higher on southern section as could operate at 

potentially higher speeds on sections that are not straight. Where LRT or BRT share road with traffic, then would be lower. 

Accessibility: Households within 30 minutes of CBD + ++ + ++ + + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + + ++ ++ ++ +

This was judged in favour of routes going through the CBD, which would reduce the final distance for the passenger from the stop to their 

destination. For routes going around the CBD, the final leg of the journey would require walking/cycling as another mode, and would increase journey 

time to the CBD because of this (therefore, reducing the distance that can be travelled within 30 minutes of the CBD).  In addition, routes serving 

more houses outside of the existing 30 minute radius would also score higher. 

Constistency with Urban Growth Plan 

and Wellington Regional Strategy
Qualitative Assessment + + + + + ++ ++ +++ ++ ++ ++ 0 + + ++ 0 0 Alignments which support urban intensification (routes through areas planned for intensification, e.g. Te Aro, Kilbirnie), support walking, improve 

resilience or respond to unplanned incidents

People throughput on major corridors ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++
Routes aligned with hgiher density areas, or central to residential areas, following existing corridors, particularly those routes through the centre of 

the CBD - increases the catchment of people who could use the PT spine. 

Change in goods and service access to CBD (time and space) 0 - - - - 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Need to promote access to city for freight/delivery/postal.  BRT & LRT reduces the access for service traffic. Routes within core of CBD have more 

negative impact than those on CBD fringes. Outer alignments have no impact. 

Reliability and access to and from the 

airport, hospital, and port

Accessibility: Households within 30 minutes of key 

destinations
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + ++ ++ +++ ++

Increasing the catchment of people who could use Mass Transit through route alignment, and also reducing travel time by separation of mode- note 

that this is not including those already within 30 mins.

Transport demand spread across the 

day
Proportion of trips made during peak periods + + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + + + 0 0

Can the PT support intensifcation and sustainable living (indirect impacts), maximum score of '+' or '-' as this is an indirect effect, highly variable. 

Mode share (non car driver) + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++ +++ +++
Generally high frequency reliable PT will influence mode shift - all '+' or above. Then if route goes through high desnity areas, or centrally through the 

CBD (larger catchment of people) then higher score. 

Pedestrian mode share + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++ ++ ++ Similar reasoning to Mode Share (overall) - also relies on quality of pedestrian routes, interchanges, and location of PT route to be within reasonable 

walking distances to origins and destinations. (all '++')

Public transport mode share + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++ +++ +++
Similar reasoning to Mode Share (overall) - also relies on quality of interchanges, and location of PT route to be within reasonable walking distances 

to origins and destinations. (all '++')

Number of people within 30 mins of CBD by PT

Encourage greater land use development 

in and around the Wellington CBD by 

contributing to a significant increase in 

predicted population growth

+ ++ + ++ + + + + ++ ++ ++ + + ++ ++ ++ ++

This was judged in favour of routes going through the CBD, which would reduce the final distance for the passenger from the stop to their 

destination. For routes going around the CBD, the final leg of the journey would require walking/cycling as another mode, and would increase journey 

time to the CBD because of this (therefore, reducing the distance that can be travelled within 30 minutes of the CBD).  In addition, routes serving 

more houses outside of the existing 30 minute radius would also score higher. 

Safety for pedestrians and cyclists (crash by severity) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0
Depedent on crossing points with pedestrians and cyclists. All LRT routes would provide a positive experience for pedestrians when considering LRT, 

which has better control systems, and requires fewer vehicles than BRT - able to be integrated  safely into shared spaces. Routes through suburban 

areas and on major road corridors will provide increase pedestrian safety through crossings and reclaimation of road space. BRT not expected to 

improve safety in comparison to LRT, with exception to SH1 to the airport - corridor infrastructure would provide safer crossing points. 

Total casulties by severity and by mode 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0
As above.

Availability of alternative routes in case of disruption - - - - - - - - - - - + 0 + + 0 +
The number of alternative road corridors available - BRT scores more positively than LRT due to flexibility of route choice in the instance of 

unplanned events. 

Availability of the transport system (the ability to react to 

short term unplanned events)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + Responding to unplanned events - assumed that light rail is more vulnerable due to the limitations of route choice, and rigidity of infrastructure. LRT 

would be '0'. BRT is less vulnerable, more flexible. Would be '+'.

Mitigation of identified resilience issues on major corridors + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

LRT is mostly 0, BRT is +. BRT provides and additional level of flexibility and adaptability. LRT is low resilience due to rigidity of infrastructure. Some 

routes provides an alternative that was not there before (e.g. tunnel), thus would be positive. Some routes reduce the congestion on alternative 

roues. 

Adaptability and flexibility to cope with 

future uncertainty and technologies

Qualitative assessment of risk of stranded investment in case 

of:

-Sea level rise, new vehicle technologies, Alternative growth 

futures

+ + + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 + 0
LRT is not flexible and high cost, longer and more risky construction timeframes, BRT will be higher score as it has greater flexibility and shorter 

construction/implementation timeframes.

Consentability
Qualitative assessment: risk that consents will be difficult to 

obtain
- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - -- -- -- --- - ---

Routes aligned through the CBD will have more complex consenting requirements, and higher risk of lengthy investigation/review/approval phase. 

Routes along existing wide road corridors likely to require less time/be less risky within consenting timeframe. LRT and BRT expected to require 

similar land take - key issue for consenting. Airport surface route very low risk.

How straightforward is it to implement this alternative ? -- -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - --- -- --- --- -- --- Tunnels, and alignments through middle of CBD or Aiport will be more dififcult, less straightforward. Surface options will receive lower '-' score. LRT is 

generally more complex ('--') than BRT ('-'). S2 scores '---' for LRT as the winding road is expected to require re-alignment or widening for LRT.

Disruption during construction . -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- ---
LRT construction expected to create more disruptions than BRT, because of more infrastructure changes. More disruption around the airport, more 

so than other places. 

Ability to convert to LRT -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
LRT already in existence - will receive '0' score. BRT needs alternative routes during conversion, and intensive deconstruction then construction  '--' or 

'---'

System Integration Wider transport system effects ++ ++ ++ +++ +++ +++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +++ ++ +++ +++ +++ +++ LRT is slightly more limited, geographically, due to system requirements than BRT, and while integration would be similar, the flexibility and ability for 

BRT to continue onto other destinations is greater. Increased use of PT will improve transport system overall. 

Timeframe Timeframe to implement -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --- --- -- ---
Generally the schemes with higher complexity will require more time to implement - e.g. tunnels, airport route, areas of high constraint. All score 

negatively. 

Capital cost Estimated capital cost (NPV $2017) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --- --- -- --- LRT is more expensive than BRT, thought both are high cost. Tunnel options will also cost significantly more than surface options. There may also be 

higher costs associated with CBD alignments, though not noted in the MCA as difficult to differentiate. All score negatively. 

Operational cost Estimated ongoing operating cost (NPV $2017) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --- --- -- ---
Higher costs associated with tunnels. All score negatively. LRT and BRT have similar operating cost. 

Financial Can capital costs be funded? -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --- --- -- ---
Similar to Estimate Capital cost - the higher the cost, more difficult to justify or afford. 

Total of average score per Tier 1 Criteria -0.06 0.36 -0.50 0.56 -0.30 -0.05 -0.30 -0.20 -0.27 -0.37 -0.27 -0.88 -0.34 -0.17 -0.52 2.10 -0.50

Ranking (average score) 4 2 11 1 9 3 8 5 6 10 6 4 2 1 3 1 2

Preferred Alignments "Y" Y Y Y

SUMMARY

A transport system that provides 

more efficient and reliable access 

to support growth
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Walkability in the CBD and access to 

the waterfront

Journey time reliability and access to 

and from CBD

Throughput of people and goods on 

strategic corridors

A transport system that enhances 

the liveability of the central city

A transport system that reduces 

reliance on private vehicle travel

Adaptability to be able to respond and 

recover from unplanned events
A transport system that is 

adaptable to disruptions and 

future uncertainty

Implementability
Feasibility

Affordability

A transport system that improves 

safety for all users
Road Safety

BRT

Northern Section Southern Section Eastern Section

Mode share (by mode and by time of 

day)

Enhance Wellington’s liveability by 

reducing transport system impacts on the 

built and natural environment by 

contributing to a reduction of daily 

motorised vehicular movements through 

the CBD

Support economic growth and 

development by reducing timetable 

variance for all passenger transport 

services in the Wellington CBD

Steadily improve the resilience of the 

transport system by reducing the impact 

of unplanned incidents on the MTC

Enhance accessibility and social inclusion 

for the community by ensuring that most 

of the Wellington CBD and south-eastern 

suburbs are within 10 minutes’ walk of 

frequent high quality passenger transport 

services



Wellington PTSS - MCA Evaluation
LRT Options

Tier 1

Objective

Tier 2

Assessment Criteria
Measure Investment Objective N1 N2A N2B N3A N3B N4C N4A N4B N5A N5B N5C S1 S2 S3 S4 AP1 AP2 Explanation of assessment

Pedestrian levels of service - delay at specified locations, 

capacity/density
++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 0

We assumed similar implications for LRT and BRT. we considered the accessibility across the corridor and preferred not cutting off waterfront 

connection, - or less if there is an impenetrable section of the route. +. ++, +++ if bringing people closer to the city centre, without blocking certain 

talking paths - closer to the centre, the better. LRT scored slightly higher in the city as it fundamentally provides a safer streetscape for pedestrians - as 

the control systems and design can be more readily incorporate into shared CBD streets. 

Quality of the urban environment
Space reallocated from motorised vehicles to people 

(including to greenspace)
++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + + + + + + - 0 - - + +

More points awarded for reclaiming the road space for BRT/LRT use - assumed more space for pedestrians/people. Note Kent Terrace / Cambridge 

Terrace - alignments assumed to retain the green median (due to high heritage value). If the cross-section resulted in removal of green 'avenue'-style 

cross-section, or reduces amenity for pedestrians, then results would be more negative

Impact of motorised transport in CBD Number of vehicles entering the CBD + + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
+ or more reduces the number of people using private vehicle to access the CBD. Alignments closer to CBD destinations will have stronger scoring, 

than alignments that skirt the CBD. Southern and airport sections discourage the use of taxis between airport and CBD (provides a cheaper 

alternative), reducing taxi's and other vehicle activity

Impacts on natural environment
CO2 emissions, local ambient air quality, noise and 

vibration, impact on green space
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Electric vehicles reduce emissions - therefore reduction in car travel from higher use of electric (BRT/LRT) modes will lower CO2.  (Mode shift)

Impacts on built environment
Number / floorspace of buildings impacts in terms of 

resident and working population
- -- -- -- -- - - - -- -- -- -- -- - -- - -

Assessing the risks - how many constraints exist on the corridor. All routes go through Basin Reserve, with some required to go through other 

constraints. Routes further away from the CBD will likely have fewer built environment impact. Range of scoring is --- to 0 as there will be no positive 

impacts. 

Travel time and delay (Passenger Transport) + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + + + ++ + + ++
a positive score is equivalent to reduction in travel time and delay. BRT has an additional + because it will operate at higher frequency. LRT is reliable 

but the frequency is lower (higher capacity). The more direct the route, the better the score (reduced TT)

Travel time variability (all modes) + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + + + + + + 0
Improvement based on higher PT mode share (higher use of Mass Transit reduces congestion). Higher score for LRT routes in CBD as LRT would be 

afforded higher priority in traffic signal systems, and buses delayed by signals and stop dwell time. BRT higher on southern section as could operate at 

potentially higher speeds on sections that are not straight. Where LRT or BRT share road with traffic, then would be lower. 

Accessibility: Households within 30 minutes of CBD + ++ + ++ + + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + + + ++ ++ +

This was judged in favour of routes going through the CBD, which would reduce the final distance for the passenger from the stop to their destination. 

For routes going around the CBD, the final leg of the journey would require walking/cycling as another mode, and would increase journey time to the 

CBD because of this (therefore, reducing the distance that can be travelled within 30 minutes of the CBD).  In addition, routes serving more houses 

outside of the existing 30 minute radius would also score higher. 

Constistency with Urban Growth Plan 

and Wellington Regional Strategy
Qualitative Assessment + + + + + ++ ++ +++ ++ ++ ++ 0 + + ++ 0 0 Alignments which support urban intensification (routes through areas planned for intensification, e.g. Te Aro, Kilbirnie), support walking, improve 

resilience or respond to unplanned incidents

People throughput on major corridors ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++
Routes aligned with hgiher density areas, or central to residential areas, following existing corridors, particularly those routes through the centre of 

the CBD - increases the catchment of people who could use the PT spine. 

Change in goods and service access to CBD (time and space) 0 - - - - 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Need to promote access to city for freight/delivery/postal.  BRT & LRT reduces the access for service traffic. Routes within core of CBD have more 

negative impact than those on CBD fringes. Outer alignments have no impact. 

Reliability and access to and from the 

airport, hospital, and port

Accessibility: Households within 30 minutes of key 

destinations
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + ++ +++ +++ ++

Increasing the catchment of people who could use Mass Transit through route alignment, and also reducing travel time by separation of mode- note 

that this is not including those already within 30 mins.

Transport demand spread across the 

day
Proportion of trips made during peak periods + + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + + + 0 0

Can the PT support intensifcation and sustainable living (indirect impacts), maximum score of '+' or '-' as this is an indirect effect, highly variable. 

Mode share (non car driver) + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++ +++ +++
Generally high frequency reliable PT will influence mode shift - all '+' or above. Then if route goes through high desnity areas, or centrally through the 

CBD (larger catchment of people) then higher score. 

Pedestrian mode share + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++ ++ ++ Similar reasoning to Mode Share (overall) - also relies on quality of pedestrian routes, interchanges, and location of PT route to be within reasonable 

walking distances to origins and destinations. (all '++')

Public transport mode share + ++ + ++ + + + + + + + ++ + ++ ++ +++ +++
Similar reasoning to Mode Share (overall) - also relies on quality of interchanges, and location of PT route to be within reasonable walking distances 

to origins and destinations. (all '++')

Number of people within 30 mins of CBD by PT

Encourage greater land use development 

in and around the Wellington CBD by 

contributing to a significant increase in 

predicted population growth

+ ++ + ++ + + + + ++ ++ ++ + + + ++ ++ ++

This was judged in favour of routes going through the CBD, which would reduce the final distance for the passenger from the stop to their destination. 

For routes going around the CBD, the final leg of the journey would require walking/cycling as another mode, and would increase journey time to the 

CBD because of this (therefore, reducing the distance that can be travelled within 30 minutes of the CBD).  In addition, routes serving more houses 

outside of the existing 30 minute radius would also score higher. 

Safety for pedestrians and cyclists (crash by severity) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
Depedent on crossing points with pedestrians and cyclists. All LRT routes would provide a positive experience for pedestrians when considering LRT, 

which has better control systems, and requires fewer vehicles than BRT - able to be integrated  safely into shared spaces. Routes through suburban 

areas and on major road corridors will provide increase pedestrian safety through crossings and reclaimation of road space. BRT not expected to 

improve safety in comparison to LRT, with exception to SH1 to the airport - corridor infrastructure would provide safer crossing points. 

Total casulties by severity and by mode + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
As above.

Availability of alternative routes in case of disruption -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
The number of alternative road corridors available - BRT scores more positively than LRT due to flexibility of route choice in the instance of unplanned 

events. 

Availability of the transport system (the ability to react to 

short term unplanned events)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Responding to unplanned events - assumed that light rail is more vulnerable due to the limitations of route choice, and rigidity of infrastructure. LRT 

would be '0'. BRT is less vulnerable, more flexible. Would be '+'.

Mitigation of identified resilience issues on major 

corridors 
0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 +

LRT is mostly 0, BRT is +. BRT provides and additional level of flexibility and adaptability. LRT is low resilience due to rigidity of infrastructure. Some 

routes provides an alternative that was not there before (e.g. tunnel), thus would be positive. Some routes reduce the congestion on alternative 

roues. 

Adaptability and flexibility to cope 

with future uncertainty and 

technologies

Qualitative assessment of risk of stranded investment in 

case of:

-Sea level rise, new vehicle technologies, Alternative growth 

futures

0 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - - - 0 - - 0 -
LRT is not flexible and high cost, longer and more risky construction timeframes, BRT will be higher score as it has greater flexibility and shorter 

construction/implementation timeframes.

Consentability
Qualitative assessment: risk that consents will be difficult 

to obtain
- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - -- -- -- --- - --- Routes aligned through the CBD will have more complex consenting requirements, and higher risk of lengthy investigation/review/approval phase. 

Routes along existing wide road corridors likely to require less time/be less risky within consenting timeframe. LRT and BRT expected to require similar 

land take - key issue for consenting. Airport surface route very low risk.

How straightforward is it to implement this alternative ? -- -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - --- --- --- --- -- --- Tunnels, and alignments through middle of CBD or Aiport will be more dififcult, less straightforward. Surface options will receive lower '-' score. LRT is 

generally more complex ('--') than BRT ('-'). S2 scores '---' for LRT as the winding road is expected to require re-alignment or widening for LRT.

Disruption during construction . -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- ---
LRT construction expected to create more disruptions than BRT, because of more infrastructure changes. More disruption around the airport, more so 

than other places. 

Ability to convert to LRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LRT already in existence - will receive '0' score. BRT needs alternative routes during conversion, and intensive deconstruction then construction  '--' or '-

--'

System Integration Wider transport system effects + + + ++ ++ ++ + + + + + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ LRT is slightly more limited, geographically, due to system requirements than BRT, and while integration would be similar, the flexibility and ability for 

BRT to continue onto other destinations is greater. Increased use of PT will improve transport system overall. 

Timeframe Timeframe to implement -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --- --- -- ---
Generally the schemes with higher complexity will require more time to implement - e.g. tunnels, airport route, areas of high constraint. All score 

negatively. 

Capital cost Estimated capital cost (NPV $2017) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- LRT is more expensive than BRT, thought both are high cost. Tunnel options will also cost significantly more than surface options. There may also be 

higher costs associated with CBD alignments, though not noted in the MCA as difficult to differentiate. All score negatively. 

Operational cost Estimated ongoing operating cost (NPV $2017) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --- --- -- ---
Higher costs associated with tunnels. All score negatively. LRT and BRT have similar operating cost. 

Financial Can capital costs be funded? --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Similar to Estimate Capital cost - the higher the cost, more difficult to justify or afford. 

Total of average score per Tier 1 Criteria -0.12 0.65 -0.56 0.85 -0.36 -0.20 -0.60 -0.50 -0.57 -0.67 -0.57 -1.13 -0.99 -0.84 -0.92 0.70 -0.50

Ranking (average score) 3 2 7 1 5 4 10 6 8 11 8 4 3 1 2 1 2

Preferred Alignments "Y" Y Y Y

SUMMARY

A transport system that provides 

more efficient and reliable 

access to support growth
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Walkability in the CBD and access to 

the waterfront

Journey time reliability and access to 

and from CBD

Throughput of people and goods on 

strategic corridors

A transport system that 

enhances the liveability of the 

central city

A transport system that reduces 

reliance on private vehicle travel

Adaptability to be able to respond and 

recover from unplanned events
A transport system that is 

adaptable to disruptions and 

future uncertainty

Implementability
Feasibility

Affordability

A transport system that 

improves safety for all users
Road Safety

Mode share (by mode and by time of 

day)

LRT

Northern Section Southern Section Eastern Section

Enhance Wellington’s liveability by 

reducing transport system impacts on 

the built and natural environment by 

contributing to a reduction of daily 

motorised vehicular movements through 

the CBD

Support economic growth and 

development by reducing timetable 

variance for all passenger transport 

services in the Wellington CBD

Steadily improve the resilience of the 

transport system by reducing the impact 

of unplanned incidents on the MTC

Enhance accessibility and social inclusion 

for the community by ensuring that most 

of the Wellington CBD and south-eastern 

suburbs are within 10 minutes’ walk of 

frequent high quality passenger 

transport services


