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1 Cycleway falls away from kerb
| n | ,  Drainage channel provided outside of path and connected
{ Yoo LY | k. __ to existing network

Why cycling?

Enable mode shift to reduce congestion,
emissions, and parking demand. Improve
public health and equity by providing
affordable transport options.

Project vision and goals
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CROSSING AND REMOVAL OF EXISTING TRAFFIC ISLAND
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= === Cyclable streets

Kelston-New Lynn Cycle Focus Area Project
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- Repurposed existing road space poposcliifell @ » Several mature trees “ ! 77
- Avoided full corridor reconstruction Route: New Lynn Centre 7 iLimited width.efliserm |

- Balanced needs of all users
- Coordinated across technical disciplines

and stakeholders S
- Something better than nothing Delivered within the ‘Scheme: ] Retained and tied into existing
existing road reserve d Weaved the path around trees footpath
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Early identification and resolution of constraints | Kerb realignments | Corridor space
reallocation | Vertical + horizontal alignment design | Prioritisation calls with the client

v Connected, rideable network v Works within constrained urban corridors
v No large-scale land acquisition v Replicable approach for other NZ centres
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