For the purpose of this analysis all criteria have been weighted equally to determine the best option. However it may be that some of the criteria are more important to the development of the precinct than others. In which case a determination of the weightings of each of the criteria would need to be made and further analysis undertaken.
When all the criteria are combined model 6 was rated as the preferred option and model 3 as the least preferred option
. 
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Each of the criteria is present separately below.

Option 6 was thought to be best option in terms of the local residential street connectivity and discouraging rat runs.
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Option 6 was thought to be the best option with regard to traffic speeds and columns being managed to suit the local needs.
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Option 6 was thought to be the best option with regard to delivering an accessible safe walkable precinct

[image: image4.emf]C3 Accessible safe walkable precinct

3.54

5.00

3.23

3.43

4.36

7.45

5.80

4.79

4.75

4.78

4.23

4.21

4.14

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Option 6

Option 6a

Option 7

Option 7a

Option 7b

Option 8

Option 8a

Option 8b

Mean Score


Option 6 was not thought to deliver accessibility into and around the precinct for vehicles (both residents and visitors). Model 8 was thought to be the better model on this criteria however models 8a, 8b, 1 and 2 all scored highly on this criteria
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Option 6 was thought to deliver improved amenity in the precinct. 
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Option 6, option 4, option 8,8a and 8b were all thought to offer high quality streetscapes.
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Option 1 was thought to be the most easily staged for timely development, as were options 4 and 5. Option 8 and 8a were not thought to be so easily staged for development.
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Option 8b, 8a and option 2 were thought more likely to preserve and enhance economic value of the existing community.
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Option 5 and option 4 were thought more likely to preserve and enhance economic value of the existing business. Option 6 was also rated highly
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EC3  Preserve or enhance the economic value of existing businesses 


Option 1 and option 2 were given the highest rating for cost of the option. Option 6 was also rated highly.
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� Option 6b and 9 were not included in the analysis as too few respondents rated the options.








