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Introduction 

As part of the high-level design of the One Network Framework (ONF) Service and 

Outcomes Performance the project team engaged with REG people to elicit 

feedback through workshops and an online survey. The exercise sought to engage 

with sector practitioners across the country to inform them about ONF 

development and elicit feedback on the prioritisation of service outcomes and 

performance measures. 

The survey was initially used as an engagement exercise for a REG leaders’ 

workshop and then developed as a stand-alone tool for use with the wider sector. 

It was presented in nine REG regional on-line workshops with the purpose of 

providing the sector with an update and seeking feedback on development to this 

point. REG people were encouraged to invite those from the wider sector who 

would likely be future users of ONF, such as planners and urban designers. The 

hour-long virtual workshops were held between 27 July 2020 and 3 August 202.  A 

total of 213 people attended and 90% of all RCA’s were represented.  

The workshop and survey exercise brought together high-level content from the 

Classification and Service Outcomes and Performance workstreams into a single 

ONF narrative. The workshop presented the background material to ONF, along 

with introduction to the Street Families, the Transport Outcomes Framework, and 

their integration into a process for deciding how service outcomes and 

performance measures could be prioritised. The survey was then outlined.  

The survey was in three parts.  

1. Information about ONF goals and principles, Street Family transport 

system categories, and the process for integrating transport outcomes to 

determine performance measures. 

2. Gathered data about respondent characteristics, including organisation 

type, based on peer groups, functions undertaken with regard to roads, 

role in the organisation with regard to roads, and the Street Family 

transport system categories they were involved with. 

3. Scenarios: participants were asked to engage with up to four scenarios 

representing a range of decision-making contexts. They were: 

a. Main street upgrade in a provincial town 

b. Rural roads with increased demand in a rural district 

c. Active transport investment in a highly urban centre 

d. Asset performance monitoring in a city  

Within each scenario: 

• A description with details of how specific project transport outcomes were 

prioritised based on local factors and the key Street Family transport 

system categories involved 

• Respondents were asked to reflect on the relative importance of 

movement and place in the scenario by moving a slider along a continuum 

between one (highly movement focused) and ten (highly place-focused).  

Where they were equally important, respondents could select the centre 

of the slider (five) 

• Respondents were provided with a matrix of Street Family system 

categories and transport outcomes. They were then asked to identify 

where measurement needed to be prioritised by selecting up to six out of 

a possible nine options 

• Having made prioritised selections, respondents were then asked to 

identify any further outcomes they deemed critical to scenario decision-

making. 

After each scenario respondents were given the option of continuing with a further 

scenario or finishing with a general, open-ended feedback section. Workshop 

participants were encouraged to complete as many of the four available scenarios 

as they were able to, and to pass on to colleagues to gain wide coverage of the 

sector. 
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Scenario descriptions are provided below with the transport outcome priorities 

and relevant Street Family system category specified. 

Main street upgrade in a provincial town (Main street upgrade) 

“This project is to upgrade the main street of a provincial town centre. It addresses 

concerns about the safety of pedestrians and vulnerable users (Outcome priority 1) 

through improvements to: 

• Footpaths 

• Pedestrian crossings 

• Shared spaces 

• Cycling infrastructure. 

Overall, this project will also contribute to an improved business environment and 

place-making which ultimately contributes to the economic prosperity (Outcome 

priority 2). 

It will incorporate green infrastructure principles (Outcome priority 3) to improve 

long-term environmental sustainability.” 

Relevant street families were: Main Streets, Civic Spaces, and Activity Streets. 

Rural roads with increased demand in a rural district (Rural roads) 

“This initiative is about prioritising network wide investment to meet increased 

demand on the network and confirming management strategies for prioritising 

day-to-day operational requirements. Increasing capacity on the network for 

agriculture and dairy movements is critical to supporting economic goals 

(Outcome priority 1). 

It needs to be balanced with maintaining community safety and wellbeing 

(Outcome priority 2) on the roads and maintaining network reliability (Outcome 

priority 3).” 

Relevant street families were: Rural Roads, Rural Connectors, and Stopping Places. 

Active transport investment in a highly urban centre (Active transport 

investment) 

“This initiative is about planning for and designing better multi-modal connectivity 

across urban area. It aims to improve the safety (Outcome priority 1) and 

accessibility (Outcome priority 2) for pedestrians, cyclists, and micro-mobility 

users throughout the city through improvements to: 

• Footpaths 

• Pedestrian crossings 

• Shared spaces 

• Cycling infrastructure. 

It needs to be incorporate green infrastructure principles (Outcome priority 3) to 

reduce the pressure on stormwater systems and adapt to increased rainfall.” 

Relevant street families were: Main Streets, Urban Connectors, and City Hubs. 

Asset performance monitoring in a city (Asset performance monitoring) 

“This initiative is about monitoring the relative performance of streets to ensure 

they are performing as expected and contribute to the overall network; and identify 

changes needed to meet future demand. Priorities are a for safe (Outcome priority 

1), reliable (Outcome priority 2) network that supports liveability and livelihoods 

for all (Outcome priority 3) in a cost-effective way.” 

Relevant street families were: Motorways/Expressways, Urban Connectors, Peri-

urban Roads. 

Results 

Who responded? 

A total of 88 responses were received between 27 July 2020 and 10 August 2020 

(Table 1) (note that a response rate was not able to be accurately calculated as the 

survey invitation was extended to an unknown number of potential respondents).  
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Table 1: Characteristics of respondents. 

Respondent characteristics n 

(total 

respondents 

= 88) 

% 

Type of 

organisation 
Highly urban 8 9.1% 

 Cities 14 15.9% 
 Provincial centres 26 29.5% 
 Rural districts 22 25.0% 
 National body 5 5.7% 
 Other 7 8.0% 

Functions 

Investing in transport 

options and 

maintenance 

48 54.5% 

 
Ensuring equitable 

outcomes and investor 

confidence 

43 48.9% 

 Optimising journey 

experiences 
31 35.2% 

 Embedding safety 

across planning process 
31 35.2% 

 Growing engagement 

and collaboration 
39 44.3% 

 

Supporting urban 

mobility and multi-

modal network 

planning 

46 52.3% 

 
Informing capital 

projects design and 

construction 

49 55.7% 

 Integrating land use and 

transport planning 
42 47.7% 

 
Guiding urban design 

and landscape 

architecture visions 

27 30.7% 

Respondent characteristics n 

(total 

respondents 

= 88) 

% 

 Other 9 10.2% 

Roles Land use planning 24 27.3% 

 Project development 

and delivery 
50 56.8% 

 Asset management 54 61.4% 
 Investment planning 38 43.2% 
 Elected representatives 4 4.5% 
 Programme reporting 29 33.0% 
 Other 7 8.0% 

Street 

Families 
National highways 31 35.2% 

 Rural connectors 60 68.2% 
 Rural roads 65 73.9% 
 Peri-urban roads 63 71.6% 
 Stopping places 51 58.0% 
 Motorways/expressways 19 21.6% 
 Urban connectors 59 67.0% 
 City hubs 38 43.2% 
 Main streets 70 79.5% 
 Activity streets 62 70.5% 
 Local streets 77 87.5% 
 Civic spaces 54 61.4% 

 

All types of organisations were represented. The largest number of respondents 

were from Provincial and Rural types of organisation, with relatively few from 

national bodies (note that national bodies were not targeted in this engagement). 

A wide range of road-related functions were reported. The most common was 

‘Informing capital projects design and construction’. Most respondents reported 

undertaking multiple functions with half reporting they undertook between four 

and seven functions. Similarly, there was reasonable representation across the 
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road-related roles. The most common reported role was ‘Asset management’. The 

Street Family system categories most commonly represented were ‘Local streets’ 

and ‘Main streets’. One third of respondents reported their work involved between 

ten and twelve system categories. 

Scenarios 

Respondents engaged with all four scenarios in the survey. The most responses 

were received for ‘Main street upgrade’ (50), followed by ‘Rural roads’ (42), then 

‘Active transport investment’ (30) and finally, ‘Asset performance monitoring’ (17). 

Almost half of respondents completed one scenario, with a third completing two. 

Just over ten percent completed three or four scenarios. 

The four scenarios were judged as having differing balances between movement 

and place. While no scenarios were heavily balanced towards place, the ‘Main 

street upgrade’ and ‘Active transport investment’ scenarios were rated as less 

movement focused than ‘Rural Roads’ and ‘Asset performance monitoring’ (Table 

2).  

Table 2: Movement-place balance. 

Scenario Mean (1 – 10)1 Standard Deviation 

Main street upgrade 4.20 1.18 

Active transport 

investment 
3.47 1.26 

Rural Roads 1.79 1.26 

Asset performance 

monitoring 
2.47 1.82 

 Where 1 represents highly movement focused and 10 represents highly place focused 

The following section describes the responses to each scenario. In the figures 

below, the transport outcomes are shown in colour for each street category, with 

the relative size of the colour block indicating an outcomes relative prioritisation 

for measurement within each street category by respondents.  
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Main street upgrade in a provincial town: 

Eighteen respondents out of fifty thought this scenario placed equal balance between movement and place, rating it at the midpoint of five on the continuum.  

Respondents prioritised measurements in line with the project outcome priorities stated in the scenario, that is, measuring the 'Healthy and safe people' outcome was 

selected by most people, followed by 'Economic prosperity', and 'Environmental sustainability. 'Environmental sustainability' in Civic Spaces selected by more respondents 

when compared with the other two street categories. 

Question 1: Based on your expert opinion, select the most important needs for performance measures by placing up to six ticks in the outcomes/street family matrix. 
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When asked to identify other outcomes deemed to be critical for measurement, more respondents selected 'Inclusive access’ in each street category as an additional priority 

than 'Resilience and security'. The ’Healthy and safe people’ outcome remained the second highest priority for measurement. 

Question 2: Given you only had six choices in the previous question and based on your opinion, are there potentially other transport outcomes that could be critical to 

measuring the performance of the project? 
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Active transport investment, highly urban centre 

Five respondents out of thirty thought this scenario placed equal balance between movement and place, rating it at the midpoint of five on the continuum. 

While respondents ranked measurement priorities for outcomes in the same order as the scenario project outcome priorities, measuring 'Environmental sustainability' was 

selected noticeably less frequently despite it being identified as a project priority outcome. 

Question 1: Based on your expert opinion, select the most important needs for performance measures by placing up to six ticks in the outcomes/street family matrix. 
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When asked to identify other outcomes deemed to be critical for measurement, 'Economic prosperity' in Main streets and City Hubs were most frequently selected but was 

less frequent in Urban connectors. While ‘Resilience and security’ was the lowest ranking priority for Main Streets and City Hubs, greater importance was placed on it for Urban 

Connectors.   

Question 2: Given you only had six choices in the previous question and based on your opinion, are there potentially other transport outcomes that could be critical to 

measuring the performance of the project? 
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Rural roads with increased demand in a rural district 

Two respondents out of forty-two thought this scenario placed equal balance between movement and place, rating it at the midpoint of five on the continuum.  

While measuring 'Economic prosperity' was stated as the top project outcome priority in the scenario, it was only rated as the top measurement priority for Rural Connectors. 

For Rural Roads and Stopping Places, Healthy and safe people were most frequently selected. Measuring 'Resilience and Security' in Rural Roads and Rural Connectors was 

selected by more than 60% of respondents, compared with 33% selecting Stopping Places. 

Question 1: Based on your expert opinion, select the most important needs for performance measures by placing up to six ticks in the outcomes/street family matrix. 
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When asked to identify other outcomes deemed to be critical for measurement, 'Inclusive access' in Stopping Places was most frequently selected, whereas ‘Economic 

prosperity’ was a higher priority for Rural Roads and Rural Connectors. 

Question 2: Given you only had six choices in the previous question and based on your opinion, are there potentially other transport outcomes that could be critical to 

measuring the performance of the project? 
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Asset performance monitoring, city 

One respondent out of seventeen thought this scenario placed equal balance between movement and place, rating it at the midpoint of five on the continuum. 

'Healthy and Safe people' was the most frequently selected measurement priority for the three street categories. Motorways and expressways were equally frequently selected 

for 'Resilience and security' with relatively few respondents selecting 'Inclusive access'. 'Inclusive access' was a higher priority for Urban connectors and Peri-urban roads. 

Question 1: Based on your expert opinion, select the most important needs for performance measures by placing up to six ticks in the outcomes/street family matrix. 
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When asked to identify other outcomes deemed to be critical for measurement, 'Economic prosperity' was selected by over 50% of respondents for Motorways and 

Expressways as well as Urban Connectors. 'Environmental sustainability' was selected as a measurement priority by over 70% of respondents for Urban Connectors and Peri-

urban roads. 

Question 2: Given you only had six choices in the previous question and based on your opinion, are there potentially other transport outcomes that could be critical to 

measuring the performance of the project? 
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Overall observations and implications 

Priorities for the measurement of outcomes appear to have some informative 

patterns when compared against the movement and place dimensions. ‘Inclusive 

access’ was more frequently prioritised in Street Family transport system 

categories with a greater place significance. For example, Motorways/Expressways 

and Urban Connectors were less frequently selected as sites for ‘Inclusive access’ 

compared to more place- focused categories such as Stopping Places and Civic 

Spaces. Conversely, ‘Resilience and security’ were more likely to be selected for 

more movement focused categories such as Urban and Rural Connectors. 

‘Economic prosperity’ followed a similar pattern but selection was less consistent 

across the sample. ‘Healthy and safe people’ was most frequently selected in all 

scenarios for (almost) all street categories. In contrast, ‘Environmental 

sustainability’ was generally less frequently selected as a priority in any category 

but was consistently a priority for rural Street Family system categories. While not 

a high priority in the scenarios it was frequently selected as an additional 

measurement need, indicating its overall importance. It may be that both ‘Healthy 

and safe people’ and ‘Environmental sustainabilty’ are seen as relatively pervasive 

outcomes across all road categories, but with differing degrees of criticality. 

Workshop and survey open feedback 

Workshop and survey participants were invited to provide general comments on 

ONF and the proposed measurement approach. 

Issues to resolve include: 

• Incorporating time of day, week, or year where categories change 

significantly in their use 

• Incorporating multiple modes, especially where there may be differing 

movement and place scales 

• Being able to equivalize mode volumes appropriately 

• Balancing pragmatic 'blur' when determining categories with the need for 

consistent reliability and validity in measurement across the country and 

over time 

• Incorporating local priorities, features and values into a national system. 

Clarification needs were identified in several areas. 

Local or national scale? 

Questions arose about the scale of movement and place between local and 

national contexts. For example, would a small rural town have a city hub? Clarity 

on the ONF as a national-scale tool needs to be balanced with the need for 

organisations to provide sufficient granularity between system categories at local 

levels.  

Qualitative and quantitative approaches? 

Given the wide range of roles identified as ONF users, guidance will be needed to 

help different disciplines engage with the process. For example, some may prefer 

movement and place numbers over a category description. While the Street Family 

classification is proposed to be a qualitative process, some users will require more 

detailed parameters to aid decision-making. Pictures were useful to convey 

categories and could be supported with guidance on visual cues within images. 

Local examples were also suggested as a means of translating ONF to local 

conditions. 

Urban and rural definitions 

Traffic speed has traditionally been used to distinguish between urban and rural 

roads. However, speed management reviews now mean that new definitions are 

being developed that incorporate land use and other relevant factors. For example, 

Statistics New Zealand urban/rural classifications are based on commuting 

patterns and the relationship between urban centres and rural areas. 

The value of ONF in relation to existing frameworks 

Some organisations have existing frameworks for classifying roads and streets that 

incorporate movement and place, raising questions about the value for 
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organisations of engaging with ONF. Guidance could be provided on assessing 

alignment to increase efficiency for when ONF is needed for funding decisions. 

Further investigation may be needed to idenitfy and address any significant 

contradictions or disagreement between frameworks where appropriate. 

Conclusions 

The high level of engagement with the workshops and survey indicates good 

willingness within the sector to contribute to the ongoing development of the ONF. 

While participants were challenged to interpret the workshop and survey material 

at face value (that is, on the basis of photos and short descriptive phrases 

describing the Street Families and transport outcomes) their responses suggest the 

Framework has a valid conceptual logic able to be applied by real world 

practitioners to hypothetical settings.   Further testing on case studies will tease 

out the detail of applying ONF to a wider, more complex and comprehensive set of 

examples. An important aspect of this further investigation will be developing more 

comprehensive descriptions of the transport outcomes and street families to aid 

consistent measurement across the country and over time. 

Measurement priorities appear to be an interaction between the outcome and the 

transport system category. ‘Healthy and safe people’ was consistently the most 

commonly selected outcome for measurement regardless of the category. On the 

other hand, ‘Environmental sustainability’ was generally lower ranked, even when 

identified as a high project outcome priority. It may be that ‘Environmental 

sustainability’ is seen as an underlying pervasive outcome compared to a more 

urgent, overt outcome such as health. Given the continued national policy shift 

towards environmental sustainability, thought can be given to how to keep 

sustainability at the forefront of service outcomes and performance measures to 

ensure it is valued accordingly. 

Overall, the pattern of survey responses makes sense, suggesting respondents 

were able to target their limited ‘measurement resources’ in a reasonable way. 

That is, there were clear distinctions between outcomes within each category that 

can be explained by the relative place or movement focus of a scenario. While there 

was no obvious indication that, for example, ‘Resilience and security’ would not 

need to be measured for Stopping Place, it may be less likely unless there was 

something specific in the project that signalled a resilience priority (for example, if 

it were identified as a gathering and information point in an emergency). System 

categories with both strong place and movement functions are likely to require 

more comprehensive measurement across a wider range of outcomes than those 

that are more targeted.  

To reduce the potential burden on ONF users, case studies can help develop a clear 

ONF service outcomes and performance process to guide users through to a 

bespoke suite that is both efficient and sufficient for the project at hand and also 

meets national reporting needs.  



  

 

One Network Framework – Service Outcomes and Performance Survey 16 

Appendix A: Open-ended responses 

Is there any other feedback you would like to add about prioritising areas of 

ONF performance measurement? 

Open-Ended Response 

I'm very concerned that "Movement" and "Place" are posed as being on a 

spectrum.  It would not be a place without access and it would not need access 

without it being a place (i.e. having demand).  The fact that a spectrum is being 

used indicates to me that there is not a clear understanding of place or 

movement in developing the ONF.    The variety of road types are confusing, 

While it may be reflective of the wide variety of corridor types, the point of a 

framework is to simplify a system, the ONF should go further to achieving this.  

Not quite sure what this was all about! 

1. Page 3 of 4 and page 4 very poorly constructed, unclear what is being asked 

and unclear whether the right result will be captured.  

 2. Provide a key for unexplained acronyms or write them in full rather than 

assume all participants will be familiar with your particular form of jargon 3.  I 

selected the rural roading option and found it appeared to put rural roading into 

a one size fits all box.  I live as a consultant land use planner on a rural connector 

and can categorically state that it takes more commuter and tourist traffic than 

it does any type of farming traffic (or rural commercial service traffic for that 

matter) and so the categories made little sense to me unless I ignored the fact 

that these categorised roads do not always reflect reality.   

Please use numbers to indicate Movement and Place values (e.g. M2/P3) - this is 

much easier to understand than "Urban Connector" etc  

Definitely inclusive access and creating places and streets for people and 

actually doing it, not just paying lip service to the vision. 

Seems a strange test. Given the scenario specified the priorities in order of 

importance how could we distribute our considerations in any order other than 

that which was provided? Very little choice in the answering if applying this 

framework really. 

What about taking the economic value of a road putting in the equation?  

It's good to have this guidance but inevitably there will be local constraints to 

take into account. The old design adage 'form follows function' should be 

applied - we need to get the movement space safe and accessible and then fit 

the urban amenity around it, acknowledging this is all done in a context of 

public/political acceptability and affordability. 

I feel the reducing harm aspects of the framework are too vague.   

Making sure that performance measures can be flexible and adaptable to 

account for different demands at different times, e.g. commuter peaks, holiday 

traffic. 

Really good questions. Not sure I knew what you were on about for the projects 

part of it. 

Some areas function differently at different times of day, days of the week, times 

of the year. If we're getting more focused on certain areas it could be limiting 

them to the existing 'place' function and not factoring in other functions of the 

street/area.  

There is such a large differential and I can't see how large urban centres are to 

be balance against the rural networks. Based on Urban high frequency low 

speed vs Rural low frequency high speed. It needs to be a balanced conversation 

with rural typically having the largest gap in LOS currently. 



 

 

 




