CCC Estuary Plan Notes  1.11

All downloads from the Have Your Say site. 
Emphasis added via bolding/underline

Quoting from: http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/haveyoursay/AvonHeathcoteEstuaryIhutaiEstuaryEdgeMasterPlan.pdf 
“Christchurch City Council wishes to find out your views and suggestions to guide the preparation of a Master Plan for the overall future management of public land around the edges of the Avon Heathcote Estuary – Ihutai. 
The Master Plan will: 
Provide the planning framework, and set objectives, policies and actions, to enable management and development plans • to be produced for this area. 
Provide coordinated planning for the Estuary as a continuous entity and enable future activities to be managed in a way • that considers the relationships between different parts of the Estuary. 
Cover public land around the Estuary that is above Mean High Water Springs (the average high tide marks). Issues on the • water (below MHWS) may impact on the land covered by the Master Plan and also need to be considered. 
The main objectives of the Master Plan will be: 
To address public access and recreational demands. • 
To address the protection and enhancement of biodiversity of the land adjacent to the Estuary edge. •”

No actual unified plan/proposal is offered as this consultation is to frame the draft proposal. CCC offers a collection of efforts from community groups and CCC. 
Notes on documents follow

From: http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/haveyoursay/AvonHeathcoteEstuaryIhutaiEstuaryEdgeMasterPlan-McCormacksBaySteeringGroupReport.pdf 
McCormack’s Bay Steering Group Report   160 pages
P 2 intro. Estuary trust and ccc commissioned consultants and CCC provided staff time to this report. CCC also paid the author some amount. As there is an eco focus was funding based on eco needs? Clearly many professionals gave freely of their time. 

P 46 Estuary Trust hears through the media that McCormack’s Bay culvert is to be replaced and contacts council to push for better eco outcomes through showcase partnership under Local Gvt. Act. Lesley McTurk champions idea and puts Env Mgr Jane Parfitt in charge.
P 47 Jane P champions and rallies resources and connection to cmty bd. Further sets up cmty based workshops with paid impartial facilitator. (Don

Ross and Shelley Washington of the Landcare Trust. 2005)  CCC also provides assigned staff liaisons to support each of the cmty groups. 
P 49 Cmty Workshop held. Steering Group came out of consensus at workshop. NB: the essential and urgent culvert work which precipitated all of this was dealt with through minor maintenance work so that the larger replacement project could await full cmty involvement. CCC was open to this as they recognized the need for better eco mgt of the wetlands. 
P 50 CCC agreed that the McCormack’s Bay reserve mgt plan was out of date but this should not preclude the strg groups formation or implementation of its actions. The mgt plan would proceed under separate legislative mandate, but the strg group’s efforts, mainly research & reporting outcomes, could aid in this as well. 

The group saw BUS LANING was seen as a likely step for the causeway. 

P 51 The strg grp got its charter which defined it as providing research and information while advocating for the cmty on the culvert replacement project. 4 CCC staff were to provide support and attend meetings. 

(The tasks got underway and took more effort and time than anticipated)
P 148-9  Bolding added “If the original tram causeway is to be used for vehicular traffic in any way in the future, we believe that the Causeway and its walls will require a more stringent engineering assessment. We recommend that provision be made for this assessment.

The longer term forecasts and longer range planning for transport use that we

recommend might well take some account of this small acquaintance that some of us

have had with transport planning beyond Steering Group sessions. The dimensions of longer term transport planning might well be widened beyond the conventional vehicle movements per household and vehicle densities for different classes of urban streets.

Some of us don’t consider conventional buses as a very satisfactory alternative to private motor vehicles for the maritime hills, Scarborough, Richmond Hill, Clifton, Moncks Spur, where primary access from the flat to the hills is an acute problem for large vehicles such as buses and for every other hill road user in consequence. Light rail has been whimsically suggested as a solution for these south eastern suburbs and the northern side of the Causeway is apparently just made for it!

It is suggested that greater attention to the planning of settlement of the south eastern suburbs might well take precedence if traffic congestion and even gridlock is to be avoided. 

At the present time the City is facing a major bridge re-construction at

Ferrymead and in the opinion of some parties, only a world wide recession saved us

from a sustained hill housing construction boom that would have made the proposed

new traffic routes at Ferrymead inadequate. We would not like any one in Council to think that we didn’t take seriously the transport problem and opportunity that the

Causeway connection posed.

We have recommended that the new culvert be designed for the full width of the causeway so that the length of the culvert would not limit the development of the bridge site for possible vehicular use or for the installation of footpaths and ample-width cycleways on both sides of the causeway highway.

Our recommendation about transport planning is included here and not in our

recommended scenario because we found when we analysed the Causeway situation that traffic use of the Causeway had little significance to the connection that we found between culvert replacement and the physical and ecological condition and use of the Bay. The significance that traffic use had to recreational use was the hazard to kayak portaging pedestrians and cyclists. We have already recommended attention to those problems in Reserve Management Plan revision and in designing the use of the width of the causeway.” 
P 153 Bolding Added “Traffic Concerning objectives 1 and 2, we spent a lot of time early in our history but we haven’t really much to contribute. We know current use by motor-vehicles but have only impressions of cycle use. We know nothing as a Group of projected future use for motor-vehicles or for cycles. Some of us suspect that cycle use may increase even more than motor vehicles, both for recreational use and for travelling to place of work. We note that the limited width of the carriageway and cycle lane can make cycling hazardous, especially in strong winds. We are agreed that wider cycle lanes are needed on both sides of the causeway. We believe that footpaths are also desirable on both sides of the causeway, not simply on one side. 

We have made clear in our report that the use of the central culvert area for kayak training results in hazard to pedestrians especially if they are carrying a kayak. We have identified this as an area for close attention in reserve planning as well as traffic planning.

It has been made clear to us late in our session history that bus-laning is not at present under consideration for the Causeway proper. The fate of the northern or Estuary side of the causeway, at present unsealed (and unbridged at three culverts) has not been thoroughly examined, but we have generally presumed that it would be part of cycleway and footpath development. Many of us have been involved in submissions against proposals for pohutukawa planters on this space. Most of us object to its becoming a site for display of vehicles for sale. Some of us would also object to the use of bridge railingsas advertising hoardings, even for welcome home parties and local events.

Christchurch shares in a widespread problem of what to do with vacant space. The

writer fancifully imagines that this space might be kept vacant for the coming of “Light

Rail to Sumner”. This form of transport was envisaged for this route before the steam

tram, and this first part of the causeway was built so that we could have electrified trams.

Perhaps history is coming true!”
P 157-8  Interesting discussion as to the effectiveness of the CCC cmty partnership on this task. Basically it is seen as OK in spite of neither realizing how much effort and time would be required. By no means has this served as a model for other collaborations. The need for a follow on workshop is stressed. 
P 159 The final paragraph sums up what every cmty needs for partnerships to be successful. 
“There is a greater lesson which Community and Council can learn from the success of this project, despite the difficulties and hurts that were endured in sustaining it. It is the lesson of trust, trust especially in people, people in the Community and people working in Council. When the going grew rough, it was only by a renewal of personal trust in people rather than by adherence to any particular protocol that the rough going was crossed over and the project was brought through to completion. It is in the same spirit of trust in the Community and trust in the Community Board and Council that the Steering Group now commits the future of McCormack’s Bay to their acceptance of this report and the implementation of its recommendations.”

Monck’s Bay to Scarborough Beach Parks Issues and Opportunities  CCC document

From: http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/haveyoursay/AvonHeathcoteEstuaryIhutaiEstuaryEdgeMasterPlan-IssuesAndOpportunities-21July2008.pdf 

Note July 2008 date.

Some bolding added 
P 5 “The aim of this study is to review current projects, identify matters that might be considered for future projects, and establish priorities for investigation and implementation.

The starting point is to find out if there is a general consensus as to what level of service should be provided. Once consensus is reached, a master plan will be drawn to establish the framework for long term planning, improvement and management of this popular recreational asset.

It will cover the following matters:

Landscape, ecological values, and coastal and estuarine processes,

Recreational values and opportunities,

Heritage values, and opportunities for strengthening the Sumner identity,

Tenure / ownership and management issues, including bylaw enforcement,

Opportunities for upgrading of facilities and furniture, and improving circulation

and access for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists,

Maintenance issues,

How to implement the master plan, including recommendations for staging of

improvement projects and estimates of the amount of funding which will need

to be allocated to each.”

P 6 “This is a discussion paper only. At this stage the Council has made no decisions

to change current management, and the suggestions aired here do not necessarily reflect Council policy or the Council’s intentions.” It than goes on to say that policy is set via the LTCCP and this document may influence that process. 

P 8-9 How to proceed? Cater to the preference of locals for a rural feel and minimal development or cater to the hordes who visit from outside the area and desire more amenities? 
P 38 Per ‘04-‘05 user survey at Sumner beach over ¾’s felt parking at Sumner was adequate
“Attractions

Respondents were shown a list of eight features of the Sumner area and asked to

rank them. The natural environment, accessibility, sand and walkways were the

most frequently selected options. However, when ‘activities for children’ was selected

by a respondent, it was very likely to be ranked first.

Most respondents felt the area was the same as when they first visited. 24%

thought the area was better, but also 10% thought things were worse. Walkways,

cafes and shops, and facilities generally were the main reasons why Sumner had

improved . More people, traffic and dog restrictions were main reasons given for

the area being worse than when first visited.”
This same survey did not mention cycling and cycling was not volunteered by respondents. Boy racers were cited as a problem. 
P 40 “Community outcomes are those things which the community think are important

for its well being. They form the basis for planning all of the Council’s activities

and are the key drivers of the Long Term Council Community Plan.

Outcomes relevant to the planning of the Monck's Bay to Scarborough coast include:

A City of People who Value and Protect the Natural Environment

Our lifestyles reflect our commitment to guardianship of the natural environment

in and around Christchurch. We actively work to protect, enhance and restore our environment for future generations.

Everybody takes responsibility for their impact on the natural environment.

Biodiversity is restored, protected and enhanced.

We manage our city to minimise damage to the environment.

A City for Recreation, Fun and Creativity

We value leisure time and recognise that the arts, sports and other recreational

activities contribute to our economy, identity, health and well-being.

More people participate in leisure activities.

More people participate in physical and sporting activities.

Everybody is included in the creation and enjoyment of the arts..

An Attractive and Well-designed City

Christchurch has a vibrant centre, attractive neighbourhoods and well-designed

transport networks. Our lifestyles and heritage are enhanced by our urban environment.

Christchurch is attractive and well-maintained.

Our heritage is protected for future generations.

We design our city to meet current needs and future challenges..

A Healthy City

We live long, healthy and happy lives.

More people in Christchurch live healthy lifestyles.

Our city environment supports the health of the community.

A Safe City”
P 40 mentions a pending city wide activity management plan. I did a search at CCC and found no such plan, but did find that there are such plans for parks and open space. This from page 15 was of interest.  “Pedestrian and cycle paths are an integral part of the reserve design, as they connect access points and activity areas within and across the reserve. They must be accessible, convenient and safe, in accordance with CPTED. They must also comply with the Parks and Waterways Access Policy and the Equity and Access for People with Disabilities Policy.

Formed pedestrian-only paths should be between 1.5m and 2.0m wide, and paths shared by pedestrians and cyclists should be at least 2.5m wide. Increase the width to 3.0m wherever a lot of people are expected to use the path.” http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/IDS/IDS10StreetscapeReservesOpenSpaceJuly2010.pdf 
P 41   2.6.4 To ensure activities that may seek to establish on the margins of the Avon-Heathcote Estuary and Brooklands Lagoon are compatible with maintaining their natural character and ecological values of these areas, including wildlife and habitat values.

2.6.6 To maintain the stability of the coastal dune system.

2.6.7 To preserve the scenic, recreational and wildlife habitat value of the rocky coastline and headlands.
P 45 The value of current coastal walkways is cited. The following certainly speaks towards better foot, and cycle, access. 
“A more formalised walkway would not only provide significantly improved recreational

opportunities linked to our cities wider network of cycleways and paths but could also provide opportunities to better interpret this area’s rich cultural history, develop or strengthen natural ecological corridors between the coast and Port Hills environments, and provide long term sustainable solutions for the protection and enhancement of this dynamic and fragile coastal edge.”

P 48 makes clear that a master plan is still to be done. 
South New Brighton Reserves Management Plan August 2010 

Not to be reviewed for 20 years. It has been consulted upon and is a done deal.

http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/haveyoursay/AvonHeathcoteEstuaryIhutaiEstuaryEdgeMasterPlan-SouthNewBrightonReservesManagementPlan.pdf 

NB: Pagination is per PDF, not text.
P 11 Sports and recreation goals differ by tranquil or active zones within reserves. Vast bulk of reserves are either tranquil or active. “3.1.5 Enhance and add to recreation facilities in the tranquil zones only to offer opportunities consistent with quiet appreciation of the environment or facilitation of movement of people

through the area, e.g. walking and biking tracks, seating, bird hides, interpretation information, art.”
P 12 “3.1.10 Upgrade and maintain the main track through the reserves as a

shared use walking and biking track, fully accessible for people with disabilities. Secondary tracks will be less formal alternative loop routes that offer a more exploratory experience.”
P 18 Car parking is inadequate and the lots are dilapidated. 
P 27 “4.17 RECREATION

There is a small amount of conflict between track users as the existing track has not been designed for shared pedestrian and cycle use. The tracks are not designed to cater for people with disabilities. … Unapproved mountain bike dirt jumps and home made bike ramps have been created in Bligh’s Garden and Bridge Reserve. The sites currently being used are inappropriate for dirt jumps as they are located in the proposed Tranquil Zone If left uncontrolled, the creation of dirt jumps is likely to continue and may result in damage to tree roots and other environmental damage. Provision of a bike play area incorporating informal jumps is proposed in the vicinity of the children’s playground, within the Active Zone of South New Brighton Park to better cater for this activity (refer to (10) in the Indicative Development Plan on page 25.”
P 28 Under priority outcomes physical health and skill development are as close to cycling as it gets. 
P 32 Tracks “Widen and upgrade main track to meet accessibility and pedestrian and cycle shared

pathway standards, including linkages to reserve entrances and facilities. Place shared pathway signage at appropriate entry points. Construct additional shared pathway around Jellicoe Marsh to reduce cycling on the boardwalk.”
To be done in 0-3 years at a cost of $240K. Other cycle related projects are mentioned, but with time frames so far off as to be questionable. It can be assumed that the earthquake will delay these projects.
P 35 Defines Tranquil, Active, Conservation, Camp Zones. Cycling OK in all but camp. 
Scott Park Re Development Plan this is a single page drawing for the park at Main Road & Ferrymead Tce

http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/haveyoursay/AvonHeathcoteEstuaryIhutaiEstuaryEdgeMasterPlan-ScottParkDevelopmentConceptPlan.pdf 
No cycle infrastructure indicated at any point. The path along the water’s edge is not designated as shared; its width is not indicated. New car parking is provided. No cycle parking is indicated. 

