Sydenham Master Plan 2011

From: http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/AllCommsStuff/SuburbanCentresProgramme/DraftSydenhamMasterPlanMain.pdf 
PDF pagination, emphasis added. Actual quotes in “”. 

Congratulations to CCC for going beyond what central government’s quake recovery legislation requires and undertaking a planned approach to redeveloping Christchurch.

Taking advantage of the opportunity to rebuild Christchurch intelligently is greatly appreciated. Increasing public participation and making the process transparent and inclusive can allow all of Christchurch to contribute and to benefit.

This Plan offers some really nice attractive improvements for a renewed Sydenham. It seeks to provide an urban shopping area with slowed traffic, on street parking, green spaces, pedestrian friendly amenities, likely widened footpaths and public spaces well integrated into the commercial activity of the area. 
As with the Central City Rebuild Plan cycling comes off as almost an afterthought. People on cycles will be left to jockey for position in narrowed traffic lanes with out cycle lanes. Cycle parking appears to be sequestered to a single location. 
This plan sees people primarily in cars while seeking to reduce congestion by encouraging public transport. Colombo remains a major arterial street to the downtown while having narrowed traffic lanes, on street parking and slowed speeds to improve safety for pedestrians meandering through a defacto ‘slowed street’ environment. 

Have Your Say’s support for improved cycling infrastructure clearly never happened. The street cross section on page 57 shows narrowed lanes, on street parking, lots of pedestrians and no cycles or provision for cycles. 

The plan should consider a re allocation of the existing 20 metre street width to an undulating configuration with 3 metre foot paths, 2 metre cycle lanes and 2.5 metre parking bays alternating on each side of the road to slow traffic while providing adequate space for pedestrians, cyclists, cars and on street parking. This would require land owners to provide some frontage to the city as is already suggested on P 76 item B2. 

These notes do NOT cover all facets of the plan. Spokes is primarily a cycle focused group and that is what has been reviewed. 

P 6 Whys and whats of a master plan. Surprisingly transport is not among the planning issues mentioned here. One of the rationales is to provide flexibility for the unforeseen demands of the future. Planning for the likelihood of increased energy costs and the practicality of cycling seems to have escaped notice. 
P 7 This plan, while created by CCC, is, like the Central City Rebuild plan, ultimately under CERA. This can be good if CERA is willing to use its special powers to help enable the plan to succeed. It could be bad if CERA decides to allow business as usual developer’s decide type development. Once Gerry Brownlee releases the final Central City Rebuild Plan sometime in January we will have an indication of what to expect. 
P 8 Documents and guides which were consulted to form the plan
P 9 Recovery Planning Principles  
Under Movement cycling receives a brief mention as part of active transport which is headlined by public transport. That public transport is not actually active transport is a boundary planners seem intent on blurring so as to claim an active transport component to plans heavily focused on public transport. 

Accessibility seeks to find a balance for all road users. It is difficult to see how relegating cyclists to jockeying with cars achieves this.

Parking is a specific principle to encourage people to stop and spend. Spokes needs to emphasize that this includes cycle parking.
Resource sustainability is among the principles. This plan does little to reduce energy consumption or air pollution, two stated goals. 

Lifestyles seeks to improve opportunities for exercise and for cycling. Spokes needs to emphasize that the lack of cycle lanes and parking fails to provide these opportunities. 

Spokes needs to emphasise that Building Social and Community Capital and Resilience is better supported by Active Transport and  Public Transport than by catering to cars. 

P 11 Vision
The accessible for all section emphasises that all modes; cars, busses, pedestrians will be accommodated. It goes on to assure that on street parking, a safe pedestrian environment and convenient public transport will be provided. Cycling is not mentioned directly, but more people will arrive by active transport. (Bear in mind that active transport is conflated with public transport in this plan. Cycling is not specifically mentioned, let alone given commitments.)

P 12 Master Plan goals
1. Prosperous Rebuild

2. Well managed transport access
3. Active Transport – Pedestrians  (Cycle improvements are the M 4 detailed later as primarily a single cycle park somewhere)

4. Greening

5. Restoring Social Hubs

6. Telling the Story

7. Living Environments (Housing)

8. Enabling Transformation (Helping landowners to build)

P 14   “Master Plan Actions”    This graphic appears to indicate that the bulk of cycle parking is to be in a single location.
P 15 Place, background on Sydenham
P 20 Consultation and Planning  Some has already taken place with community groups and the community
P 21-3 Outcomes of community engagement. Cycling was not mentioned by the community. 
P 24 Master Plan Actions  How to read this plan.

P 26 “Economy Actions”

P 28 ‘Movement Actions’ wherein we here about cars, Public Transport (PT) and concerns for pedestrian safety in crossing major streets. 
On cycling this is it: “There are currently cycle lanes on Colombo Street, however, these are in poor condition. There are further opportunities to look at how all modes of transport can use the corridor safely.” 

Immediately following is this: “Easy availability of car parking in Sydenham is a key attraction to current shoppers. However, a balance needs to be found between the demands for car parking and the need to create a pleasant environment for all road users. This includes areas for people to stop and pause, the provision of street trees and the creation of safer pedestrian connections. Sydenham has a lot of trade generated from local industry, but it also relies on the ability for passing traffic to stop and shop (also called the movement economy). This ability to travel through Sydenham and to park on Colombo Street needs to be balanced against the opportunity to reduce traffic speeds to enable safe pedestrian connections and to allow people to interact with activities and public amenities. 

Accommodating the needs of all users is a major challenge with a limited road width of 20 metres.”

Once again cycling is a no show in CCC planning. Parking and the ‘movement economy’ are emphasised, the internationally proven contribution cycling offers local merchants is missing. 

This is followed by calls to investigate broken into the following designations:

M1 Road Corridors, transport corridor with a view on the impacts of reducing traffic and improving PT;
M2 Parking, parking on street, side street, off street, possible pkg garage, pkg survey, restrictions;

M3 Pedestrian Improvements, pedestrian environment, safer crossings, fitting it into limited street width;

M4 Cycle Infrastructure, improvements to cycle lanes/infrastructure, pkg, park and pedal facility
M5 Colombo St. Public Realm Improvements. Unlike the first four this is not focused on a specific need but seeks to implement the previously identified actions. It proceeds from the point of completed M1 & 2 investigations identifying the needs and challenges of Colombo St. with an eye to encourage active travel. NB: Cycling and Pedestrian are implied by active travel, but no investigations are planned and no specific emphasis identified. Undefined new designs will allow vehicle, bus and cycle movement with enhanced pedestrian amenities.

There is a sidebar “Social Well Being” with principles of accessibility for all, strategic network, active transport, parking. 
P 29 Goals start with 2. What happened to 1? Goal 2 is for M1 in the first year with 2-5 to follow to year 3.  Go to page 55 Appdx 2 for details
P

P 52 Appendix 2 Movement, M1 Road Corridors    Emphasis is on traffic reduction, PT and taking advantage of quake impacts to maximise use ability of Colombo. Bus priority lanes may be scrapped. 
In the short term there will be investigations with action to be taken in the mid term.

Partners are CCC, ECan, NZTA.

P 53 M2 Parking    Nothing to happen until 2009 Parking Strategy reviewed. Then it is to remove on street parking if possible while regulating what remains, finding side street parks and possible parking garage. Parking is seen as vital for the local economy and the local businesses have been vocal in demanding on street parking. 
Investigations are scheduled in the short and long term. That’s it. 

Partners are local retailers and the community board. 

P 54 M3 Pedestrian Improvements “Improve the pedestrian environment and pedestrian safety along Colombo Street with particular attention paid to footpath widths, kerb build outs and crossing points. Focus on improving pedestrian safety near bus stop locations.” I quote this as it exemplifies a good well thought out and described synopsis. The other goals would have benefited from such. This is followed up with actions to be taken; investigations with consultation in the short term, securing and coordinating in the mid and construction in the long term. 
Partners are NZTA, ECan, land owners. Living Street Aotearoa is not listed. 

P 55 M4 Cycling. Basically extols the virtues of encouraging AT. Incentives to do this are to survey the cycle infrastructure with an eye to providing secure cycle parking and to encourage developers to supply cycle parking & showers for tenants. A cryptic mention of “Existing cycle use through and to the centre” seems to be the whole offering on how people on cycles will get to this parking. Funding (just what is being funded? Parking?) is to be in the mid term and construction is left blank. 

Partners are Community Board, cycle groups, community. (NB: Spokes has not been consulted.)
P 56 M5 Colombo Street Public Realm      Colombo Street is clearly positioned as a key arterial access to downtown. Balance between movement, parking and amenity is sought. 
No short term activities as M1 & M2 investigations flow in to the mid term to be assessed and designs made. Construction is to take place in the long term. 

Partners are CCC, ECan, Community Board, Sydenham Business & Community Assoc, Community. 

P 57 A cross section view for Colombo Street. The caption explains that many options were considered but this slow street view with wide footpaths, on street parking and narrow traffic lanes without cycle lanes is preferred. Hey, its cheap, provides on street parking and slows cars down to accommodate the on street parking access, O’ and pedestrians wandering across the street might actually survive. NB: Colombo is to remain a key arterial access and bus route to the CBD. 
P 58 Appdx 3 Natural Environment Actions  
Very conditional language of what may be undertaken, primarily by asking land owners to build back from the street. No real commitments made. A ‘vision piece’. Hope is found in the mid term where land purchases and swaps are listed. The accompanying graphics do offer some good proposals. It would be reassuring if these were offered some real commitment. 

This would be a natural opportunity to partner with local groups such as Greening the Rubble, Gap Filler and Sustainable Otatauhi. Government bodies and the business community are listed as is ‘community’. Greening the Rubble and Gap Filler are both included in creating temporary landscapes on P 65 where they are even shown as continuing to receive funding through the mid term. 

P

P 68 Apdx 4 Sections on increasing access and availability of social/educational services, postal services, Sydenham Heritage Trust, Community shuttle services for the transport challenged, landscape amenities, residential component of the area,
P  76 Item B 2 calls for landowners to offer frontage to improve the street environment. Cycling is even mentioned a bit, in passing without any specifics. Spokes and other advocacy groups need to be a part of this planning process. 
P 77 Options for changes to the B 2 and B 3 business zone rules to encourage the goals and approaches herein offered. Height limits to be applied, parking requirements to be eased, setback from the street to be increased. 
P 78 Improved more attractive and inviting streetscape seen as leading to increased rents to encourage landowners to go along with suggested plan. This brings up the concern that our current economic development model requires far more money than many of the population may have. Are we building the cities we want to live in, cities which are humane and attractive only to find that they will be primarily accessible to those with rather higher than average incomes? 
A number of possible building options are offered with parking requirement reduced and behind buildings out of site. Angled parking on side streets offered as possible means to make up for lost parks. 

P 79 Design standards for new building
