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Thanks to all those who put this Regional Land Transport Strategy (RLTS) together. Their efforts are to be commended. There are different ‘voices’ in this document which likely reflect the discussion and compromise which led  to a plan agreeable to all. 
An example of this discussion, and where if finally led, is the realistic acknowledgement that the private motor vehicle is the dominant mode and that the roading system in support of it is the main transport network. That it will still be so over the 30 year life of this plan and so should be the main focus is highly debatable. Yet, this is what is stated and what this strategy inevitably implements. 
It is good to see active transport (AT) featured in the opening text. It is unfortunate, and telling of who prevailed in the creation of this plan, that its importance is not featured and its roll all but wholly absent until late in the strategy implementation. Even then, it receives less attention, and far less funding, than its practitioners and vital role warrant. 
As in the last RLTS we have wonderfully enlightened transportation planning and acknowledgement of the vital and cost effective role AT must play to meet our transport needs, while leaving it for later. Not even the opportunities brought on by major earthquakes have been sufficient to bring it to prominence. 
In submitting to ECan Spokes has been regularly reminded that ECan must work with the Territorial Local Authorities (TLA’s) or local councils and attempt to influence their actions. The Regional Policy Statement and RLTS are attempts at setting the course. Spokes has responded that ECan must ‘institutionalize’ policy by hiring, cultivating and empowering professional staff willing to champion policy to provide TLA’s with the resources and rationale for following the agreed upon course. It is not enough to write a forward looking plan based on best practices. Entrenched habits and economic networks are highly resistant to change. 

ECan staff providing much of the ‘grunt work’ to enable TLA’s to easily implement best practices could overcome some of the resistance. True enough; the political will at ECan will have to play a major role. With the new Commissars this is unlikely. 

This is not so much a ‘vision’ document as one which continues Business as Usual (BAU) while allowing mention of the current trends in transport research, planning and best practice to be mentioned, even tantalisingly included. Perhaps it will manage to squeak out a few wins over the next 30 years, and this might only be achieved due to it being featured in this RLTS, but past experience does not support this conclusion. 

Sincere appreciation is expressed to those who struggled to bring Canterbury a document based on both likely near term future realities and the preferences, even needs, of many Cantabrians. 

Spokes inevitably finds itself responding. ECan ‘sets the standard’ so to speak by preparing the draft. So what is missing here? 

· Well presented economic arguments showing the relative cost benefit or value for money returns experienced by roading versus AT projects

· The health impacts of car based approaches

· The detriment to the local economy of spending billions on car based transport

· The detriment and cost to the environment

· Reporting on the pent up demand for AT

· Reporting on best projections for future energy costs

· Reporting on the economic and social costs of poor land use

This strategy not only lacks vision, it lacks advocacy for the very objectives it seeks to support. 

I hope the reader will find this brief summary of the draft RLTS enlightening and be motivated to make a submission, follow it up with an oral submission and calls and letters to the ECan Commissars. 

Notes
P 22 Foreword

“Oil supply security and fuel price volatility have also been identified as challenges the region needs to prepare for. The land transport system needs to be able to adapt to meet our changing needs while supporting the region’s economy and improving access in an affordable way.”

“the effects of the earthquakes don’t change the need to set out long term goals for the region’s land transport system. In fact, opportunities may be taken to improve the transport network within the region during the rebuild process that assist in meeting some of the objectives of this strategy.”

The hope that such improvements will extend beyond better build quake resistant construction is not found in the following pages.

P 26 Issues and Challenges feature accessibility, travel option, affordability, safety, congestion, health, oil rise, environment as well as the standards for freight/economic growth
P27 “The vision is supported by objectives to:

• Ensure a resilient, environmentally sustainable and integrated transport system

• Increase transport safety for all users

• Protect and promote public health

• Assist economic development

• Improve levels of accessibility for all” 

The vision leads to objectives which lead to outcomes (what needs to be done to achieve) which leads to targets (what we measure to gauge success)
P 28 The listed outcomes well support the vision and objectives. There is a good balance between freight/travel time emphasis and the need to improve road safety, affordability, travel options, active transport, environment, sustainability.
P 29 Targets are mainly focused on motorised transport. The only health/active transport/environmental target is to have Chch residents doing 100 hours per year by active modes. This equates to 40 weeks of commuting with a 30 minute RT daily commute. This is for shadowing of the real emphasis this RLTS will place on actually delivering AT infrastructure, targets without mechanisms in place to achieve. 
P 30 “To achieve the objectives of this strategy, the transport system in Canterbury must provide people with accessible, affordable transport that is reliable and safe. It must also be resilient and adaptive to change with the minimum impact on their social, economic and environmental well being.

To achieve these diverse objectives the region must invest in a transport system that provides realistic choices for people and businesses about, how, where and if they travel. The transport system must be supported by land use patterns that make transport accessible and affordable.

Decisions about efficient travel must be promoted through appropriate use of education, enforcement and price signals.” … “By diversifying investment in a way that gives greater choice throughout the region, the transport system can become more resilient.” 
What is diversifying investment? Spokes needs to make clear that this includes active transport as the top of the list. It is not simply spreading out the spend across the region. It is spending to achieve the stated objectives. Road safety, congestion relief, personal health, community health, environmental goals, resiliency and even economic health are fundamentally and cost effectively best served and achieved through active transport.
P 31 States clearly that “near term” investment will be for intense roading projects around Chch. AT is not actually mentioned at all. Travel mode choice is mentioned, as something that can take place in ‘planning and investigations”.  
This is unfortunately realistic given the current central government. It is also likely to continue to put off AT indefinitely. BAU is supported by the status quo and continues to gain inertia. 
Promising to deliver non specific active transport goals at some future date and which are no where actually mandated or given institutional support is waiting for us all to burn out. Meanwhile our adversaries gain strength through the billions spent in their industries which further institutionalizes motorised transport in the minds of the public, as BAU. Meanwhile AT is so marginalized that it can only be seen as clearly fighting against the flow, out of step, unrealistic given that the infrastructure spend has already been committed to BAU. There will be more ‘lost generations’ unfamiliar with cycling, afraid or disinclined to even consider it. Without stated committed actions the active transport featured in this RLTS will come to naught, just as it did in the current RLTS.

Think of it as if we were trying to shift the national sport from rugby to swimming. We agree to let them build rugby facilities for 12 years on the promise that funding for swimming will come sometime thereafter. Assuming that we are still around in support of swimming in 12 years we are told that there are some projects which are delayed, so it will be another 1-2 years to ‘finish up’, besides the demand has increased as more people have taken up rugby, being the only game in town, so it may be 4-5 years to meet the increased demand. 20 years down the track swimming will be all but forgotten. Most children will have grown up never learning to swim and public pools will be few, far between, under funded, and suffering from decades of neglect. 

Consider: Chch is rebuilding from the quake, now. Active transport will clearly not be a part of this rebuild. BAU is the order of the day, the curse on tomorrow.
P 32 Confirms the minor role to be played by active transport (AT). This section is prominently labelled as Medium term. The first priority stated is to maintain the existing infrastructure. Investment will be targeted at transport interventions that provide options. The third item is to reallocate some existing road space in urban areas for AT and public transport (PT). PT is featured for chch transport corridors. Regional provision of PT will be provided, where it can. Land use should support transport choice, and it goes on. 
AT is not a major player. It is an add on along with PT which is than promoted. More people walk and cycle, there is well established pent up demand for AT and the Share an Idea process overwhelmingly supported AT. Sadly this RLTS does not honour the peoples’ desires. Spokes repeatedly submitted to ECan, under both the Councillors and the Commissars, that the RLTS needed real support, without success, or even engagement.
P 33 The Long term. Sadly the long awaited hope for the emphasis on AT found in the beginning of this document is all but extinguished here. It is found briefly in the first entry under greenhouse emissions. The next entry quickly reasserts that the “Focus on maintenance and renewals increases, reducing the duration and frequency of network disruptions stemming from natural events.” Preparing for earthquakes, which may or may not occur, is more important than meeting peoples’ real transport, road safety, health and economic needs today. 
The long term is simply the logical extension of the short and mid term activities. There is no explanation as to how all this AT infrastructure will come to be, given that actual projects, funding and/or institutional support for AT are all but wholly ignored. Even the role of reducing greenhouse emission seems more the province of improved vehicle technology, the adoption of sensible land use and PT. We place our faith in technology, good intentions and leaving little choice but to wait for the bus.
Finally as a part of road safety, there will be “better provision of walking and cycling infrastructure”. Understand that this is as close to a direct mention of any actual AT projects in the short or medium term objectives. Somehow I am not reassured. 
This RLTS promises that starting in year 4 we will have improved AT infrastructure in place. The very last item indicates that increased pedestrian numbers along with education and enforcement will deliver safer streets. It is good to know that we will all be on foot as we cannot afford to drive and those who can “own” the streets leaving only the occasional old fool to get himself killed by insisting on cycling. 

P 34 We now find an untitled page which offers an explanation of the sought outcomes. Think of this as an attempt to reinforce the opening feel good text with more feel good text. It’s kind of like a book with a great first and last paragraph, which doesn’t really hook up to the rubbish chapters in between. With luck the reader may seize on the first and last in a desperate attempt to not feel like they just wasted $30 and two days of leisure time. 

OK, here come the pretty baubles, look at the baubles and don’t question where they will come from or when. 

All of us are healthier as we are using AT more. (This is because there is so much new appropriate infrastructure for AT. Where did it come from?) Look at the baubles!

OK we are all using AT because “Over the life of the strategy, walking and cycling becomes a natural choice of transport for a much larger proportion of the community, as better infrastructure and education around these choices encourages more active trips to be made.”  Don’t forget that this RLTS has only tangentially mentioned AT in its actual short, mid and long term outcomes. Don’t notice that the funding figures, see page 61, are grossly inadequate. Look at the baubles. 
Spokes has repeatedly asked ECan to create and fund staff positions to support AT. Creating AT champions who provide TLA’s with the education, resources and rationale for why AT is a better option, an option which can effectively and affordably deliver transport goals is a crucial and basic step which ECan has been unwilling to engage on. OK, in fairness to ECan staff they saw their elected councillors thrown out by a coup d’etat orchestrated by the TLA’s emboldened by a National government which has its pedal to the metal pushing its Roads of National Significance (RON’s). 

Pretty words and faith in technology go hand in hand through the rest of the sought outcomes with lots of emphasis on AT, technology and better land use. Again, just where were all these great projects in the short and medium term? Without strong, practical and consistent institutional support to help the TLA’s to implement this RLTS it simply won’t happen.

It comes down to the must haves and the nice to haves. The opening and closing comments are the nice to haves. They get listed first as they make the most sense, are forward looking, professional best practice and appeal to peoples’ sensible side. The must haves are the BAU in the short, mid and long term. Guess which we will get? If this bothers you; look at the baubles. (Business As Usual Beats Letting Everyone have a Share)

 
P 36 A nice little graph fantasying on how the role of AT and PT will increase over the short, medium and long term. 

P 37 This starts a review of what the travel modes will be across Canterbury over the next 30 years. 

Region Wide transport modes:  Private motor vehicles will be the dominant mode over the 30 year term of this RLTS as the infrastructure is in place and they are convenient and comfortable. What happened to the concerns with oil price and availability? How will this help achieve the emissions and health objectives of this RLTS?  
Walking and cycling come next and there will be increases due to better infrastructure. PT comes next along with new infrastructure in support. It is good to see taxis as more of the populace will find vehicle ownership and operation unaffordable. They will be a luxury given the fares. 

Rural transport modes: Private motor vehicles, limited contribution from other modes. 

P 38 Continues to review the applicability of transport modes to small urban areas with predictable outcomes. Cars dominate, AT will grow as infrastructure is provided (how, where mandated or just encouraged? What mechanism is to be put in place to assure delivery? All not addressed) PT may play a role. 

P 39 (14) Greater Christchurch transport modes: “Private motor vehicles are ideal for trips in Greater Christchurch…” Yes that really is the first line. AT and PT come next with really good solid reasons provided. Where are they indicated in the RLTS?


P 40 (15) Chart showing provisions required to integrate various travel modes. 


P 41-7 Freight will remain as is for the next 30 years with most freight movement being within the region. The role of cycle trucks which are now being encouraged and used in London and Europe is not mentioned. 


P 48 This strategy relies heavily on good land use planning. This is the single page devoted to the topic and it relies upon “The Regional Policy Statement, City and District Plans and the Greater Christchurch Development Strategy play a key role in achieving good integration.”  
Given the current experience with CCC and the plan change 60 to push subdivisions further out into Halswell, Ngai Tahu’s Preston’s Road greenfields subdivision and the Nobel Village scandal it may be optimistic to rely on established planning and policies to be properly followed. With millions of $’s to be had the pressure to “do the wrong thing” is very high. Similar to the need to create active transport champions ECan will need to establish and empower strong land use planning champions able to support TLA’s in overcoming developer and special interest efforts to circumvent good land use for personal gain. It will require strong advocates presenting compelling figures on what it will cost the public to let developers have their way with us if good planning is to be supported. 

P 49 (24) Education and enforcement. Both receive a brief description of why they are important and some of the ways they may be achieved. Again, where are the champions? If any of the laudable goals found here are to be achieved this strategy needs to make clear that ECan will have to commit to, fund and support institutionalization of this strategy. This means committed professional staff working with up to date professional standards and techniques. This is a major commitment and one which ECan should embrace. But it is no where mentioned, let alone made clear here.

P 50 (25) Technology will improve efficiencies, will enable people to work together without having to travel, will improve road safety. 
Parking is mentioned. There is a subtext here, taxation as a means of influencing transport choice. Merely broached, not expanded on, merely a way to achieve strategy objectives. This be the beginning of much needed ‘congestion charges’ as found in many European cities.

P 51 (26) Support from outside transport. Mainly a rehash of what has been said. Some new points:

Reducing congestion by changing work/school hours. 

Co op or community owned or car sharing schemes as a response to the high cost of vehicle ownership. 

P 52 Implementation, where we are told how the strategy will come to pass. Alas, it opens with “While much of the content of this strategy focuses

on accommodating growth and improving the

performance of the transport system by providing

for smart transport choices, the maintenance of

existing assets remains the top priority for the region.

It is expected that a significant proportion of

expenditure on transport in the region will be needed

to maintain and renew existing networks and services,

and that the proportion will increase over time as the

asset base increases.” 
BAU is, once again, reinforced. 


P 53 (28) Staging, finally AT is strongly mentioned. Over time investment will need to shift to AT/PT. This is required to meet the objectives. The rest of this chapter will describe how this will work over the differing Canterbury environments, rural, semi rural, small city, Chch.  In the following sections BAU is years 1-3 with the more progressive elements in years 4-12. Land use, transport infrastructure, ed and promotion all move to in support of road safety and AT, be it in the rural, small urban or Chch areas.

P 54 Rural areas will do minimal AT/PT


P  55 Small urban will see some minimal AT in the short term with a much greater focus in years  4-12. PT is provided in Timaru with commercial services providing longer distance travel. Importantly road projects in years 4-12 are in support of road safety and AT. Traffic is shifted to main arterials as possible. 


P 57 Ed and promotion are also slated to be in support of road safety & AT in years 4-12


P 58 (33) Chch: “Maintain and renew the road network as a high priority throughout region.” is the top line overall goal over the entire time frame. Everything else comes after that. BAU. In the short term the quake requires this, while also providing opportunities to implement RLTS objectives. Multi modal transport is clearly indicated. What actually happens is up to CCC and CERA. State highway improvements to be achieved. NB: there is little here to indicate that the rebuild will include AT. AT is put off until mid/long term.

The mid and long term is to improve freight efficiency by: better use of arterials, promotion of AT/PT and road safety, and financial incentives to promote good mode choice. Read congestion/parking charges. This is finally where AT is promoted. The cycle network is to be constructed starting in the mid term, completed and improved in the long term. Don’t forget, this is a 30 year plan. AT does not feature in the rebuild and AT can always be delayed. Interestingly ed and promo are first focused on efficient vehicle use, AT is second. Ed and promo for safe efficient vehicle use, AT/PT.  PT gets a stronger start and finish. 

 
P 60 (35) Funding. A very realistic appraisal. Central gvt is committed to RON’s and this will dictate the first 3-4 years of this RLTS focus. Many TLA’s outside of Canty are calling for central gvt to better allocate road funding in support of AT/PT. This RLTS calls for Canty to lobby in support of these changes. A bold and appreciated stance. This RLTS assumes that central gvt funding will remain relatively stable and inflation adjusted, $400 million region wide annually. This does not include the quake rebuild or future natural disasters. 


P 61 36) Graph of where the $ will go by mode. This is not a detailed graph so all figures are best estimates. 
Roading gets about 66% short, 61% mid, 60% long of all funds. 
PT gets 13%,14%,17%. 
Policing/safety 9% throughout. 
Peds get 6%, 8% 7.5%. 
Cycling gets .5%, 3%, 2.6%. * 
Parking gets 3%, 2.7%, 2.4% 
Travel behaviour change gets 1%,2%, 2%. 
NB: for AT these are the figures for projects in direct benefit. It is possible that AT will also benefit from being a part of roading projects. Given that at least 6% of Chch commuters cycle it is the allocation of funding is blatantly inequitable, not even accounting for the long term historical neglect. Peds do a bit better but are still being neglected. PT continues to receive funding far in excess of its user base. This is likely due to the misguided perception that people would prefer to bus than to AT. 
NB: Chch is where most cycling $’s will be spent. They will spend about $150,000 on cycling in 2011. They will spend $1.5 mill in 2012? In a way, yes. Chch ‘bought’ an earlier start date on the southern motorway by agreeing to pay for all the AT elements, saving NZTA about $15mill. They point to this as AT spending, ignoring that it was not a priority for cyclists and was done to promote roading. Figures don’t lie, but liars figure.   
*% of $400 million in $:  $2 mill, $12 mill, 10.4 mill. 

To provide some perspective as to the likelihood of these funding levels supporting a cycle network and other improvements consider that the AT elements of the current southern motorway extension will cost around $15 million. So, in the mid term we will not have enough funding to provide the AT elements of a single large roading project. Remember, large roading projects will be the main focus. 

Proponents of this RLTS will likely point out that large roading projects will provide the AT elements from within their own budgets. This would be great, if it were true. The southern motorway AT elements are funded by CCC, (and this is where their AT funding went and aren’t they to be commended for spending so much on AT) as doing so led to agreement by NZTA to push the start date forward. NZTA, meanwhile, regularly fails to deliver required AT elements as they don’t have the funding for them. But that’s OK as they always point to inadequate numbers cycling/walking to warrant the expenditure.

P 62 (37) Private funding. This is simply trying to quantify that it costs private citizens to own and operate a vehicle, cycle, PT fares. Add to this the cost of garaging etc. They figure the first cost to be $1.3 billion per year across Canty. This does not include the real estate for roads etc nor the health or pollution costs. There is no text to point out the relatively inexpensive options of: cooperatively owned vehicles, renting a car when required, PT or the significant savings achieved by cycling.

P 63 Monitoring. Apdx J gives details. All levels of gvt are responsible for delivering on transport, central gvt provides most $’s. All must work together to implement the RLTS. ECan is to monitor 3 yearly monitoring reports and is reliant on reporting from other gvt agencies. 

This is the end of the strategy, Appendixes follow. Note that text pagination resets to 1.
P 68 (1) ToC 

P 69 (2) Apdx A, Glossary

P  74 (7) Strategy dvlp process


P 75 (8) Key stakeholder meetings. NB: the Active and Public Transport Working Group is cited as being included. As a member I agree that this occurred and we looked forward to continued involvement. This group is now all but officially defunct. While we have not been notified formally it seems that our services are no longer required. The Public Transport Advisory Group and the Freight Action Group are also cited. I would be surprised if they are not still in operation. I have sent email to ECan to enquire. 
The pre draft consultation included Spokes and this is greatly appreciated. 

P 76 (9)  Results of consultation:

“The key transport issues and challenges facing the region to be identified by consultation respondents (in order of those raised most often) were:

1. Improving the public transport system.

2. Making better use of rail.

3. Enhancing active transport and the use of more sustainable forms of transport, particularly cycling.

4. Reducing private vehicle dependence.

5. Supporting the efficient movement of freight.

6. Managing traffic congestion and growth.

7. Improving the integration of transport and land use development.

8. Planning for the implications of climate change and peak oil.

9. Funding and affordability.”

We are not told if the prioritisation was merely a numbers game and/or if those contacted were predominantly from certain transport interest groups. Bear in mind that there are far more groups shilling for roading and PT. This makes sense, there are groups which directly profit from roading and PT. There are no groups which directly profit from AT. The inertia is for roading and PT and this strategy will accelerate and support that inertia. 

It is key to understanding the limitations this RLTS was hobbled by.

“Establishment of Vision and Objectives

The vision and objectives of the RLTS need to be consistent with the objectives outlined in legislation.” 

NB: central gvt is fixated on roading, specifically RON’s, this is the legislation setting objectives. That this strategy is as good as it is a testament to a commitment to world class professional planning. 
The legal and political environment and the challenges it presented are covered over the following 2 pages of the apdx.
P 78 (11) Evaluating Options  Of interest here is that both an independent evaluation panel and the Transport Officers Working Group, those primarily involved with developing this RLTS agreed on the fourth option “4 Greater emphasis on energy resilience through promoting sustainable design principles, energy efficiency and local solutions to transport issues.” as best for meeting the strategy’s goals. NB: this option does not sit well with central gvts focus. Based on this strategy’s focus these goals are best met, not by AT, but by technology & land use.
While option 4 may have been preferred it is important to note that option one “1 Continuation of current transport system maintenance, improvement and management practices.” Seems to be echoed throughout the strategy, al be it in a somewhat toned down manner. See the quote from P 58 “Maintain and renew the road network as a high priority throughout region.” for example. It is interesting to note in the discourse on option 1 the group felt that it was realistic for the short term. This is clearly reflected in the quote from P 58 but which is equally clearly shown as applied across all time frames, short, mid and long. 
P 79 (12) It is heartening that option four was presented to and backed by all but one of the local councils. This represents some hope for eventual transition to more sustainable transport. How do we build on this? 

P 81 (14) Apdx C The Who’s Who of  Canterbury transport, private and public. 

P 84 (17) Apdx D Regional Issues and Challenges

From the first paragraph 

“Most people living in Canterbury enjoy a high level of accessibility and mobility, which is largely met by high levels of car ownership and use1. This mobility provides many social and economic benefits including good access to work, education and recreational opportunities.”

The second paragraph reads 

“Market research confirms that most people living in the region place a high value on their level of mobility and, furthermore, expect their future mobility needs to continue to be largely based around the motor vehicle2.”

One can accept this statement as setting future directions or one can acknowledge that it is unachievable and work to assist our communities to transitioning to more sustainable options. Given that acceptance will make achieving some of this strategy’s objectives difficult if not impossible one would have hoped for the latter. 

