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Wednesday 15 April 2009

James Ryan

Christchurch City Council,
PO Box 237,
Christchurch Mail Centre,
Christchurch 8140

Dear James
RE: DRAFT LONG TERM COUNCIL COMMUNITY PLAN 2009-19
SUBMISSION FROM SPOKES CANTERBURY

Thanks for the opportunity to make this submissiorihe LTCCP. Spokes
Canterbury is a local cycling advocacy group wippraximately 1200 members that
is affiliated with the national Cycling Advocategiork (CAN). Spokes is
dedicated to promoting cycling as an everyday fofmansport in the greater
Christchurch area.

Introduction

Spokes is concerned about Council’'s effectiveneskelivering cycling services, and
on its ability to deliver on the goals and tardetscycling (and active transport
generally) in the Regional Land Transport StratRiyTS), the Urban Development
Strategy (UDS), the draft Greater Christchurch &&@emand Management Strategy
(TDMS), and the Cycling Strategy.

For these goals, objectives and targets to be asthj@ctive transport needs to be an
important and expanding component of Christchunti®<transport vision and
overall funding strategies and programmes. Desoitee excellent work done by the
cycling and planning staff over the years, actrem$port modes appear to have
suffered from an uncoordinated and piecemeal apjpraad a lack of leadership
within Council and this has resulted in a low legebrganisational support and
funding for cycling improvements and a fragmented emcomplete cycling network.

Our submission is that
Spokes has identified a number of issues with t(heCP and the provision of cycling

services. We consider that if the draft propoaat¢sadopted, Council will be unable
to give effect to the goals and objectives of tagous strategies identified above, or



to its overall goal of achieving a more sustainaiig  This is because the draft
LTCCP:
- Lacks a vision for expanding cycling as an actrams$port mode,
Fails to provide funding to carry out Council’s pieus strategies and plans to
achieve active transport targets, and
Contains significant cuts to capital expenditunerfetwork improvements and
other actions that are needed to increase theysaidtconvenience of cyclists and
to encourage the uptake of cycling in Christchurch.

Spokes has identified a number of proposals foravipg the cycling environment
that we feel should be implemented through the LPCChese are set out in our
submission below.

The introductory sections of the LTCCP and theest&int under Active Transport on
page 82 of Volume 1 have some positive things yoak@ut encouraging cycling and
active transport generally in the City. Howeves targets for cycling and walking on
page 83 are proposing that cycling as percentagmaiftrips will remain static right
through to 2013-2014. This is despite Councils @ycle count data showing that
cycling commuter trips increased by 25% betweer820@ 2008. The fact that
commuter trips have increased despite the Courayiting moratorium (when
expenditure on cycling was effectively halted fwpotyears) means that with just a
little encouragement, cycling could play a much ensignificant role in our transport
services. In our view, the draft LTCCP targets@early at odds with the council’s
own monitoring, and out of touch with what is hapipg on the streets. Retaining
them would be defeatist, and will not provide foe L. TCCP Community Outcomes
and the targets and goals in the RLTS, UDS, anidl dEaVS to be met.

In relation to the Capital expenditure programmpage 255 in Volume 1 of the
LTCCP, Spokes is deeply concerned at the levetaggsed expenditure on cycling
improvements. Council intends to spend $663 mmilbo the roading network over
the next 10 years. In contrast, $67 million isgmeed to be spent on Active
Transport over this period but $50 million of tiédor footpaths (mainly re-
surfacing) and $10.5 million is for the Southerntbtavay extension cycle path. That
leaves:

Only $5 million over the next ten years for all etltycleway improvements

(down from the $21 million proposed by council spaort staff),

no money for off-road cycle paths other than altreggSouthern Motorway (down

from $30 million proposed), and

less than $1 million for travel demand manageméoivf from $4million

proposed).

Spokes questions this massive disparity in spenatingpads vs. active and public
transport, and questions the need for expenditurgidening some arterial routes and
the size of the proposed allocations for major raléatations and street renewals,
particularly given the level of cuts proposed te tycling budget.

It has been suggested that cycle lanes along tpoged bus priority routes should be
considered as part of the LTCCP spend on cyclgokes does not accept this.
Cycle lanes may be needed on bus priority routsgparate buses from bikes and are



only a very minor component of the overall coséstablishing bus priority routes. In
addition, bus priority routes are not continuoud do not necessarily equate with
where cyclists want to go. Any bus priority rougé®uld be funded from appropriate
budgets and should not compromise safety or lesfedgrvice for cyclists.

The southern motorway cycle path, while desirabline longer term, is not an
immediate priority for improving the cycling envimment in Christchurch. It should
be funded as part of the overall motorway projgcNETA, not out of the Council’s
cycling budget. Spokes considers that the propogeleé path along the railway right
of way from Addington to Hornby is a higher prigribr council funding than the
proposed motorway path, as it would serve more lpesopd provide an alternative to
existing routes with heavy traffic such as Blenh&uoh

We also consider that the proposed tram extensiantia priority in terms of
transport spending as does not have a public toaihsge. Funding for the proposed
extension should be re-allocated towards activepandic transport. If council
considers that the tramway extension is desirabla in economic development or
tourism perspective it should be funded from tHms#gets. We have previously
advised Council about the existing tram tracks gméag a danger to cyclists. We
reiterate to Council that any new tram tracks sthdna laid so that the number of
track crossings for cyclists is minimised.

It has been suggested that up to 30% of peak haftictis related to the use of the
private car to transport school students to anaeh fsohool. Spokes supports
continued funding through the LTCCP for programmgsh as School

Travel Plans, along with initiatives to encouralge greater use of active transport
and cycling by school students and their pareHiswever, the draft LTCCP has

failed to show the necessary vision and to proth@eactive transport facilities that
are needed for more parents to have the confidenakow children to walk, scooter
or cycle to school. Reducing private motor vehigde at peak times would also mean
less money was needed for road improvements asngxisads would be better able
to cope

We support Council's proposal to fund Adult Cyclaifing. However, we note that
for this training to be successful cycling infrastiure needs to be adequate for those
returning to, or beginning to cycle. The CCC Cyside programme for school
children cycle training (which the NZTA Cycling Tneng guidelines have been
modelled on) does not appear to be addressinglihe the numbers of school
children cycling, as shown in recent CCC cycle ¢surhis is likely to be due to the
traffic environment not being conducive to paratswing their children to cycle.

A detailed breakdown of Council’s proposed camtgdenditure on transport and
active transport modes has been helpful in infogaind preparing our submission.
However, despite repeated requests we have beéteunabtain a breakdown for
the budget line item for Active Transport underidities and Services on page 90 of
the LTCCP. We are therefore completely in the @darko what services will be
provided under these budgets, although we do khawthis does not include capital
items. Staff contacted were helpful, but none apgeto know where the detailed
information underpinning this budget line coulddi®ained from. This lack of



transparency has made the preparation of a dewilahission on this part of the
LTCCP almost impossible for Spokes.

We seek the following decisions on the draft LTCCP

Organisational and delivery issues

That as part of the delivery of services undenfR€CP the Council:
encourages improvements to the coordination andedtglof cycling services
within its organisation,
ensures that active transport modes are bettermgbasd at the senior
management level, and
adheres to its own cycling and active transpodtsgies, and
gives adequate priority to cycling within the Collisdransport programme,
taking into account the requirements from NZTA ti@nsport projects that cater
for all modes, and that include cycling projectpas of integrated networks.

LTTCP targets

That the LTCCP targets for cycling on page 83 efdraft LTCCP be revised to
reflect trends in councils recent cycling counttg, targets in the RLTS and the

Cycling Strategy, and the goals and objectives©iefUDS and the draft TDMS.

Capital expenditure on cycling

That capital expenditure for cycle ways and offdragcle paths in the LTCCP be
restored to at least the levels originally propdsgdycle planning staff in their draft
aspirational 10 year budget. This would allowtfog re-instatement of at least some
of the 26 cycling improvement activities originaflyoposed by CCC in the draft
Canterbury Regional Land Transport Programme, hilidnawn under the re-
submitted programme to the RLTP dfBebruary 2009, as well as the
implementation of a number of new cycle improvenmojects outlined below.

New projects and programmes

That in order to improve cycling safety and theliyaf the cycling environment in
Christchurch, and to encourage the uptake of aydbn recreational, commuter and
school trips, the following cycle projects and magmes be incorporated in and/ or
provided for through the LTCCP. Some of these ompments would benefit
walking as well as cycling, or are part of projemtgrogrammes that have already
been proposed but are not identified as cyclingepts in the LTCCP.

1. Cycle-friendly Central City : A focused and integrated approach to making the
central city (defined as the area within the fougraues) more friendly and
accessible for cyclists, including by:

completing the Avon River Masterplan "promenadehglthe river;
including cycling in the City to AMI stadium pathavCPIT,;

improving cycling links from Hagley Park into thiyc

linking and identifying the new “cycle map” routasross the city centre;



traffic calming, a reduction in traffic speeds amded limits, and removal of
car parking at pinch points in the central city;

opening up areas that are currently restricteayolists (such as Worcester
Boulevard, Victoria Square, and City Mall);

establishing cycle parking stations and a comprakiemetwork of
conveniently located on-street cycle stands.

2. Railway Cycleway ExtensionsExtend the current railway cycle path to the hort
and south, and link this to new railway paths outiornby to the south, and east
to Heathcote.

3. Sumner to City Cycle Route Develop a "family friendly" Sumner to City
cycling route through a combination of off-roadhmttraffic separation on busy
roads, and quiet streets.

4. Christchurch Rivers and Estuary Route Create a high quality circular City
Rivers and Estuary route linking Hagley Park - Heate River - Heathcote to the
Avon via a new estuary edge path - Avon to City i@eee map at Attachment
One). Promote the route for commuting, recreationarsisand visitors to
Christchurch.

5. Hagley Park access and path upgradesmplement improvements to Hagley
Park paths and access points for both cyclistsaaaikiers (see map at
Attachment Two).

6. Expansion of Cycle Route Networkldentify and implement new routes to
complement the existing network.

7. Audit and Improvement Programme: Provide for an ongoing programme for
auditing and improving the existing cycling netwgoirkcluding provision of
signage and markings, and the completion of paytimished routes.

8. Safety Improvement Programme Address black spots and major pinch points,
including: Waimakariri old highway bridge; Bealey& Humphreys Drive (by
estuary); Linwood Ave/ Buckleys Rd intersection¢&irton, Sockburn and
John’s Rd/ Memorial Ave roundabouts; Armagh St fidagley Park to
Manchester St.

9. Marketing of Utility Cycling : Promote utility cycling, and encourage the wider
use of cycles for everyday activities by individsjdbusinesses and institutions
(including Council).

10.CCC Cycle Strategy ReviewReview the strategy, focussing on the development
of a detailed implementation plan and annual moimgoreports.

11.Review Cycle Counting ProgrammeUndertake a planned approach to cycle
traffic monitoring, including manual, automatic atwhtinuous counting.



Thank you for the opportunity to make this subnaissiWe look forward to the
opportunity to appear before Council during therimgg on the LTCCP.

If you require further information or there are teet requiring clarification, please
contact our Submissions Co-ordinator Robin Delanmotle first instance. His
contact details are:

274 Highsted Road

Casebrook

Christchurch 8051

Phone: 3599746

Email: robind@actrix.co.nz

Paul de Spa
Chairperson, Spokes Canterbury



Attachment One

Proposed new Clty-rlvers-estuary route
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Attachment Two

Proposed Hagley Park path and access improvements



