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CAPITAL PROGRAMME FOR 2006/16 LTCCP

General Manager responsible: General Manager Corporate Services
Officer responsible: Corporate Support Manager
Author: Chris Kerr, DDI 941-8671

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.

The purpose of this report is to describe and seek Council approval for the financial envelope
for the Capital Works programme for inclusion in the 2006/16 Long Term Council Community
Plan

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The capital programme for the 06/06 LTCCP needs to be determined.

Cost increases and newly identified projects has resulted in potential capital levels between
$300 - $500m higher than the 04/14 LTCCP programme.

This has caused a fundamental re-think in approach to prioritising our capital programme.
Projects have been re-classified into Base (primarily renewal and replacement programmes
which Council has little option but to deliver to maintain our basic infrastructure without reducing
service levels) and Choice/New Initiatives.

All Choice (projects in the 04/14 LTCCP capital programme not classified as Base) and New
Initiative projects (recently identified projects for consideration) have been subjected to a
prioritisation process using a matrix to identify Service delivery Gap and Strategic Priority.

Projects prioritised as Urgent totalled $480m.
Council at a recent seminar indicated a desire to determine an appropriate long run level of
capital expenditure (that would reflect affordability, delivery capacity and need) before finalising

actual projects.

Officers have detailed four options ranging from $110m to $140m per annum long run average
capital spend.

FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

9. The LTCCP must include a 10 year capital programme that supports the Councils Activity
Management Plans and supports the services that will be delivered towards achieving
Community Outcomes.

10. The LTCCP will be audited, not only as to its content but also to the processes and decision
making. The Draft LTCCP needs to be approved by Council by 9 March 2006 to enable
sufficient time for consultation and subsequent consideration before being finalised by 30 June
2006.

PROCESS

11.  The process for determining the level of capital expenditure (including impact on rates) and the
actual capital programme can be described in four stages:

12. Stage 1

Identify the potential projects for inclusion in the LTCCP.
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13.

14.

15.

Stage 2
Split the capital programme between base, choice and new initiative and prioritise the choice
and new initiative projects using the strategy/service level matrix.

Stage 3
Determine the financial envelope for the capital programme in terms of affordability (long run
average capital expenditure and impact on rates) and capability to deliver.

Stage 4
Confirm the capital choice and new initiative projects to be funded in the 2006/16 LTCCP from
the group of projects identified in Stage 2 and to fit the financial envelope described in Stage 3.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Council:

1.

2.

Receive the report
Note the impact various capital programme levels have on rates

Determine the level of capital expenditure (annual long run average) that Council want to drive
the 06/16 LTCCP

Initiate the ‘Stage 4’ process to confirm the projects to make up the agreed capital programme
level.
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BACKGROUND ON CAPITAL PROGRAMME FOR 06/16 LTCCP

16.

During September and October 2005 three seminars were held with Council to describe both
the overall cost of the capital works programme and the list of potential capital projects.

Overall Capital Works Programme

17.

18.

19.

20.
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The seminars were presented with a series of graphs that described the key factors for
consideration:

Capacity — the value of capital works that the organisation can deliver each year. For physical
construction work (excluding land purchase, fleet purchase and other similar capital) the upper
limit for 2006/07 is estimated at $80m. Last year $65m of physical works were delivered.
Current planning estimates that the total capital expenditure for the current financial year
(2005/06) will be in the region of $100m including all capital items; this is against a capital
budget of $169m. A major re-programming exercise will be required.

Affordability — the total value of capital work that Council is willing to fund. The seminars
discussed ‘capping’ the capital programme at $100m or $120m.

The initial graph that sets out all the potential capital works over the ten years of the 2006/16
LTCCP is as follows:

Total Base Capital Programme Plus New Initiatives
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Note: Inflation is not included.
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Potential Capital Projects

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

The capital programme has been split into two major components (as described in the chart
above):

Base — the projects and programmes undertaken by Council each year that maintain the public
asset at the agreed standard. This will include all of the renewal and replacement programmes.
Also included in the Base, shown as ‘Base Large’, is the Ocean Outfall project and the
purchase of land for Henderson’s Basin. It is to be noted that the Base programme by itself is
over the capacity level of $80m per annum.

Choice and New Initiatives — the Choice projects or programmes were part of the original
capital programme but are considered to be discretionary in that they either improve existing
assets or create new assets rather than just replace assets. New Initiatives are those projects
newly identified for consideration by Council for inclusion in the 2006/16 LTCCP.

The Choice and New Initiative projects/programmes have been prioritised using the following
matrix:

.g, Very Important Urgent
T |Proposals for aligning service with |Proposals for aligning service with
strategy should be ready for the strategy should be ready for the
07/08 or 08/09 financial year, 06/07 financial year, including
including processes to amend the |processes to include the proposal in
LTCCP if necessary the 06/16 LTCCRP if this is necessary
n
1
'g Relatively unimportant Important
- May be addressed when time and |Proposals for aligning service with
resources permit strategy should be completed in
time for including in the 09/19
LTCCP
3
S
Small Large

Service Delivery Gap

Projects ranked as Urgent (highest service gap and strategic priority) are codified as ‘Green
Projects’, Important projects are ‘Amber Projects’ and Relatively Unimportant are ‘Red
Projects’. The full list of projects as prioritised by Council in the seminar process is attached to
this report as Appendix A.

Officers applied the matrix to all Choice and New Initiative projects through a rigorous process
that included consideration of existing strategies and linkages to Community Outcomes. This
process resulted in a professional recommendation on relative priorities. Council continued this
process through the seminars to produce a revised list of priorities — the total value of ‘green’
projects was approximately $480m over the ten year period.
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Council ‘Green Projects

27. The graph for the Council projects indicated as ‘green’ or urgent priority by the Councillors in
the second seminar is as follows:

Total Base Capital Programme Plus Green Light New Initiatives
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28. This graph peaks in 2007/08 at $217m and is well above the identified delivery capability and
would have a significant upwards impact on rates.

FINANCIAL ENVELOPE OPTIONS (STAGE 3)

29. The following options have been described in terms of the original 2004/14 LTCCP Capital
Programme and rates as Option 1. Each option is then shown as a variation to this with the
amount of long run average capital expenditure, the impact on rates, the amount of capital
spending available after funding Base, Base Large and Base — No Choice programmes and
commentary on capacity issues.

30. The calculation for rates is a complex relationship between revenue, operating and capital
expenditure. It is not possible at this stage to give a rate prediction with any confidence.

31. One of the most significant factors is the capital programme, for until we know with more
certainty what the capital programme is we cannot consider a specific projects impact on
operating costs. In addition we are aware of a number of cost type increases (in excess of CPI)
that are indicating a challenge on the rate level indicated in the 04/14 LTCCP.

32. We also believe it is timely to review the basis of calculation for the operating surplus (in
particular the averaging of capital over 20 years), and the current application of the inter-
generational treatment, which sees any capex in any of the LTCCP 10 years having an impact
in year one.
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33. To make progress, at this point of the 06/16 LTCCP development, the relationship of $1.7m
opex = 1% rate, and $20m capex (within the 10 year programme) = 1% rate increase, still holds
true, therefore Council can see the impact in a change of capital expenditure level. This has
been applied evenly over the ten year period, for example an additional $100m = 5% rate
increase = 0.5% per year for ten years and the current policy application has also been
described with the impact on year one rates.

OPTION 1 — COUNCIL REMAIN WITHIN THE CURRENT $120M LONG RUN AVERAGE CAPITAL SPEND

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 201112 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

$'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000
Base
LTCCP 04/14 - Before Inflation 148,286 150,245 130,755 106,149 104,779 108,331 120,808 115,723 122,242 122,242
Rates 3.06% 3.32% 6.25% 6.30% 4.24% 2.88% 3.01% 3.73% 2.52% 2.92%
Base + Base Large 136,659 129,009 105,114 99,681 98,839 100,825 97,512 100,013 92,800 95,566
Base - No Choice 9,491 10,286 23,400 13,400 4,900 14,900 5,060 4,900 4,900 4,900
Difference 2,136 10,950 2,242 -6,931 1,039 -7,394 18,236 10,809 24,541 21,775

34. This option is basically as identified in the 2004/14 LTCCP. After taking into account the Base,
Base Large and Base — No Choice projects and programmes (Appendix B), there is
approximately $80m left over the ten years to allocate on New Initiative or Choice projects. The
average rates over the ten year period is 3.82%. This is as per the 04/14 LTCCP and assumes
future cost increases are covered by our inflation provision, which has not proven to be
achievable in recent years.

35. Significant effort will be required to simplify and improve the delivery processes and the
planning capacity to ensure that this level of capital programme can be achieved over the short
and long term. This will include addressing project approval processes, delegations and
standards as well as the amount of planning effort required.

OPTION 2 — A LONG RUN AVERAGE CAPITAL SPEND OF $110M

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 201112 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16
Option 2 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000
Level of Capex $110M 132,661 134,414 116,978 94,964 93,738 96,916 108,078 103,529 109,361 109,361
Rates (approximate) 2.56% 2.82% 5.75% 5.80% 3.74% 2.38% 2.51% 3.23% 2.02% 2.42%
Base + Base Large 136,659 129,009 105,114 99,681 98,839 100,825 97,512 100,013 92,800 95,566
Base - No Choice 9,491 10,286 23,400 13,400 4,900 14,900 5,060 4,900 4,900 4,900
Difference -13,489 -4,882 -11,536 -18,116 -10,001 -18,809 5,506 -1,384 11,661 8,895

36. This sees rates reduced to reflect the $100m less being spent over the ten year period.
However this level of funding is insufficient to meet the Base, Base Large and Base — No
Choice projects and programmes by approximately $60m over the ten year period. There is no
scope for New Initiative or Choice projects. The average rates over the ten year period is 3.32%
which is down 5% (1% = $20m), theoretically this should impact in year 1 meaning that the
rates for 06/07 would be negative! An alternative approach could see this spread evenly as a
0.5% reduction each year.

37. This level of capital programme can probably be delivered successfully with limited changes to
current processes and capacity. The exception to this will be the peak of work in the first two
years (06/07 and 07/08) and the impact of the size of the 2005/06 capital programme.
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OPTION 3 — LONG RUN AVERAGE CAPITAL SPEND OF $130M

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 201112 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

Option 3 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000

Level of Capex $130M 156,781 158,853 138,246 112,230 110,781 114,537 127,729 122,352 129,245 129,245
Rates (approximate) 3.56% 3.82% 6.75% 6.80% 4.74% 3.38% 3.51% 4.23% 3.02% 3.42%
Base + Base Large 136,659 129,009 105,114 99,681 98,839 100,825 97,512 100,013 92,800 95,566
Base - No Choice 9,491 10,286 23,400 13,400 4,900 14,900 5,060 4,900 4,900 4,900
Difference 10,631 19,557 9,733 -850 7,042 -1,187 25,157 17,439 31,544 28,778

38. This sees rates increased to reflect the additional $100m being spent over the ten year period.
This level of funding creates approximately $150m over the ten year period to allocate to New
Initiative and Choice projects. The average rates over the ten year period is 4.32%, theoretically
this would impact in year one as an increase of 5% making the 06/07 rates 8.06%! An
alternative approach could see this spread evenly as a 0.5% increase each year.

39. This level of capital expenditure will be a stretch to deliver and most likely it will take some time
to build up effective and efficient processes as well as capacity to the point that there is
confidence in delivering the total programme.

OPTION 4 — LONG RUN AVERAGE CAPITAL SPEND OF $140M

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 201112 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

Option 4 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000 $'000

Level of Capex $140M 168,841 171,072 148,881 120,863 119,303 123,348 137,554 131,764 139,187 139,187
Rates (approximate) 4.06% 4.32% 7.25% 7.30% 5.24% 3.88% 4.01% 4.73% 3.52% 3.92%
Base + Base Large 136,659 129,009 105,114 99,681 98,839 100,825 97,512 100,013 92,800 95,566
Base - No Choice 9,491 10,286 23,400 13,400 4,900 14,900 5,060 4,900 4,900 4,900
Difference 22,691 31,777 20,367 7,783 15,564 7,623 34,982 26,851 41,486 38,720

40. This sees rates increased to reflect the additional $200m being spent over the ten year period.
This level of funding creates approximately $250m over the ten year period to allocate to New
Initiative and Choice projects. The average rates over the ten year period is 4.82%, theoretically
this would impact in year one as an increase of 10% making the 06/07 rates 13.05%! An
alternative approach could see this spread evenly as a 1% increase each year.

41. It is unlikely that the processes, systems or capacity exists to deliver this level of capital
programme at least until the next LTCCP in three years.

OPTION EVALUATION

42. To help Council consider the implications of the Capex envelope and selected long run average
capital spend, officers have looked at a programme of capital projects that support Councils
current strategic framework which is generally well understood, namely:

Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy (UDS)

43. This strategy, while not completed, is indicating the need for Council to consider a number of
strategic land purchases to develop nodes or greater concentrations of residential development,
for example in the central city.

Metropolitan Christchurch Transport Strategy (MCTS — projects included in 04/14 LTCCP)

44. This strategy sets out the need for substantial investment to reduce congestion and improve
safety. This investment will be required across the full range of transport related infrastructure
including passenger transport and cycling.

Central City Revitalisation Strategy Stage 1

45. The first stage of the strategy has set the framework for a range of initiatives aimed at
strengthening the vibrancy of the central city.
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46. Given the impact and relative importance of these strategies, and the scope and scale of the
capital projects that are required to implement them, these have been assumed as the most
significant priorities for Christchurch at this time.

47. Based on the above strategic considerations projects have been selected from the list in
Appendix A and a possible programme developed. Details of these projects are in Appendix B.
These projects also support Councils Traction projects.

48. The ten year programme for this expenditure is summarised below. This expenditure
programme has been constructed to reflect the long lead times required for a number of these
projects. In addition a ‘rolling fund’ has been proposed for the strategic land acquisitions that
once created will only need to be topped up as expenditure occurs. Any subsequent re-sale of
land can also be put to this fund.

Year

MCTS $5,717 $4,939 $9,836 $21,052 $32,519 $34,465 $15,637 $20,445 $19,489 $20,400
Central City $300 $5,489 $6,000 $500 $700 $500 $800 $600 $900 $700
Strategic Land Acquisition $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $15,000 $5,000 $5,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Sub-Total - Green Projects $5,311 $10,504 $11,021 $15,537 $5,738 $5,540 $816 $621 $920 $721
Base and Base Large $136,659 $129,009 $105,114 $99,681 $98,839 $100,825 $97,512 $100,013 $92,800 $95,566
Base - No Choice $9.491 $10,286 $23,400 $13,400 $4,900 $4,900 $15,060 $4,900 $4,900 $4,900
Total $157,167 $154,723 $149,350 $149,633 $141,958 $145,690 $129,009 $125,958 $118,089 $121,566
04114 LTCCP $148,286 $150,245 $130,755 $106,149 $104,779 $108,331 $120,808 $115,723 $122,242 $122,242

49. This programme suggests an additional $170m of capital spending over the 04/14 LTCCP level,
this equates to an additional 8.5% rates in year one or 0.85% increase per annum if we adopted
a different approach.

50. The revised capital expenditure graph is as follows:
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achievement of agreed strategic aims, identified Traction projects, movement towards
Community Outcomes and affordability.
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8. CENTRAL CITY TRANSPORT CONCEPT PLAN

General Manager responsible: General Manager City Environment
Officer responsible: Transport and City Streets Manager
Authors: Stuart Woods, DDI 941-8615; Dave Hinman, DDI 9418804

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.

The purpose of this report is to present the Central City Transport Concept to the Council
following seminars on the project (and to present the Hagley/Ferrymead Community Board’s
views regarding this report), with a view to adoption of the Concept.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.

A draft Central City Transport Concept (the Concept) was developed by the Central City
Transport Working Party (CCTWP) during 2003 and 2004. This CCTWP arose from a
resolution of the Council on 21 November 2002, which was to establish a working party
comprising councillors, businesses and user group representatives to oversee investigations of
traffic issues generally between Hereford Street, Moorhouse Avenue, Fitzgerald Avenue and
Hagley Park, and to address transport planning within the four avenues. The Chairman of the
Hagley Ferrymead Community Board was also a member of the Working Party.

The draft Concept was developed in line with the resolution to address transport planning within
the four avenues, and will provide a framework to allow the subsequent resolution of traffic
issues within the streets defined above.

Extensive details of the process undertaken to develop the draft Concept are contained within
the 23 September 2004 Council report (attached). These details include a description of the
options that were identified and evaluated.

At the 23 September 2004 Council meeting, it was resolved that the draft Concept be adopted
for the purposes of an inform-consultation process, with reporting back to the Council
thereafter.

Details of the consultation process and the nature of submissions are contained in a
Consultation Analysis Report, which is attached to this report. Twenty-four submissions were
received, expressing general support, and no significant opposition, to the draft Concept.

Submissions tended to focus on particular elements or specifics of the draft Concept
concerning the submitter, most of which can only be resolved during development of individual
projects that will result from the Concept. None of these concerns result in the need to make
changes to the draft Concept itself. There were also positioning statements being made in
anticipation of subsequent projects.

Two Council seminars have been held to discuss the draft Concept over the past three months.
The first, held on 21 June, focussed on providing an overview and analysis of the consultation
feedback on the draft Concept as released for consultation between November 2004 and
February 2005. Sufficient questions and matters for further consideration were raised at the
first seminar that a second seminar was held on 30 August to respond and allow further
consideration. The second seminar also outlined the context and place of the Concept in the
wider perspective of the Council’'s Central City Revitalisation Strategy.

The period between the seminars also allowed further work to occur on the Bus Exchange
expansion and initial modelling work of the Lichfield-Tuam corridor testing a two-way Lichfield
Street. The initial modelling of making Lichfield Street into a two-way street appeared to
indicate that this could be achieved without causing failure of either the transport system or the
proposed Concept. Staff did note however that there was a range of issues still to be resolved.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

With elected members supportive of the principle of seeking to two-way Lichfield Street and
satisfied with regard to other queries about the Concept, the view of the second seminar was
that any necessary modifications of the draft Central City Transport Concept needed to be
identified and recommended to the Council for consideration and adoption.

In summary the modified Concept could be described as follows (see also the fuller description
in paragraph 66 in the body of this report and the attached diagram):

. A Core, bounded by Kilmore Street, Madras Street, Lichfield Street, Cambridge Terrace
and Durham Street, where through-traffic will be discouraged and streetscaping will be
undertaken to improve ambience and to slow motor vehicle speeds.

. Other Precincts outside the Core to reflect other areas with recognised character or
amenity, which will be developed as agreed and in line with the principles applied to the
core.

. A three zone parking plan, based on short-term parking in the core, medium-term visitor
off-street parking on the core ring/edge and residents and commuter parking in the
periphery.

. Good accessibility for motor vehicles to, from and around the core. Improvements to
the one-way system amenity and pursuing the conversion of Lichfield Street to two-way,
whilst maintaining a two-way Tuam Street.

. Expansion of the current Bus Exchange and development of associated key bus
corridors on Colombo and Lichfield/Tuam Streets.
. Development of street treatments within the core and precincts, based on an overall

streetscape urban design concept for the central city.

The Hagley/Ferrymead Community Board considered this report at a seminar on 21 October
and the Board’s comments will be circulated at the meeting.

Adopting the Concept will generate a range of consequential work projects, some general and
some local, and will support some vital, urgent infrastructure developments, such as the Bus
Exchange expansion and the City Mall upgrade. These projects will assist the transport
outcomes needed to achieve a successful Central City Revitalisation. The CCTWP’s role
concluded with the 2004 Local Government elections and its significant contribution to the
production of the Concept is again acknowledged. Stakeholder input will be further sought as
the future individual projects proceed through the proposed Central City Revitalisation Liaison
Group, which will be convened by the Mayor (see attached diagram).

FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

14.

15.

While the initial cost estimates to fully implement the Concept are substantial, no specific
programme or projects are proposed at this stage. The financial considerations are best dealt
with through the LTCCP processes as programmes and project details develop.

No specific legal considerations arise from the adoption of the Concept.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Council:

(a) Receive this report.

(b)  Adopt the following Central City Transport Concept as described below and illustrated in the
attached diagram:

A Core, bounded by Kilmore Street, Madras Street, Lichfield Street, Cambridge Terrace
and Durham Street, where through-traffic will be discouraged and streetscaping will be
undertaken to improve ambience and to slow motor vehicle speeds.

Other Precincts outside the Core to reflect other areas with recognised character or
amenity, which will be developed as agreed and in line with the principles applied to the
core.

A three zone parking plan, based on short-term parking in the core, medium-term visitor
off-street parking on the core ring/edge and residents and commuter parking in the
periphery.

Good accessibility for motor vehicles to, from and around the core. Improvements to
the one-way system amenity and pursuing the conversion of Lichfield Street to two-way,
whilst maintaining a two-way Tuam Street.

Expansion of the current Bus Exchange and development of associated key bus
corridors on Colombo and Lichfield/Tuam streets.

Development of street treatments within the core and precincts, based on an overall
streetscape urban design concept for the central city.

(c)  Note that the concept fits with the Council’s Central City Revitalisation Strategy.

(d)  Thank the CCTWP for their role in developing the Central City Transport Concept.

(e)  Support the formulation of a Central City Revitalisation Liaison Group, with the following Terms
of Reference:

To act as a sounding board

To facilitate buy-in from others

To act as a catalyst for ideas and engender enthusiasm

To provide a contribution to specific projects and the Project Implementation Steering Team
as appropriate.

(f) Note that the Mayor will chair this group and appoint stakeholders with appropriate skill-sets.
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INTRODUCTION

16.

The work on the Central City Transport Concept (the Concept) was initiated in response to the
Lichfield/Tuam Streets swap proposal when it was realised that specific transport related
projects in the central city needed to be part of a larger picture. This Concept is a subset of the
Council’s overall Central City Revitalisation Strategy (Revitalisation Strategy). With the
Concept in place, important issues such as the option to convert Lichfield Street to 2-way, and
the near-capacity of the Bus Exchange can be considered and resolved.

BACKGROUND TO CENTRAL CITY REVITALISATION

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

In 2001, the Council developed and adopted the first stage of the Revitalisation Strategy to
counter threats, both real and perceived, to the medium and long-term vitality of the central city
due to major investment in suburban retail and other development.

The Revitalisation Strategy was developed following a public consultation process which
elicited over 900 responses, giving a steer to setting a vision, some key objectives and some
priorities for action. Feedback from the consultation showed that the issues of greatest
importance included transport and parking, and environmental improvement. Suggestions
repeatedly included more/better/free parking, improved pedestrian facilities including crossings
and wider footpaths, traffic calming and improved public transport.

The Revitalisation Strategy set out a vision and general objective, and outlined some short,
medium and long-term projects.

The vision is “a vibrant, exciting, safe and sustainable Central City heart; a heart with a strong
and healthy economy, environment, culture and society”. The general objective is “to enhance
and promote the Central City (the area within the four avenues) as a centre of community,
culture, commerce, education, celebration and environmental excellence and sustainability for
the existing and future citizens of Christchurch. To make the Central City a great place to live,
work, play, shop, socialise, invest, visit and learn”.

The Revitalisation Strategy also set out some more specific objectives relating to economic
development, living, social interaction and well-being, community focus, transport accessibility
and safety, central city identity, environmental quality and infrastructure.

It established some core principles for project development and identified some short and
medium-term priorities to assist revitalisation. Core principles included an east side focus, the
need to increase residential population and business and commercial activity, integrated
development including private-public partnerships, and public space environment
improvements.

To date the Revitalisation Strategy has achieved Council-led projects such as first hour free
parking, funding for central city marketing, purchase for redevelopment of the Turners &
Growers site, the High Street Upgrade and completion of Cathedral Square. Developer-led
projects supported by the Council include Lichfield Lanes, South of Lichfield (SOL), Mid-City
Centre and Hallensteins. There have also been investigations and zone changes to assist
revitalisation. This included the Lichfield-Tuam Swap Study, which at a later stage became the
catalyst for the formation of the Central City Transport Working Party.

BACKGROUND TO PUBLIC TRANSPORT AND THE BUS EXCHANGE

24.

25.

The Bus Exchange provides the most perplexing central city transport issue to resolve
currently, at least from a technical perspective.

Since the opening of the Bus Exchange in 2000, patronage on buses in Christchurch has
increased from just over 10 million passenger trips per year to about 15.3 million passenger
trips per year. Although this increase has been due to several significant improvements to the
bus system, the Bus Exchange itself has developed an international reputation, and set new
standards for how an interchange can operate successfully, with a high standard of passenger
amenity, particularly the off-street portion. It was designed to operate up to a system patronage
volume of about 20 million passenger trips per year.

Council Agenda 27 October 2005



8 Cont’d

26.

27.

28.

20.

The joint Council and ECan Passenger Transport Strategy has a target of 17 million passenger
trips per year by 2007/08 and this is on track. However, significant congestion is occurring now
in passenger waiting areas of the Bus Exchange at peak times. This is particularly noticeable
on the Colombo Street pavements, where conflicts occur between waiting passengers and
pedestrians sharing the same footpath space.

Increasing passenger numbers, particularly during peak periods, has required more buses in
the central city. This is resulting in some bus congestion, particularly around the
Lichfield/Colombo Street intersection.

With current passenger growth projections, the Bus Exchange will reach capacity by about
2008, which is two to three years earlier than its original design life. This is despite through-
routing introduced by ECan in 2004, which reduced bus movements on Colombo Street by 30%
from what was otherwise projected.

As the Bus Exchange is so pivotal to the bus system operation, expansion is vital to ensure
sufficient future capacity of the Bus Exchange, the ongoing success of the bus system in
Christchurch and its support for the Central City Revitalisation.

BACKGROUND TO THE CENTRAL CITY TRANSPORT WORKING PARTY

30.

31.

During 2002 the Council proposed plans for changing Tuam Street from a two-way street to
one-way eastbound and Lichfield Street from one-way eastbound to two-way. Included with
other ideas such as free short term off-street parking and a slow movement core area, the
proposal was one of a number of transport projects identified for investigation in the document
“Revitalising the Heart of Our City, Development of a Central City Strategy — Stage 1”, February
2001.

When a detailed one way swap proposal was developed and put out to public consultation, the
process resulted in many submissions against all or parts of the proposal. On 21 November
2002, as a consequence of the reporting back to the Council on the outcome of this
consultation, the one-way swap proposal was put on hold and the Council decided to engage in
a wider central city transport review. This saw the establishment of the Central City Transport
Working Party (CCTWP). The Council resolutions passed at that time were:

“1. That the Council conduct a transport review of streets between Hereford Street and
Moorhouse Avenue.

2. That the Council form a working party to:

(a) Discuss terms of reference for the working party for adoption by the Sustainable
Transport and Utilities Committee;

(b) Initially address traffic issues between Hereford Street and Moorhouse Avenue;
and

(c)  Address transport planning within the Four Avenues as a parallel process to (b)
above.

This study will focus on the implementation of Council transport strategies, addressing
the negative impacts of traffic flows as well as protecting and enhancing inner city
economic well-being and commercial viability.

3. That the working party comprise:

(a) Five members of the Committee being Councillors Sally Buck, Carole Evans,
Chrissie Williams, Ron Wright and the Chairman.

(b)  The Chairman of the Mayoral Forum or nominee.

(c) Three representatives of Central City Businesses, one of which is to be nominated
by the Canterbury Employers’ Chamber of Commerce.

(d)  Councillor Diana Shand, Environment Canterbury.

(e) A road user representative nominated by the NZAA.

() A representative of SPOKES.

(g) A bus company representative.”
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

The CCTWP was established in early 2003, and its membership was in line with
recommendation 3 above, but with the addition of the chair of the Hagley/Ferrymead
Community Board. During development of the Concept, the CCTWP:

(@) Was briefed on all relevant existing transport and central city strategy and policy
documents.

(b) ldentified key desires from each stakeholder, related to transport and activities in the
central city.

(c) Developed and reviewed options for meeting the needs of each travel mode.

(d)  Determined assessment criteria for evaluating options.

(e) Provided feedback on broad combined proposals and options developed by staff.
(f) Received information regarding the assessments of various options.

(g)  Accepted by consensus a draft Concept for consultation purposes.

Details of these tasks are described in the attached 23 September 2004 Council report, and
have not been repeated in this report. Rather, the following sections cross-reference
appropriate sections of the September 2004 Council report.

The major initiative with which the Concept needed to integrate was the Central City
Revitalisation Project, whose aims were expressed through the Revitalisation Strategy
document referred to in paragraph 29 above. Elements of that document which were relevant
to the Concept are in Section 4 of the September 2004 Council report.

The CCTWP developed a vision and objectives for an ideal central city transport system as
described in the first few paragraphs in Section 4 of the September 2004 Council report, which
are well aligned with the vision and objectives of the Revitalisation Strategy. This section of the
September 2004 Council report also sets out the assessment criteria that the CCTWP agreed
to used to assess options.

Identification and development of options, and selection of a preferred option was a four step
process, described as follows:

(@) The first step identified and short-listed options, starting with nine public transport
options, eight general traffic options and four cycling options, and moved through various
selection processes to three short-listed options known as the Slow Movement Core,
Pedestrian Heart and Status Quo.

(b)  The second step developed option details and assessed the three short-listed options
against the assessment criteria agreed by the CCTWP. Option details and their
assessments are described in Section 5 of the September 2004 Council report.

(c)  The third step involved further analysis on some additional key issues, primarily parking,
that resulted from outcomes of the assessment and feedback from the CCTWP. These
issues and their analysis are described in Section 6 of the September 2004 Council
report.

(d)  The final step was for the CCTWP to develop and agree on a draft Concept as described
in Sections 7, 8 and 9 of the September 2004 Council report. The draft Concept that was
chosen is essentially a combination of the Slow Movement Core and Pedestrian Heart.
Because of the complexity of the options, they were broken into components and
agreement was sought on each component, with the recommended option being the
summation of the agreed components.

The CCTWP unanimously endorsed the draft Concept at a meeting on 9 September 2004,
based on the premise that the draft Concept was sufficiently robust to adapt to variations of
possible street treatments details and more importantly, to cater for different options that could
be developed for the Lichfield/Tuam Corridor.
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38.

The results of these processes and the endorsed draft Concept were presented to the Council
on 23 September 2004, which passed the following resolutions:

“1. That the information be received.

2. That the Central City Transport Concept, as outlined in this report, be adopted for the
purposes of an ‘inform-consultation’ process this year and reporting back to the Council
thereatfter.

3. That immediately following conclusion of the work in recommendation 2, and report back
to a reconstituted working party and the Council in the new year, an ‘askl/dialogue’
consultation process be undertaken on the Lichfield-Tuam corridor.

4. That the Council expresses its appreciation and thanks to the non-Council members of
the Central City Transport Working Party for their contribution and commitment to the
project.”

INFORM-CONSULTATION ON THE CENTRAL CITY TRANSPORT CONCEPT

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

Following the 23 September 2004 Council resolution, an inform-consultation process was
undertaken between November 2004 and February 2005. This type of consultation process
was considered appropriate because the CCTWP work and focus group research undertaken
during development of the draft Concept was considered sufficient to provide a balanced
picture of community views as well as the Concept being consistent with the Revitalisation
Strategy, on which many of its 900 submitters had already provided relevant views.

However, for subsequent projects including the Lichfield/Tuam Corridor, an “ask”, or “dialogue”,
type consultation process is recommended. This would need to include in-depth dialogue with
potentially impacted groups to identify and obtain feedback on a range of issues and options,
and will be in line with LGA requirements for those types of projects.

For this inform-consultation process, the draft Concept was presented on an A2 colour
publication, which was distributed to 5,200 businesses and residents within the central city, and
displayed at 400 central city locations. This was supplemented by public briefings held on
1and 2 December 2004, and by articles in City Scene during October, November and
December 2004. A presentation was also given to the Hagley/Ferrymead Community Board on
9 February 2005.

Twenty-four submissions were received, which is very low in the context of 700 submissions
received on the proposed Lichfield-Tuam Swap Project back in 2002. Of note is the absence of
submissions from many stakeholder organisations and other known individuals. Much of this
can be attributed to either having these organisations or individuals as members of the
CCTWP, or them being in close contact with members of the CCTWP.

Analysis of these submissions is contained within the attached Consultation Analysis Report.
Because of the small number of submissions and because submitters were asked for
responses on open-ended questions, statistical analysis is inappropriate.

The main issues from the consultation analysis were as follows, with numbers in brackets
identifying the number of submitters making comment on each issue:

(@) Overall Concept. There is no significant opposition to the draft Concept, which is
reflected in the low number of submissions. There is very positive support for the draft
Concept, with most submission concerns focussing on detailed or specific issues (10).

(b)  Slow Core. There is general support for a slow core, with any concerns relating to
details of vehicle access rather than reduced speeds (8).

(c) Pedestrians and Cyclists. There is good support for enhancing pedestrian and cyclist
facilities. Three submissions favour more pedestrian precincts (8).
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45.

46.

47.

48.

(d) One-Way System. Little comment was expressed and opinion given is divided on the
one-way system, but no conclusions can be reached with only three submissions.
Negative aspects raised have already been acknowledged during the draft Concept
development, which allows for a one-way system improvement plan (3).

(e) Lichfield | Tuam Corridor. Positioning statements were made in anticipation of the
pending Lichfield/Tuam Corridor Project, which is likely to follow adoption of a final
Concept. However, most appear content at this stage with the ask/dialogue-consultation
process that was proposed for this project. The draft Concept makes no choices on this
matter (6).

(f) Parking. There are no strong themes coming through on parking, with support for the
real-time information system, one comment wanting to curb commuter parking and
another comment that more commuter parking may be needed (8).

(g) Street Treatments. These submissions related to specific issues on specific streets.
They are best addressed with stakeholders during the projects developing the specific
street treatment measures to incorporate their issues into scheme designs. There was
some criticism about previous landscaping with trees (6).

(h)  Public Transport. There are no particular submission themes on public transport, with
strong desires by some to expand the shuttle service, develop a Central Bus interchange
and/or to consider passenger rail. There were also complaints about some specific
aspects of the bus system, which have been forwarded to appropriate parties. (16).

(i) Special Precincts. There is general support for special precincts, although there is
debate on the choice of street treatments. Two submitters favoured new precincts on
Colombo Street at each end of the proposed slow core. The term “precinct” in the
context of street treatments will need review to avoid confusion with the use of the term in
proposed marketing and revitalisation initiatives (7).

) Land UselTransportation Integration. Strong views were expressed for clearly linking
the draft Concept to land use strategies, both for the central city and metropolitan-wide

(9).

(k)  Consultation. Ten of the 19 comments made expressed concerns about the short
length of time to make submissions and the time of year for consultation. Not all the 19
submissions were on this. Most of the remainder of submissions wanted to be kept
informed of future development (19).

On the basis of items (a), (b), (e), (f) and (k) above, no changes would be required to the draft
Concept.

With regard to item (c), the extent of pedestrianised precincts was considered in detail during
the draft Concept development, with strong support by some people for more pedestrianised
precincts and equally strong concern by others. The draft Concept aims to provide a balance
between these views and as there was not a wholesale demand for more or less, no changes
are proposed to the draft Concept. Although new pedestrianised precincts are not an essential
element of the draft Concept, there remains opportunity to implement them if warranted by
future land use changes.

With regard to item (d) which drew very little comment, and that was divided, no changes would
be required to the draft Concept. The identified need of treating the negative aspects of the
one-way system is a component of the draft Concept. However, as noted elsewhere and
irrespective of the lack of consultation feedback on one-way streets, Councillors have at the two
seminars expressed support in principle for changing Lichfield Street from a one-way to a two-
way street.

With regard to items (g) and (i), issues associated with specific street treatments will need to be
dealt with at an individual project level. Due consultation will occur as appropriate during
development of these projects.
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49.

50.

With regard to item (h), expansion of the shuttle service is being considered in a separate
study. During early stages of the development of the draft Concept, passenger rail was
considered and seen as being outside the 15 to 20 year time horizon of the Concept, but was
considered worthy of investigation for the long-term. Investigations have begun for establishing
an expanded central city bus interchange. The issue of better catering for long-distance bus or
coach travel will be investigated separately, and is not fundamental to the Concept.

With regard to item (j), there are currently land use strategies being developed for Christchurch,
the most obvious being the Urban Development Strategy. The draft Concept was developed
with the best information to hand. No changes would be required to the draft Concept for it to
proceed with implementation, and the draft Concept is designed to be flexible to respond to
land use changes that may result from these strategies. To ensure ongoing consistency with
and integration between transportation and land use objectives, reviews of the Concept every
three to five years are recommended.

POST-CONSULTATION REPORTING

51.

52.

53.

The results of the consultation process were reported to a joint seminar of Council, the
Hagley/Ferrymead Community Board and the CCTWP on 21 June 2005. At this seminar,
Councillors and others raised a series of questions that required a response from Council staff.

These questions were categorised into issues, which were discussed at a Liveable City
Portfolio Group seminar on 21 July 2005. At this seminar, these issues were prioritised.

The most significant issues relate to the possibility of a two-way Lichfield Street and the Bus
Exchange. These are covered in the next sections of this report. Reponses to the other issues
are described below:

(@) Central City Product. It is important to link the Concept to the overall central city
product, which involves an understanding of the product and target markets. The central
city product is part of the Revitalisation Strategy and the Concept is linked with this.

(b)  Urban Design. High quality urban design, including public art and development of a
central city brand is seen as critical to a successful concept, and is a key part of the draft
Concept.

(c) Motor Vehicle Access and Parking. Having good motor vehicle access to the central
city and providing good parking facilities is seen as very important, and this is a key part
of the draft Concept.

(d) Core Speed Limit. There is some interest in wanting 30 km/h speed restrictions to be
done on a street-by-street basis within the core, rather than applying a blanket speed
restriction. Whilst more of an implementation issue, this can be done, and it is more
important to ensure that street treatments are such that motorists are discouraged
through design from driving faster than 30 km/h. This will need a minor modification to
the wording in the draft Concept, and will need reinforcing in subsequent projects.

(e) Cycling. Access to the core and movement in the core will be more cycle friendly,
because of slower traffic speeds and street designs recognising cyclists.

(f) Residents. The Concept can cater for the needs of current residents and encourage
new residents. Proposals to increase population to up to 30,000 residents can be
catered for in successive Concept reviews, as growth is likely to occur over the longer
term.

(g) Precincts outside the Core. There was concern that no areas east of Manchester
Street were identified in the draft Concept as precincts outside the core. The precincts
previously identified are examples only and the draft Concept allows for precincts to be
added as agreed.
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54.

55.

On the basis of the items above with the exception of (d), no changes would be required to the
draft Concept. With regard to (d) above, minor rewording will be made to the draft Concept.

There was concern expressed about the small number of submissions received during the
consultation process. The question that arises from this concern is: does the low number of
submissions represent a process failure? Or does it imply general support for the draft
Concept? It is considered that it is not a process failure and further consultation on the Concept
would not significantly change the results. It is likely that there will be much greater interest
during consultation on subsequent projects.

LICHFIELD STREET AND THE ONE-WAY SYSTEM

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

At the 21 June 2005 seminar, some Councillors expressed a desire to move directly to some
clear and rapid decision making on the Lichfield and Tuam Streets Corridor. In particular, there
was a strong desire to convert Lichfield Street to a two-way street to assist with central city
revitalisation, without converting Tuam Street to a one-way street.

Since that seminar, preliminary traffic modelling has been undertaken to begin exploring this,
and early indications are that this conversion is possible. This needs to be qualified by the
need to develop solutions for some issues including:

. Congestion relief at intersections, especially Hospital Corner (Hagley/Oxford/Riccarton/
Tuam) and at Lichfield/Manchester/High.

. The need to ensure safe design at two-way intersections, especially dealing with right
turns and dealing with pedestrians, due to increased conflict.

. Providing access to and egress from the Bus Exchange.

J Access to parking buildings on Lichfield Street

. Provision of bus and cyclist measures.

Significant additional work is needed to assess the scale of the issues, and identify options for
resolving them. It is also possible that some solutions will require property acquisition.

To implement change requires a series of steps as follows including indicative timeframes:

. The Council to agree in principle for a two-way Lichfield Street.

. The Council to develop and sign-off a workable scheme plan, including robust analysis
and consultation processes (6 to 9 months).

Changes needed to the Bylaw and City Plan (3 months).

Ensure adequate provision in the budget.

Designate and purchase land, if necessary (2 to 3 years).

Construction (3 to 6 months).

Hence it could take between 12 months and 4.5 years to implement. It is important to
undertake proper project development processes including consultation and engaging with all
affected and interested parties. This would assist in addressing key community issues and
make community acceptance of the final option much more likely, especially in the context of
the consultation undertaken on the previous Lichfield-Tuam Swap Project, which generated as
much comment on the proposed two-way Lichfield Street as it did on the proposed one-way
Tuam Street.

The initial assessment of a two-way Lichfield Street does not compromise the Concept.
Essentially the Concept can cater for the status quo, swapping the Lichfield Street one-way
function with Tuam Street or simply making Lichfield Street two-way. Based on this, the draft
Concept requires some word changes to reflect a potential two-way Lichfield Street.

There have also been informal comments reflecting the possibility of converting St Asaph Street
to a two-way street. To date, there has been insufficient time to carry out any assessment of
this, and it is considered that the Concept should be adopted without this. Further assessment
can be carried out if required after Concept adoption.
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BUS EXCHANGE EXPANSION

63. Atthe 21 June 2005 seminar, Councillors also expressed a desire to have some clear and rapid
decision making on the long-term future of the Bus Exchange.

64. During the development of the draft Concept, many alternative arrangements for the operation
of the public transport system in the central city were explored. These naturally inferred options
for the location of the Bus Exchange and/or other interchange sites. The clear outcome was to
support a single location central city bus interchange in the vicinity of the Bus Exchange. Since
then some option testing for expansion of the Bus Exchange has been undertaken, but with no
successful resolution. Further work is currently underway to explore more options with a
broader base and set of criteria. The basic premise for the Bus Exchange in the Concept is
sound and can be adopted as part of the Concept. If a change is required then the Concept
could be reviewed to recognise it at an appropriate point.

CENTRAL CITY TRANSPORT CONCEPT IN CONTEXT

65. A Council seminar was held on 30 August 2005 to report on the draft Concept and to
demonstrate its place within the wider Central City Revitalisation context. This seminar

included:

. Identifying the overall goals and objectives for the central city;

. Reiterating the Central City Revitalisation Strategy, and describing previous and current
initiatives;

. Reiterating the CCTWP processes, the draft Concept, and consultation process;

. Describing the issues facing the Bus Exchange;

. Reporting on the issues raised at the 21 June 2005 seminar;

. Reporting on the preliminary assessment for a two-way Lichfield and Tuam Street;

) Suggesting a way forward.

66. At this seminar, Councillors instructed staff to prepare this report, recommending a transport
concept for adoption.

67. Therefore, based on draft Concept, the results of the public consultation process, and the
seminars held with Council on 21 June and 30 August 2005, the Central City Transport Concept
recommended for adoption is made up of the following components.

(@) Slow Core area. Defines the central city area where through-traffic will be discouraged
but no new access prohibitions are proposed and general amenity is significantly
improved. It will be bounded by Kilmore Street, Madras Street, Lichfield Street,
Cambridge Terrace and Durham Street, which is defined as the core ring or boundary.
Speed limits lower than 30 km/h should be applied (perhaps progressively), but the aim
will be to ensure that street treatments will prevent motorists from travelling fast.

(b)  Precincts outside the Core. Allows the principles and treatments within the core to be
applied to other smaller areas with recognised high amenity within the four avenues.
Examples include around the Arts Centre and Museum, Victoria Street and High Street,
but the Concept allows for other precincts to be added as agreed.

(c) Accessibility. Good motor vehicle access will be provided to, from and around the core,
and to define the core ring. This will be primarily achieved by maintaining the one-way
system, but measures will be implemented to upgrade amenity, improve crossing points
for pedestrians and cyclists, and to manage speeds will be developed for the core ring
and arterial approach roads. The exception to this is Lichfield Street, which may be
converted to a two-way street, whilst also maintaining Tuam Street as a two-way street.

(d)  Streetscaping Design Plan. A Central City streetscaping design plan is needed to
provide an overall central city theme or “brand”, but it also needs to be flexible to allow
the individuality of different precincts or sub-areas in the central city to be reflected. It is
important that the core stands out, but all areas within the four avenues are included in
the strategy.
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(e)

(f)

(9)

Bus Exchange. The Bus Exchange will need to be expanded to improve public
transport efficiency and effectiveness. The expanded Bus Exchange project is being
developed under a separate study. Defined bus corridors will be provided along
Colombo Street and Lichfield and/or Tuam Streets if the expanded Bus Exchange
remains near its current site.

Parking. Develop the following three-zone concept:

. Core — focus on mainly short-term and ancillary parking. Emphasis will be shifted
to shorter (P30) term spaces. Medium-term spaces (60 to 120 minutes) will be
provided in parking precincts, either through on-street clusters or in nearby off-
street parking facilities near the ring. On-street spaces will be charged in
accordance with the scarce resource concept.

. Ring — focus on medium-term CBD visitor parking. This will be based on a search
pattern around facilities, integrated with the real-time information system.
Displaced core meter parking will be accommodated by removing some long-term
parking from Council off-street parking facilities. Options for additional off-street
facilities on the ring will be investigated to cater for any excess demand foci. The
negative views of current parking buildings will be addressed.

. Peripheral — provide for local residents, residential visitors and long-term
commuter parking largely as now. Treat special precincts, such as Victoria Street,
on a case-by-case basis.

Issues associated with residents/commuter parking will need to be considered into the
inner suburbs beyond the four avenues. The Concept allows for the market to supply
additional off-street commuter parking according to commercial justifications. Park and
ride will also be investigated.

Street Treatments. All streets within the core will be treated with one of the following
street treatment types:

. Low — improves amenity through measures such as kerb build-outs and
landscaping, but continues to give priority to motor vehicles.

o Medium — adds pedestrian priority at selected crossing points to the low treatment,
through pedestrian platforms or speed cushions.

. High — actively discourages non-essential traffic through extensive street
narrowing, landscaping and other treatments. Note that the use of two-way, one-
lane sections was not popular in the consultation feedback.

PROGRAMME AND FUNDING — THE NEXT STEPS

68. Upon adoption of the Concept, the next short-term steps are to:

Develop a streetscape urban design plan to provide inputs to the project street
treatments;

Develop a parking plan to support the parking component of the Concept;

Commence the Lichfield-Tuam Corridor Project;

Continue the study for the Bus Exchange expansion;

Develop, prioritise and programme the remaining projects in the central city and ensure
that they integrate with overall Central City Revitalisation objectives and timeframes.

69. The processes for the Lichfield-Tuam Corridor Project and the Bus Exchange expansion project
will be presented separately to Councillors in the near future.
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70.

71.

72.

73.

The current LTCCP indicates about $20M for Major Amenity projects (which provides mainly for
Central City transport-related projects) over the next ten years. The projected budget in the
December 2003 Metropolitan Christchurch Transport Statement allocated $30 million to central
city amenity over the next 20 years, until 2023/24. A very rough order assessment of street
treatments for streets within the Core and Precincts is likely to cost well in excess of this $30M,
which also does not allow for special treatments to City Mall (currently estimated at $12M),
expansion of the Bus Exchange (currently estimated at $20-50M), any new parking facilities
(currently estimated at $15-20M), other street treatments and improvements to one-way streets
and other streets within the four avenues.

Clearly elected members have key choices and decisions to make in relation to the speed of
implementation desired and the associated budgetary requirements.

Notwithstanding that, in terms of the Concept components, essential elements include the Bus
Exchange expansion (especially given the expectations and needs of ECan for this project),
improvements to Lichfield Street, definition of the Core and treatment to a significant number of
streets within it.

Initial programming and budget proposals will be introduced in the upcoming LTCCP process

OPTIONS

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

In the first round of investigation, nine individual public transport options, eight traffic options
and four cycling options were identified as defined in Sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 of the
September 2004 Council report. These were reduced to four public transport options, six traffic
options and two cycling options through an initial assessment process.

The shortlisted individual options were integrated to form 24 combined options. The two
remaining cycling options were combined and merged with the traffic options. A “logical
matching” compatibility and vision compatibility analysis was undertaken as described in
Section 4.4 of the September 2005 Council report to result in seven combined options. A multi-
criteria analysis as described in Section 4.5 of the September 2004 Council report reduced
these to four combined options, including the Status Quo. Review of the two public transport
components of these remaining options indicated that the two components were becoming very
similar due to introduction of bus through-routing.

Therefore detailed option development and assessment was undertaken on three options:

(a) Status Quo
(b)  Slow Movement Core

(c) Pedestrian Heart

The draft Concept that was developed by the CCTWP is a combination of elements of the Slow
Movement Core and Pedestrian Heart, as described in the September 2004 Council report.

The recommended Concept described in this report is a modified draft Concept based on the
outcomes of the consultation process and input from Councillors.

PREFERRED OPTION

79.

The preferred option is the Central City Transport Concept described in paragraph 66 above of
this report. It is preferred over the Status Quo because:

. The Status Quo will not actively aid central city revitalisation;

3 It has received positive public feedback, especially in addressing key concerns of the
public raised in recent times, including that the status quo was not an option for them.

. The Status Quo has no current framework for future development, having largely been

completed and it pre-dates the Central City Revitalisation Strategy.
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ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS
The Preferred Option

80. The preferred option is the Central City Transport Concept as described in this report.

Benefits (current and future) Costs (current and future)
Social e Supported by consensus by the e Development of and consultation for
CCTWP and Council. projects need to be managed well to
e General support for the overall continue to maintain public support.
concept from the public consultation
process.

e Provides a much improved pedestrian
and cyclist environment.

e Reinforces the central city as the
“heart” of Christchurch.

Cultural e Reinforces the central city as the
“heart” of Christchurch.
Environmental e Will enhance the amenity of the
central city.
e Fewer private motor vehicles in the
core
Economic e  Will assist with economic revitalisation | ¢ Resultant programme of works
of the central city. potentially requires ongoing and
e Will assist with bus reliability. significant funding.
e Large road safety improvements due | ¢ Inadequate current funding for full
to fewer pedestrian/vehicle conflicts implementation over 10 years.

and slower speeds.

Extent to which community outcomes are achieved:

Primary alignment with community outcome an attractive and well-designed city, where Christchurch has a
vibrant centre, ... and well-designed transport networks.
Also contributes to a city for recreation, fun and creativity, and a safe city

Impact on Council’s capacity and responsibilities: Positive
Effects on Maori: NA
Consistency with existing Council policies: Consistent

Views and preferences of persons affected or likely to have an interest: Noted in this report and the
attached September 2004 Council and Consultation Analysis Reports.

Other relevant matters: NA
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Maintain The Status Quo (If Not Preferred Option)
81. The Status Quo is essentially the existing situation on the streets, together with committed

schemes planned for the central city and adjacent areas. Existing pedestrian malls and slow
street treatments such as City Mall and Worcester Boulevard would remain.

Benefits (current and future) Costs (current and future)

Social e Rejected by the CCTWP and the
community, as suggested through
focus groups. Growing adverse social
effects of excess traffic in core.

Cultural e Could result in ongoing decline to
elements of the central city.
Environmental e Poor amenity to many streets, poor
quality pedestrian environment.
Economic e Lowest cost as only works will be e Could result in ongoing decline to
ongoing maintenance. elements of the central city.

Extent to which community outcomes are achieved:

Primary alignment with community outcome an attractive and well-designed city, where Christchurch has a
vibrant centre, ... and well-designed transport networks.
Also contributes to a city for recreation, fun and creativity, and a safe city

Impact on Council’s capacity and responsibilities: Nominal
Effects on Maori: NA
Consistency with existing Council policies: Poor.

Views and preferences of persons affected or likely to have an interest: Noted in this report and the
attached September 2005 Council and Consultation Analysis Reports.

Other relevant matters: NA
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9. CYCLEWAYS

Report separately enclosed if available, otherwise to be separately circulated.

10. FENDALTON PARK — FENDALTON BOWLING CLUB BUILDING APPLICATION

General Manager responsible: General Manager City Environment
Officer responsible: Greenspace Manager
Author: John Allen, DDI 941-8699

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1. The purpose of this report is to enable the Council to consider an application by the Fendalton
Bowling Club, an incorporated society, to build a new building (position plan, and pictorial
representation attached) within their leased area, situated on Fendalton Park, a recreation
reserve vested in the Council under the Reserves Act 1977. The building is required to provide
for the storage of greens mats, and other greens playing apparatus.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2. This application has been made because of the need for an early decision regarding the
construction of the building, which will need to be completed in time to accommodate the 3rd
World Bowls Singles Champion of Champions tournament being held at the Fendalton Bowling
Club from 19 to 26 November 2005.

3. Officers are recommending that the Council approve the application to build the storage
building subject to the club complying with the conditions as recommended by officers in the
staff recommendation.

FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

4. Clause 7 of the current lease agreement between the Fendalton Bowling Club and the Council
dated 10 August 1976, requires the club to gain the permission of the Council before erecting
any buildings, or additions to buildings on the leased land.

5. There is some urgency to process this application, because the World Single Bowls Finals are
being held at the club’s faciliies from 19 to 26 November 2005, the opening being on
18 November. The club wishes to have the building erected well before this date, because of
the need to erect temporary stands, and television facilities etc before this date. There will be
over 100 competitors and officials from 39 countries around the world attending the finals. The
applicant only became aware of their responsibilities in this regard very recently, Council
officers receiving the application dated 27 September 2005.

6. Although the Council has delegated this level of decision making to Community Boards, in this
case the Fendalton/Waimairi Community Board, the next meeting of the Board that this
application is able to be considered at is on 1 November, which is too late to enable the building
to be built after the permission has been received from the Council, before the World Single
Bowls Finals. The Board informally discussed the application prior to its meeting on 4 October,
and agreed that in view of the urgent need for a decision it would be preferable for the
application to be decided by the Council.

7. For Councillors’ information officers are presently drafting a Parks and Reserves Leasing
Policy, which once approved by the Council will enable appropriate delegations to be granted to
officers in a number of circumstances, where the effects of a proposal do not impact on the park
or reserve outside the leased area.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Council grant the Fendalton Bowling Club permission to build the
12 square metre storage shed as shown on the attached pictorial representation in the position shown
on the attached plan, subject to the following conditions:

1.

The club obtaining all necessary resource and building consents before any development
commences on the site.

The construction area being maintained by the Fendalton Bowling Club in a safe and tidy
condition at all times.

All costs associated with the development, and subsequent maintenance of the building being
paid for by the Fendalton Bowling Club.

The Fendalton Bowling Club showing proof of having a current $1,000,000 public liability
insurance policy to the Greenspace Policy & Leasing Administrator before commencing work on
the site. This policy is to be kept current throughout the term of the lease.

Before work commences on the site, discussions are to be held with the Greenspace
Manager’'s designate, the Policy & Leasing Administrator, to ascertain the Council’'s
requirements through the development phase of the construction of the facility.

The colour of the walls of the proposed building are to be cream, with the roof and trim to be
green in colour.

BACKGROUND ON FENDALTON PARK — FENDALTON BOWLING CLUB, BUILDING APPLICATION

8.

The Fendalton Men’s, and Fendalton Women’s Bowling Clubs were until recently two separate
bowling clubs. When the two clubs amalgamated in 2004 it became necessary to build
women'’s toilets, and locker rooms in the larger former men’s bowling club building. To enable
this work to be undertaken it was necessary for the greens playing equipment storage room to
be moved out of the pavilion, and for this facility to be sited elsewhere. Temporarily this
equipment has been stored in the soil shed. However, this is only a temporary solution, this
shed being required to store the soil required for the greens, to enable it to be dried out prior to
screening and topdressing the greens.

The club has given much thought to the placement and design of the proposed building.
Ideally, it needs to be placed centrally because of the necessity to service both greens from it.
The storage facility cannot be added onto the existing pavilion, because of existing
underground services, sewer etc, located close to the eastern side of this building, and the
windows to the women'’s facilities on this side of the building. At the western end of the greens
maintenance complex there is a wash down area connected to a sump which is connected to
the sewer, precluding the storage shed being added onto this building. The club therefore
decided to build a stand-alone building in an architectural style to match the existing buildings,
which officers believe has been achieved, the building being virtually maintenance free, being
made of coloursteel. The proposed colour scheme of cream walls, green roof and matching
trim, complements the existing colour scheme of the present buildings.

OPTIONS

10.

As discussed above there are no other options, other than the one proposed for the placement
of this storage facility by way of an addition to an existing building inside the club’s present
lease area, without necessitating the requirement to shift, or alter the existing facilities at
considerable, and in the officers’ view, unnecessary additional expense. Because of this fact,
no other options have been examined.
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN BANKS PENINSULA DISTRICT COUNCIL
AND CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

General Manager responsible: General Manager Regulation and Democracy Services
Officer responsible: General Manager Regulation and Democracy Services
Author: Max Robertson, Council Secretary, DDI 941-8533

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1. The purpose of this report is to seek the adoption by the Christchurch City Council of a
Memorandum of Understanding between the City Council and the Banks Peninsula District
Council relating to the proposed dissolution of Banks Peninsula District, and its inclusion within
Christchurch City.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2. At meetings held on Thursday 26 May 2005 and Friday 24 June 2005 respectively, the Banks
Peninsula District Council and the Christchurch City Council resolved to appoint the Banks
Peninsula District Council/Christchurch City Council Transitional Joint Committee as a
Committee of both councils.

3. The Joint Committee held its first meeting on Friday 8 July 2005, and considered a report on
developing a Memorandum of Understanding between the two councils. The Joint Committee
decided to develop this Memorandum of Understanding to capture the general principles and
intentions of the Christchurch City Council in terms of undertakings it makes in respect of
service commitments to the residents of the current Banks Peninsula District which are not
covered by the Final Reorganisation Scheme put forward by the Local Government
Commission.

4. While not intended to create any legal relationship the Memorandum of Understanding is
intended to set out the key issues and provide guidance on how the two councils wish to work
together on the proposed merger as a result of the abolition and inclusion process.

5. The Memorandum assumes the poll result will be in favour of the Reorganisation Scheme. It is
entirely a matter for the residents of Banks Peninsula District as to whether or not they support
the reorganisation proposal at the poll to be held on Saturday 19 November 2005.

6. Attached to this report is a final draft of the Memorandum of Understanding, which was
approved at the last meeting of the Transitional Joint Committee held on Monday 17 October
2005. The draft Memorandum will be submitted to the Banks Peninsula District Council on
31 October 2005 for adoption by that Council.

FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

7. There are no direct financial implications. As previously noted, the Memorandum is not
intended to create any legal relationship, and is simply intended to set out the key issues and
provide guidance on how the two councils wish to work together on the proposed merger.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Council adopt the Memorandum of Understanding with the Banks
Peninsula District Council attached to this report.
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12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

REPORT OF THE HAGLEY/FERRYMEAD COMMUNITY BOARD -
MEETING OF 28 SEPTEMBER 2005

Attached.
REPORT OF THE RICCARTON/WIGRAM COMMUNITY BOARD -
MEETING OF 28 SEPTEMBER 2005

Attached.

MEETING WITH LAND TRANSPORT NEW ZEALAND (LTNZ)

Report separately enclosed.

NOTICES OF MOTION

QUESTIONS

RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC

Attached.
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