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1. APOLOGIES  
  

2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES - COUNCIL MEETING OF 30.11.2006 
  

3. DEPUTATIONS BY APPOINTMENT 
  

4. PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS 
  

5. CORRESPONDENCE 
  

6. MAYOR’S REPORT 
  

7. ROAD LEGALISATION:  ST LUKES STREET 
  

8. RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO DELEGATED AUTHORITY OF THE HERITAGE COVENANT 
OFFICER SUBCOMMITTEE 

  
9. RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO HERITAGE CONSERVATION POLICY 
  

10. ADOPTION OF METRO STRATEGY 2006 
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MEETING OF 25 OCTOBER 2006 
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20. RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC 
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1. APOLOGIES 
 
 
2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES - COUNCIL MEETING OF 30.11.2006 
 
 Attached. 
 
 
3. DEPUTATIONS BY APPOINTMENT 
 
 
4. PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS 
 
 
5. CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 
6. MAYOR’S REPORT 
 
 Attached. 
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7. ROAD LEGALISATION:  ST LUKES STREET 
 

General Manager responsible: General Manager City Environment, DDI 941-8656 
Officer responsible: Transport & Greenspace Manager 
Author: Bill Morgan 

 
 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
 1. The purpose of this report is to request the Council to approve the dedication of an existing 

road reserve (Lot 35 DP 370714) as road pursuant to Section 111 of the Reserves Act 1977. 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 2. The road reserve was required as part of the subdivision of a block of land fronting 21 St Luke 

Street.  The reserve was acquired in anticipation of a potential internal road eventually being 
constructed to extend St Luke Street to connect with St John Street in order to service a large 
area of landlocked land adjoining the Linwood Canal. 

 
 3. Horncastle Homes subsequently purchased the property and have developed it into 26 sections 

which have all been sold as land and home packages with most of the houses having been 
completed. 

 
 4. The subdivision plan cannot deposit until such time as the Council passes an appropriate 

resolution under Section 111 of the Reserves Act 1977 to dedicate the parcel of land as road. 
 
 FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 Financial 
 
 5. All costs associated with the dedication process are to be met by Horncastle Homes Ltd. 
 
 Legal 
 
 6. Section 111 of the Reserves Act 1977 provides that where any land is vested in any local 

authority for the purpose of a road reserve and the land is required for the purposes of a road, 
the land may be dedicated as road by resolution of the local authority. 

 
 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
 It is recommended that pursuant to Section 111 of the Reserves Act 1977, the Christchurch City 

Council hereby resolve to dedicate Lot 35 DP 370714 containing 163m2 being all of the land in 
Certificate of Title 294796 as road. 
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8. RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO DELEGATED AUTHORITY OF THE HERITAGE COVENANT 
OFFICER SUBCOMMITTEE  
 
General Manager responsible:  General Manager Strategy and Planning Group, DDI 941-8177 
Officer responsible:  Programme Manager Liveable City 
Author:  Neil Carrie 

 
 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
 1. The purpose of this report is to propose changes to the delegations of the Heritage Covenant 

Officer Subcommittee. 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 Proposed Changes to the Delegations of the Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee 
 
 2. The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee has reviewed the terms and conditions relating to 

its delegations to provide a more effective approach to the administration of the heritage 
conservation covenants.  These proposed changes would require some delegations to be 
amended and updated (see background notes). 
 

3. It has been found that conservation agreements (attached) have not been as effective in 
protecting heritage properties as was originally envisaged (see reason in background notes, 
introductory paragraph).  Limited conservation covenants subject to non-demolition only would 
overcome the difficulty encountered with conservation agreements.  The Subcommittee takes 
the view that limited conservation covenants should be entered into for grants of lesser 
amounts than the requirements for a full conservation covenant.       

 
4. It is proposed that limited heritage conservation covenants, registered against the titles of 

properties, be entered into with heritage building owners who are the recipients of heritage 
incentive grant funding to provide for the protection of the heritage items from demolition for a 
specified period of time.  It is therefore proposed that this delegation is amended to reflect the 
intent of the subcommittee.   

 
5. A further change is recommended with regard to the breach clause in both the full and limited 

conservation covenants.  The amended delegation proposal would provide for the 
subcommittee to exercise its discretion in relation to the repayment of any grant monies in the 
event of a breach through default by the owner on the terms and conditions of a covenant. 

 
6. The delegations would therefore read (new wording underlined and previous wording struck 

through): 
 
 1.  To enter into conservation covenants under section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or 

other appropriate legal instruments for the protection of listed heritage buildings, 
places or objects listed in the City Plan or the Banks Peninsula District Plan on 
such terms and conditions as the subcommittee thinks fit from time to time.   

 2.  To enter into conservation covenants under section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or 
other appropriate legal instruments or restrictive covenants for the protection of 
buildings, places and objects which have community and heritage values 
consistent with the policy for covenants on non-heritage properties and on such 
terms and conditions as the subcommittee thinks sees fit from time to time.  

 3.  The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee be delegated the power to approve 
or decline any application made pursuant to a conservation covenant between the 
landowner and the Council or other legal instrument entered into for heritage 
purposes (excluding an application for consent for full demolition). 

 4.  The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee be delegated the power to approve 
or decline a conservation plan made prepared pursuant to a conservation 
covenant or other legal instrument between the landowner and the Council entered 
into for heritage purposes. 

 5.  The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee be delegated:  
  (a)  the power to exercise any discretion of the Council given by any conservation 

covenant or other legal instrument entered into for heritage purposes to 
enforce the terms of any such conservation covenant or other legal 
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   instrument or to require any act or thing on the part of the landowner or 

person giving such conservation covenant or other legal instrument following 
any breach of its terms and conditions.   enter into heritage grant agreements 
as approved pursuant to a Council resolution of 26 September 2002  and the 
power to vary such heritage grant agreements from time to time as the 
Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee considers appropriate. 

  (b)  The power to institute enforcement proceedings where the terms and 
conditions of any conservation covenant or other legal instrument entered 
into for heritage purposes have been breached by the landowner or the 
person giving such conservation covenant or other legal instrument.  

  (c) The power to issue a dispute notice and to refer any dispute or difference 
arising with a party to a conservation covenant or other legal instrument 
entered into by the Council for heritage purposes to mediation or arbitration in 
terms of such conservation covenant or other legal instrument and the power 
to negotiate a resolution to such dispute on behalf of the Council.  

 
 FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 7. Repayment of a heritage incentive grant, in part or in whole, would be returned to the Heritage 

Grant Retention Incentive fund for the protection of other heritage buildings. 
 
 8. The proposed changes recommended in this report have been the subject of legal advice and 

are consistent with that advice.  The proposed changes are made pursuant to the Local 
Government Act 2002, Clause 32, 7th Schedule. 

 
 STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 It is recommended that the Council grant the revised delegations set out below to the Heritage 

Covenant Officers Subcommittee: 
 
 (1) The power to enter into conservation covenants under section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or 

other appropriate legal instruments for the protection of heritage buildings, places or objects 
listed in the City Plan or the Banks Peninsula District Plan on such terms and conditions as the 
subcommittee thinks fit from time to time. 

 
 (2) The power to enter into conservation covenants under section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or 

other appropriate legal instruments for the protection of buildings, places and objects which 
have community and heritage values consistent with the policy for covenants on non-heritage 
properties and on such terms and conditions as the subcommittee thinks fit from time to time. 

 
 (3)  The power to approve or decline any application made pursuant to a conservation covenant or 

other legal instrument entered into for heritage purposes (excluding an application for consent 
for demolition). 

 
 (4)  The power to approve or decline a conservation plan prepared pursuant to a conservation 

covenant or other legal instrument entered into for heritage purposes. 
 
 (5)  The power to exercise any discretion of the Council given by any conservation covenant or 

other legal instrument entered into for heritage purposes to enforce the terms of any such 
conservation covenant or other legal instrument or to require any act or thing on the part of the 
landowner or person giving such conservation covenant or other legal instrument following any 
breach of its terms and conditions.    

 
 (6)  The power to institute enforcement proceedings where the terms and conditions of any 

conservation covenant or instrument entered into for heritage purposes have been breached by 
the landowner or the person giving such conservation covenant or instrument. 

 
 (7) The power to issue a dispute notice and to refer any dispute or difference arising with a party to 

a conservation covenant or other legal instrument entered into by the Council for heritage 
purposes to mediation or arbitration in terms of such conservation covenant or other legal 
instrument and the power to negotiate a resolution to such dispute on behalf of the Council. 
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BACKGROUND ON CURRENT DELEGATIONS TO THE HERITAGE COVENANT OFFICER SUBCOMMITTEE  
 

9. It has been found that conservation agreements have not been as effective in protecting 
buildings as was originally envisaged.  This became evident in a recent instance whereby 
knowledge of an existing heritage grant agreement was not notified to a new owner.  A 
condition of the agreement, clause 1(b), was that the “grantee will make any agreement to sell 
the property conditional on the purchaser entering into an agreement with the grantor on similar 
terms and conditions to this agreement (including the requirement contained in this clause 1(b) 
to bind any subsequent purchasers) for the remainder of the term of this agreement, and will 
ensure that such condition is fulfilled prior to ownership being transferred to the purchaser”.  
With the new owner being unaware of such previous heritage incentive grant history, his 
application for heritage incentive grant funding became unnecessarily complicated.   

 
10. The Council currently has heritage grant agreements with 15 property owners, the non-

demolition periods ranging from five to 15 years.  The last agreement expiry date will be 2020.  
Some of these properties are expected to change hands within this time.  Information regarding 
agreements, which has recently been put into GEMS, does not clearly show the agreement 
details in the LIM report with regard to the property’s non-demolition period.  Clients are 
directed to contact the Heritage Grants Administrator for further details.  

 
11. With agreements not being able to be registered against property titles there is no way of 

ensuring knowledge of an agreement’s terms and conditions when a property changes hands.  
The conclusion, after legal advice was sought, was to change requirements for recipients of 
heritage incentive grant funding to agreeing to limited conservation covenants, which can be 
registered against property titles, thus clarifying the term for non-demolition.  This would apply 
for grants of $5,000 or more. 

 
12. The current full conservation covenant has been found to fulfil its intended purposes.  These 

are required for recipients of larger grants.  Properties with full conservation covenants require 
conservation plans and other conditions to be met and can apply to setting as well as the 
heritage item.  These further conditions are not required under limited conservation covenants. 

 
13. Below is the full wording of the existing delegations that have been found inadequate: 
 
 Current Delegations to the Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee 
 

1.  To enter into conservation covenants for the protection of listed heritage buildings, places 
or objects on such terms and conditions as the subcommittee thinks fit.  (26 April 2001) 

 
2.  To enter into conservation covenants under s.77 of the Reserves Act or restrictive 

covenants for buildings, places and objects which have community and heritage values 
consistent with the policy for covenants on non-heritage properties and on such terms 
and conditions as the subcommittee sees fit.  (27 June 2002) 

 
3.  The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee be delegated the power to approve or 

decline any applications made pursuant to a conservation covenant between the 
landowner and the Council (excluding full demolition).  (12 December 2002) 

 
4.  The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee be delegated the power to approve or 

decline conservation plans made pursuant to a conservation covenant between the 
landowner and the Council.  (12 December 2002) 

 
5.  The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee be delegated the power to enter into 

heritage grant agreements as approved pursuant to a Council resolution of 26 September 
2002 and the power to vary such heritage grant agreements from time to time as the 
Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee considers appropriate.  (12 December 2002) 
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OPTIONS 
 

14. The options available to the Council are relatively limited.  The Council can choose to retain the 
status quo and live with the uncertainty of planning mechanisms through the District Plan being 
less effective.  Alternatively the Council can choose to endorse the proposed changes for 
limited covenants, which would provide greater certainty of retention and protection of the city’s 
heritage stock receiving grant assistance. 

 
15. While heritage grant agreements have been relatively effective in protecting the city’s heritage 

stock, to stay with the status quo may result in further instances of new property owners 
claiming no knowledge of previous agreements with the Council, their not realising the import of 
the agreement and not ensuring that the agreement was a condition of a sale and purchase 
agreement.  This may result in some properties not being maintained or their losing the 
protection of the agreement. 

 
16. Having a limited covenant registered against the title of a property automatically transfers the 

covenant and its conditions to new owners, the covenant is known about before purchase so 
that the person buys the property with knowledge of the covenant and its conditions.   The 
property owner is aware from the outset that the property is highly regarded and that he/she 
has a social responsibility towards maintaining and retaining the item for the benefit of the 
whole community. 

 
17. Breach Clause.  The preference of the Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee to retrieve 

some or all of previous heritage incentive grant assistance via a breach clause, in the event of 
the building being demolished, is intended to give greater protection to heritage items receiving 
heritage incentive grant assistance. 
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9. RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO HERITAGE CONSERVATION POLICY 
 

General Manager responsible:  General Manager Strategy and Planning Group DDI 941-8177 
Officer responsible:  Programme Manager Liveable City 
Author:  Neil Carrie 

 
 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
 1. The purpose of this report is to recommend changes to the heritage conservation policies and 

the heritage grants policy to bring them in line with current circumstances. 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 Current Policy for the Conservation of Heritage Buildings, Places and Objects 
 
 2. The Council’s heritage conservation policy (1998) and subsequent amendments do not reflect 

the changed circumstances resulting from the inclusion of Banks Peninsula within the city, with 
respect to either the scope of qualifying grant applications or the statutory authority of the 
Council to enter into conservation covenants.  While a more comprehensive review of the 
policies is programmed for the medium term, this review concentrates on the post-
amalgamation priorities for policy amendment. 

 
 3. The current conservation incentives policy in the heritage conservation policy is as follows: 
 
  Policy 8.1  "To set aside a yearly allocation of money for grants to owners of listed 

heritage buildings, places and objects"  
 
  This policy also includes as a criterion:  “the relative heritage value of the building, place or 

object as determined by its group listing in the City Plan”. 
 
 4. It is proposed to amend the policy statement to clarify that both parts of the composite Plan (the 

City Plan and the Banks Peninsula District Plan, which are distinct in legal and territorial terms) 
qualify for applications and approval for heritage conservation grants.  The Banks Peninsula 
District Plan heritage listing does not always identify heritage groups reflecting significance.  
The listing is in two appendices to the Plan, the first for those items which are included in the 
Register of the New Zealand Historic Places Trust, which are grouped as Category I or 
Category II.  The second appendix is an additional list of heritage items which are not 
distinguished in terms of relative heritage significance, therefore reference to the group listing in 
the Christchurch City Plan should be deleted and replaced with the text set out in paragraph 
10(a) of this report. 

 
 5. The current heritage protection policy is as follows: 
 
  Policy 5.3: “To promote the use of covenants to protect listed heritage buildings, places 

and objects. 
 
  With the agreement of the owner of a heritage (or other) property, a covenant can be registered 

on a Certificate of Title to prevent demolition, or to confine the extent of alteration. 
 
 6. This policy does not mention the statutory authority of the Council to enter into conservation 

covenants under the Reserves Act 1977 or any other type of legal instrument or encumbrance. 
Neither does it reflect the inclusion of Banks Peninsula in Christchurch City.  Therefore it is 
recommended that the policy be amended to reflect the statutes under which authority is given 
as well as incorporating both Christchurch City and Banks Peninsula District Plan listings as set 
out in paragraph 10(b). 

 
 Heritage Grants Policy 
 

7. On 26 September 2002 the Council resolved that conservation covenants were required in 
perpetuity for grants of $50,000 or more, and that for grants between $10,000 and $49,999 
owners were required to enter into agreements to not demolish a building for a specified period 
of time.  These time periods were expressed in the heritage conservation policy regarding 
grants not requiring conservation covenants, numbered 13.1–13.4.  The Heritage Covenant 
Officer Subcommittee has requested that agreements be replaced by limited conservation 
covenants and that the time period be subject to negotiation with each grant recipient.   
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8. It is therefore proposed that the policy on conservation covenants be amended by the 
substitution of “agreement” with “limited conservation covenant”, and that this would apply to all 
grants between $5,000 and $49,999.  The Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee has also 
requested some flexibility around negotiating limited or full conservation covenants for grants of 
$30,000 to $50,000 depending on the significance of the property’s heritage values, and risk 
associated with potential loss of the item, among other things.   

 
9. With regard to limited covenants, the subcommittee considers that grant approvals should not 

be limited to the agreed time limits provided for under the policy titled grants not requiring 
conservation covenants, but that provision should be made for negotiable time periods.  The 
policy Grants Not Requiring Conservation Covenants, listed under background, should thus be 
revoked. 

 
 10. Actual wording of the proposed amended conservation policies (new wording underlined 

and previous wording struck through) 
 

(a) The wording in the policy on conservation incentives would therefore read: 
 
 Policy 8.1  "To set aside a yearly allocation of money for grants to owners of listed 

heritage buildings, places and objects listed in the Christchurch City Plan and the 
Banks Peninsula District Plan"  
and the amended criterion would consequently read: “the heritage value of the building, 
place or object” as determined by its group listing in the City Plan. 
 

(b) The wording in the policy on Heritage Protection would therefore read: 
  

Policy 5.3: To promote the use of covenants to protect Listed heritage buildings, 
places and objects. “The Council shall provide for and facilitate the use of 
conservation covenants under section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or other legal 
instruments to protect buildings, places and objects of heritage value listed in the 
Christchurch City Plan and/or the Banks Peninsula District Plan as applicable. 

 
 The criteria would accordingly read: “With the agreement of the owner of a heritage (or 

other) property, a covenant can shall be registered on a certificate of title to prevent 
demolition, partial demolition, or to confine the extent of alterations or additions to the 
property for such periods of time as deemed appropriate.”  

  
11. Actual wording of the proposed amended Heritage Grants Policy  
 

“12.1 That the compulsory requirement for a full conservation covenant under section 77 of the 
Reserves Act 1977 or other legal instrument should be applied to all heritage incentive 
grants of $50,000 or more and to all heritage developments grants that have a value 
estimated to be $50,000 or more over the term of the grant payments. 

 
12.2  That grants of $5,000 to $49,999 be subject to a limited conservation covenant under 

section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or other legal instrument that the owner(s) will not 
demolish or apply for a consent for demolition of the protected heritage item within a 
period of time to be negotiated with the building owner(s). 

 
12.3  Notwithstanding  paragraphs 12.2 of this Policy, if the Heritage Covenant Officers 

Subcommittee shall consider it appropriate in the circumstances relating to a particular 
property or grant and where ordinarily paragraph 12.2 would apply, the requirement of 
paragraph 12.2 for a limited conservation covenant may be departed from in respect of 
that particular property or grant and a full conservation covenant required.  In exercising 
this discretion the subcommittee shall have regard to the following criteria:  

 
1. Whether the heritage property is assessed as being of international, national, or 

regional importance. 
2. Whether the property has high heritage values in relation to individual criteria for 

heritage listing including consideration of the community esteem for the place. 
3. Whether the potential degree and type of risk associated with the heritage property 

necessitates protection of all the individual heritage features of the place. 
4. The amount of the approved heritage conservation grant.  
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 FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 12. The proposed changes recommended in this report have been the subject of legal advice and 

are consistent with that advice.  There are no financial implications in changing these policies. 
 
 STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 It is recommended that the Council approve the revocation of the following outdated heritage 

conservation policy changes: 
 

o Conservation Incentives Policy 8.1 
o Heritage Protection Policy 5.3 
o Grants Not Requiring Conservation Covenants Policy 13.1 – 13.5 

 
 and their replacement by the following amended policies:  
 
 (a) Conservation Incentives Policy:  
 

Policy 8.1  "To set aside a yearly allocation of money for grants to owners of heritage 
buildings, places and objects listed in the Christchurch City Plan and the Banks 
Peninsula District Plan "  

  with the amended criterion under the policy to therefore read: “the relative heritage value of the 
building, place or object”. 

 
 (b) Heritage Protection Policy: 
 

Policy 5.3: “The Council shall provide for and facilitate the use of conservation 
covenants under section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or other legal instruments to 
protect buildings, places and objects of heritage value listed in the Christchurch City 
Plan and/or the Banks Peninsula District Plan as applicable. 

 
  With the agreement of the owner of a heritage (or other) property, a covenant shall be 

registered on a certificate of title to prevent demolition, partial demolition, or to confine the 
extent of alterations or additions to the property for such periods of time as deemed 
appropriate.” 

 
(c) Heritage Grants Policy  

 
 12.1 That the compulsory requirement for a full conservation covenant under section 77 of the 

Reserves Act 1977 or other legal instrument be applied to all heritage incentive grants of 
$50,000 or more. 

 
 12.2 That grants of $5,000 to $49,999 be subject to a limited conservation covenant under 

section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 or other legal instrument that the owner(s) will not 
demolish or apply for a consent for demolition of the protected heritage item within a 
period of time to be negotiated with the building owner(s). 

 
 12.3 Notwithstanding paragraph 12.2 of this policy, if the Heritage Covenant Officers 

Subcommittee considers it appropriate in the circumstances relating to a particular 
property or grant and where ordinarily paragraph 12.2 would apply, the requirement of 
paragraph 12.2 for a limited conservation covenant may be departed from in respect of 
that particular property or grant and a full conservation covenant required.  In exercising 
this discretion the subcommittee shall have regard to the following criteria:  

 
1. Whether the heritage property is assessed as being of international, national, or 

regional importance. 
2. Whether the property has high heritage values in relation to individual criteria for 

heritage listing including consideration of the community esteem for the place. 
3. Whether the potential degree and type of risk associated with the heritage property 

necessitates protection of all the individual heritage features of the place. 
4. The amount of the approved heritage conservation grant.  
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BACKGROUND ON CURRENT DELEGATIONS TO THE HERITAGE COVENANT OFFICER SUBCOMMITTEE  
 

13. Policies 8.1 and 5.3 have been clarified in the executive summary.  Stemming from the 
conclusion (paragraph 9) that Policy Grants Not Requiring Conservation Covenants, the details 
of the policy to be deleted are noted below: 
 
13.1  That grants of $10,000 to $19,999 be subject to a written agreement that the owner and 
subsequent owners will not apply for a consent for demolition of the protected heritage item 
within a period of 5 years from receipt of the grant. 
 
13.2  That grants of $20,000 to $29,999 be subject to a written agreement that the owner and 
subsequent owners will not apply for a consent for demolition of the protected heritage item 
within a period of 10 years from receipt of the grant. 
 
13.3  That grants of $30,000 to $49,999 be subject to a written agreement that the owner and 
subsequent owners will not apply for a consent for demolition of the protected heritage item 
within a period of 15 years from receipt of the grant. 
 
13.4  That the Agreement requires the present landowner to obtain a similar agreement from 
any prospective purchaser prior to the sale of the property.  Such similar agreement would 
prohibit the subsequent landowner from applying for a consent for demolition for the remainder 
of the term agreed with the present landowner. 
 
13.5  That a Grant Agreement be prepared for owners of protected heritage items subject to 
grants of $10,000 to $49,999 including the conditions prohibiting applications for demolition 
consent outlined above.  The Agreement shall be subject to the consideration and approval of 
the Legal Services Manager. 
 

OPTIONS 
 
 14. Now that Banks Peninsula has been included in the city, it is appropriate for Banks Peninsula 

heritage items to be included in the city’s heritage conservation policies.   
 
 15. The only possible option with regard to the inclusion of Banks Peninsula in the Council’s 

heritage conservation policies is to exclude Banks Peninsula from the Council’s heritage 
conservation policies.  This would be inconsistent with existing circumstances, and breach 
principles of fairness.  Already there have been requests for heritage funding from Banks 
Peninsula, and it would be contrary to the interests of the Council and principles of heritage 
conservation, to allow property owners to neglect their historic buildings through lack of support, 
often for expensive projects.  This could result in “demolition by neglect”.  The Council 
encourages owners of heritage properties to maintain them in the public interest.  The Council 
has a statutory responsibility under section 6 of the Resource Management Act to recognise 
and provide for heritage as a matter of national importance, which applies to both Christchurch 
City and Banks Peninsula.  The Council’s most effective mechanism to achieve this is through 
its heritage incentive grants scheme.   

 
 16. The preferred option is therefore to include Banks Peninsula in the Council’s heritage 

conservation policies to achieve the aims of retaining heritage items of local history, which is 
also be of national importance.   

 
 17. With regard to the Council’s statutory authority to enter into conservation covenants with 

property owners, the option to not endorse this would lead to the Council not being able to 
provide the high level of protection available through the use of conservation covenants.  The 
preferred option is therefore to add the authority of statute to the Council’s authority, to clarify 
any questions that may arise. 
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 18. With regard to the heritage grants policy, the option to retain the prescriptive policy on grants 

not requiring conservation covenants (previously heritage grant agreements) would not give the 
flexibility to negotiate with property owners as long a non-demolition period as possible.  A 
further provision, for larger grants to have full conservation covenants agreed to, is to ensure 
buildings with highly significant heritage status but which receive smaller amounts of heritage 
incentive grant assistance than the current policy prescription for full covenants provides for, 
can be fully protected.  The alternative is that the buildings will not benefit from full protection 
from demolition in perpetuity that they may otherwise merit. 

 
 19. The preference of the Heritage Covenant Officer Subcommittee is to be less prescriptive, 

allowing more flexibility in negotiations with applicants for heritage incentive grants.  The 
preferred option is therefore to  revoke grants not requiring conservation covenants policy 13.1–
13.5 in favour of more flexible negotiations and to give authority to the Heritage Covenant 
Officer Subcommittee to approve the terms and conditions of covenants with property owners, 
including variation of the policy on conservation covenants, where the subcommittee deems it 
appropriate to do so.   

 
 20. With regard to agreements being superseded by limited covenants, the option to retain heritage 

grant agreements has exposed the Council to a degree of uncertainty when heritage properties 
were being sold, that can easily be rectified by requiring recipients of significant heritage 
incentive grant assistance to covenant with the Council not to demolish their heritage building 
for as long a time as can be negotiated with this being registered at LINZ.  This is a benefit to 
the community and satisfies the Council’s policies on heritage conservation. 
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10. ADOPTION OF METRO STRATEGY 2006 
 

General Manager responsible: General Manager Strategy and Planning, DDI 941-8882 
Officer responsible: Programme Manager Liveable City 
Authors: Stuart Woods, Michael Ferigo 

 
 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
 1. The purpose of this report is to present for adoption the content of the proposed new 2006 Joint 

Public Passenger Transport Strategy.  This strategy is the second renewal of the Joint Public 
Passenger Transport Strategy, a collaborative document between Environment Canterbury 
(ECan) and the City Council for the development of the public transport system.  It is proposed 
to brand it as the “Metro Strategy” in this version (rather than “Our Future – Our Choice”) in line 
with the Christchurch public transport system brand – Metro (not to be confused with the 
Metropolitan Christchurch Transport Statement). 

 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 2. With the expiry of the 2003 Public Passenger Transport Strategy “Our Future, Our Choice 

Update” in June 2006, City Council and ECan staff have been developing a new strategy for the 
2006–2012 period.  This work has now reached the point of presenting a proposed strategy for 
adoption.  Environment Canterbury is also considering this matter at its meeting today. 

 
 3. A draft copy of the proposed 2006 Metro Strategy text is attached.  It is proposed to follow a 

similar layout and format to the previous public passenger transport strategies when finally 
printed. 

 
 4. The original 1998 Christchurch Public Passenger Transport Strategy “Our Future, Our Choice” 

was extremely successful in guiding the development of Christchurch’s Metro system over the 
past eight years.  This can most clearly be seen in the main key performance indicator – the 
annual patronage, in which the target was set to double patronage between 1997/98 to 
2007/08, and to date nearly 90% growth has been achieved in the past eight years, which has 
been consistently ahead of trend line targets.  Additionally, a recent Ministry of Transport review 
of public transport systems has been extremely positive and complimentary of the Christchurch 
system and its recent advances.  The strategy’s success can largely be attributed to the robust 
public participation processes that were undertaken as part of its development and the 
commitment shown by Environment Canterbury and the Christchurch City Council to its 
delivery. 

 
 5. The process used to create the proposed Metro Strategy has followed the same basic structure 

that has produced the two previous successful strategies and has included significant 
community engagement.  The Public Transport Advisory Group (PTAG), which provided 
significant contributions and views during the development of the strategy, was successfully 
expanded for this process to include more community groups.  The strategy development 
process most recently completed a public consultation stage in which well over 2,000 
submissions were received, and a two-day hearings session was held. 

 
 6. The hearings were conducted before a panel of two City and two Regional Councillors.  At the 

conclusion of the hearings, the panel concluded that the draft Metro Strategy should be 
supported for adoption by the Councils.  It was recognised that in particular the submitters who 
were heard strongly supported the bus priority proposals (and confirmed significant and growing 
concerns about bus reliability), the marketing and information proposals, improvements to 
ticketing, driver customer service and vehicle standards, as well as requests for improved bus 
stop infrastructure.  From the various issues raised by the submitters, the panel decided to 
recommend to the City Council and ECan:  

 
• that investigations be undertaken to improve the integration of public transport infrastructure 

and services with major traffic generating land use developments (e.g. malls and hospitals);  
• that City Council processes be set up to explicitly involve ECan public transport staff during 

the processing of development consents where public transport is potentially affected;  
• that a preference that the expanded bus exchange remain very central in the central city be 

adopted; and 
• that the Councils jointly lobby central government to enable buses to have priority when 

seeking to leave bus stops. 
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 7. The proposed vision and goals for the new strategy are largely unchanged from the previous 

strategies, although the issue of safety has been explicitly added in both the vision statement 
and as a new goal (these were implicit in previous strategies, but added in response to public 
and PTAG feedback).  The new patronage target (the key measure for the strategy) is proposed 
as 25M passengers per year by 2015/16. 

 
 8. The proposed actions in the strategy for which the City Council would be responsible relate to a 

programme of bus priority corridors being implemented, suburban interchanges being 
established, the expansion of the Bus Exchange, improvements to bus stop infrastructure 
provision and participation in a variety of investigations for future developments of the public 
transport system.  All these responsibilities are already recognised in the LTCCP and budgets. 
Pending adoption of this proposed strategy, it is proposed to publish a new strategy document 
early in the new year, with a public launch function in February/March. 

 
 9. Using the same development process as previous public transport strategies, the 2006-2012 

Metro Strategy seeks to continue to guide the development of the Metro system over the next 
six years and build upon the successes of the past strategies.  From the number of and strong 
support expressed in submissions, we can be confident that the new strategy will deliver 
significant improvements to the Metro system in Christchurch.  

 
 FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 10. A significant amount of funding required to deliver the proposed improvements outlined in the 

Metro Strategy has already been included in both the Christchurch City Council’s and 
Environment Canterbury’s 2006-16 Long Term Council Community Plans.  No proposed actions 
which are City Council responsibilities are currently unfunded.   

 
 11. The Metro Strategy 2006–2012 is a non-statutory policy document to be adopted in line with the 

Local Government Act 2002. 
 
 STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 It is recommended that the Council: 
 
 (a) Adopt the draft Metro Strategy 2006–2012 (pending its adoption also by Environment 

Canterbury). 
 
 (b) Launch the adopted Metro Strategy in February-March 2007 in conjunction with Environment 

Canterbury. 
 
 (c) Adopt in principle the recommendations of the Metro Strategy Hearings Panel and: 
 
 (i) Seek a report from the General Manager Strategy and Planning on the opportunities to 

ensure the provision of public transport infrastructure associated with consents for the 
development/expansion of key destinations, such as major malls, hospitals and tertiary 
education institutions. 

 
 (ii) Seek a report from the General Manager Regulation and Democracy Services on ways to 

ensure that public transport issues are fully integrated into Council development consent 
administration processes (including liaison with ECan public transport planners).  

 
 (iii) Note the committee’s position that any expanded/re-located bus exchange should remain 

very central in the central city and ask that this be taken into account as part of the 
consideration and report back by staff in options for the new Bus Exchange. 

 
 (iv) Request that staff from both Councils work together to lobby central government for a law 

change to require cars to allow priority to buses seeking to leave bus stops.  In the 
interim, that the General Manager City Environment work with Environment Canterbury to 
develop a marketing campaign to promote other road users to ‘Let The Bus Go First’. 
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 BACKGROUND ON METRO STRATEGY 2006 
 
 12. With an absence of an overall strategic plan for the delivery of public transport services in 

Christchurch, Environment Canterbury, along with the Christchurch City Council, set out to 
create such a document.  A Public Transport Advisory Group (PTAG) was formed to work with 
both Councils to determine the best ways of achieving the desired public transport system.  The 
PTAG members were drawn from a broad range of interests including bus users, non-bus 
users, relevant organisations, and bus operators. 

 
 13. In 1997-98, as a result of this collaborative approach, a Christchurch Public Passenger 

Transport Strategy “Our Future, Our Choice” was developed and adopted by ECan and the City 
Council.  It contained a long term vision and goals for improving the public passenger system 
with targets and timelines for achieving the goals.  This document specified a range of 
improvements and targets that were to be delivered by both Councils to help mitigate growing 
traffic congestion and ensure that public transport was a viable alternative to the private car. 

 
 14. The key target that was set in the original 1998 strategy was a doubling of patronage by June 

2008.  At the end of the 2005/06 financial year, patronage had increased by 73.6% since 
1997/98 to 15.61 million passenger trips, and is on track to achieve 17.1 million by June 2008. 

 

 
 
 15. A review and update of the strategy was carried out in 2003 which reconfirmed the vision and 

goals and provided additional actions for the continuing development of the public transport 
system. Implementing these has resulted in significant improvements including: 

 
• the introduction of the award winning Orbiter; 
• cross-city connections with Metrostar; 
• 150 new low-floor buses; 
• more frequent services (over 50% increase); 
• Central City Bus Exchange opened; 
• 500 new shelters and seats; 
• introduction of the Metrocard (a first for New Zealand); 
• improved information available at bus stops and on-line; 
• the introduction of Real Time Information (RTI); and 
• the introduction of  “Metro” branding1 

                                                      
1 The brand name used to promote scheduled public passenger transport services in Christchurch (Bus and Ferry). 
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 2006 STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 
 16. The strength of the original passenger transport strategy and a key reason for its success was 

the clear alignment of strategy goals and targets with the community’s vision for passenger 
transport.  As such, a key part of the development of this new strategy has been to ensure that 
once again, widespread public participation took place. 

 
 17. With the expiry of the 2003 strategy in June 2006, staff of the two Councils have been 

developing a new strategy to provide goals, targets and actions for the next six years (2006-
2012).  

 
 18. The process used to formulate the 2006 updating of the public transport strategy followed that 

used in the two successful previous versions of the strategy.  That involved reforming the Public 
Transport Advisory Group, undertaking initial public consultation seeking issues, strengths and 
weaknesses of the current situation, technical analysis and discussion with the PTAG, 
consultation on a final draft strategy with hearings, and finalising the strategy informed by the 
consultation process and PTAG views. 

 
 19. The PTAG is a group of stakeholders and interested individuals, drawn from bus users, non-bus 

users, Councillors, bus companies, AA, SPOKES, disability groups, Age Concern, taxi 
companies and the Chamber of Commerce. 

 
 Initial Consultation 
 
 20. In March 2006, Environment Canterbury and the Christchurch City Council consulted widely 

with the community on their views of the public passenger transport system through phone and 
written surveys, and focus groups.  Over 800 submissions were received.  In addition, PTAG 
was again engaged to work with the Councils in assessing the submissions and shaping the 
future direction for public transport through strategy formulation. 

 
 21. Initial consultation submissions highlighted some key areas for further improvement: 
 

• The need for a bigger and more efficient Bus Exchange with improved safety and services 
such as seating and café areas; 

• An increase in the number and distribution of suburban interchanges; 
• Improved bus service reliability; 
• Improved information; 
• Improved provision and marketing of services; and 
• An improved ticketing system. 

 
 Investigations and Early Strategy Development 
 
 22. The matters raised through this initial consultation were investigated and discussed with the 

PTAG, along with matters of concern for the PTAG.  This work occurred over a number of 
months and several meetings with PTAG.  This covered options for addressing the issues, 
background issues (such as legislation and urban growth issues), costs, budgets, practicalities 
and likely success of alternatives and possible timeframes. 

 
 23. The vision and goals of the earlier strategies were reviewed, and slightly modified to include 

explicit recognition of safety, as follows: 
 
  The Vision for Christchurch’s Public Transport: 
 

  The public passenger transport system contributes to a healthy, sustainable Christchurch.  It 
is attractive, convenient, safe, easy to use and takes us where we want to go, providing a 
preferable alternative to many car trips. 

 
  Public passenger transport is environmentally friendly and so well used that it contributes to 

less congestion and pollution.  It is an integrated system, allowing for flexible travel within 
and across the city and with other modes of transport. 
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  Excellent use and community support means our system is affordable and economically 
sustainable.  Our public passenger transport system helps us to enjoy our garden city and 
contributes towards keeping it a vibrant and fun place to live. 

 
 24. The goals were to create: 
 

1.  An attractive system to use; 
2.  A convenient system to use; 
3.  A safe system to use; 
4.  A system with excellent community use and support; 
5.  An integrated system; 
6.  An environmentally sensitive system; 
7.  A system that significantly contributes to the health and well being of Christchurch and its 

residents; 
8.  An affordable and economically sustainable system; and 
9.  Land use and transport planning which supports public transport 

 
 Second Consultation 
 
 25. A consultation document “Draft Metro Strategy 2006–2012: Where is Metro Taking You?” was 

developed based on the key areas and issues highlighted in the initial consultation, technical 
analysis and input from the PTAG.  It consisted of a number of proposed improvements for 
public comment with an overall target to increase Metro patronage to 32 million passenger trips 
annually by 2012.  This was to be achieved by: 

 
• Installing bus priority measures (principally CCC responsibility); 
• Provision of accurate and reliable service information and increased marketing; 
• Ongoing frequency improvements; 
• Expansion of the Central City Bus Exchange(principally CCC responsibility); 
• Improving/increasing suburban passenger facilities(principally CCC responsibility); 
• Improvements to the ticketing system; 
• Achieving high standards in driver customer service; 
• Achieving high vehicle standards; and 
• Additional investigations into: other transport modes; dial-a-ride; additional cross-suburban 

services; park and ride; public transport in new residential and commercial developments; 
and issues facing people with special needs. (partly CCC responsibility) 

 
 26. For the City Council, the draft strategy included the following proposed programme: 
 

• Developing bus priority corridors, with three in place by 2007/08, a further three by 2009/10 
and the remaining identified corridors by 2011/12 

• Expand the Bus Exchange by 2010, providing higher levels of comfort, safety and 
information for all passengers using it. 

• Upgrade Metro bus stops so that by 2012 85% comply with Council adopted bus stop 
standards for accessibility, information, seats and shelters. 

• Provision of suburban interchanges at nine locations by 2012. 
• Leading and supporting investigations into other public transport modes, dial-a-ride 

services, better meeting the needs of people with impairments using public transport, 
additional cross-suburban services, better urban development integration with public 
transport, and park and ride. 

 
 27. This document was released for public consultation from 23 August to 4 October 2006, with the 

following activities undertaken during the consultation period: 
 

• Passenger Transport Advisory Group met. 
• Letterbox drop to 120,000 Christchurch addresses. 
• Key stakeholder letter and consultation brochure sent to community groups, residents 

associations, and other interested parties.  
• Stakeholder letter and consultation brochure sent to initial consultation submitters and draft 

Regional Passenger Transport Plan hearings’ participants. 
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• Information seminar for key stakeholders (including Community Boards). 
• Newspaper advertising and articles (The Press; Christchurch Star). 
• 16,000 brochures distributed on-bus, at the bus exchange and at community locations. 
• Staffed display stands at Hornby, Eastgate and Northlands Malls, CPIT, Christchurch City 

Library and University of Canterbury. 
• Radio advertising (Newstalk ZB; Classic Hits; Coast FM). 
• Submission hearings to Christchurch City Council and Environment Canterbury Metro 

Strategy panel (Councillors Buck, Carroll, Shearing and Wagner). 
 
 Overview of Second Consultation Feedback 
 
 28. As a result of the public consultation campaign, 2,154 submissions were received with 6,126 

individual comments.  Resounding support for the proposed improvements was noted with an 
average of 80.4% of respondents saying they are satisfied with Metro’s proposed 
improvements.  

 
 29. In rating the proposed improvements as “How important is it to you?”, submitters rated 

improved frequency as the most important issue followed by bus priority and drivers’ customer 
service.  

 
 30. The majority of additional comments/suggestions are consistent with what is already proposed 

in the draft strategy.  
 
 31. The submissions were grouped into key themes and are summarised below. 
 

•   Bus Priority 
 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 85.8% of respondents support the proposed improvements for 

bus priority.  In addition 494 comments were made regarding bus priority, the most 
common of which was a request to achieve reliability.  A high number of respondents 
would like improved reliability with a number of issues noted regarding buses turning up 
to stops early, late or not at all.  The issue of bus service inter-connectivity was also 
noted as important to reliability. 

 
  In comments regarding bus priority, a high number of respondents focussed on bus lanes 

with some suggesting the key corridors needing to be addressed as soon as possible.  In 
addition, suggestions were made to remove parking, have cars give way to buses at bus 
stops and have signal pre-emption for public transport. 

 
  A number of respondents stated improvements were overdue or should be completed 

sooner than proposed.  Twenty-nine respondents disagreed with the proposed 
improvements for reasons such as bus priority causes congestion and is an 
inconvenience to other modes 

 
•  Service Marketing and Information Provision 

 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 83.5% of respondents approve the proposed improvements 

for service marketing and information provision.  An additional 395 comments were 
made, the most common being the importance of promoting Metro and public transport 
generally. 

 
  A high number of respondents would like to see more Metro promotions in particular 

seeking to reverse the ‘stigma’ of bus use. 
 

  The reliability and availability of Real Time Information (RTI) at bus stops was important 
to respondents; as well as access to it through alternate technologies such as via cell-
phone, the internet and alternative locations such as malls. 

 
  A low and equal number of respondents liked and disliked the idea of audio-visual 

information available on-bus.  A small number of respondents disagreed with the 
improvements for reasons such as cost. 
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•  Service Frequency 
 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 83.4% of respondents are satisfied with the proposed 

improvements for service frequency.  An additional 851 comments were made regarding 
service frequency, the most common of which related to route expansion. 

 
  A high number of respondents wanted increased frequency on all services including 

minimum hourly and half-hourly services, and weekend services as well as more express 
services and school services.  A number of respondents would like longer hours of 
service ie late nights/early mornings.  

 
  Some respondents disagreed with the proposed improvements for reasons such as being 

too costly, or would increase congestion for other modes and some believe lower 
frequency, smaller vehicles off-peak or higher frequency only on demand would be 
preferred.  Better staging and connectivity between services was also seen by 
respondents as important.  

 
  Additional to the proposed improvements, a number of respondents requested specific 

route expansion or new routes introduced for them. 
 

•  Central City Bus Exchange 
 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 75.8% of respondents are satisfied with the proposed 

improvements for the central city bus exchange.  An additional 727 comments were 
made, with the most common response concerning security and perceptions thereof in 
and around the bus exchange. 

 
  A number of respondents also thought the bus exchange had poor ambiance or was dirty 

and needed better facilities and provision of information. 
 
  A high number of respondents would like a bigger bus exchange (either an expansion of 

the current facility or a new larger exchange) and most would like it to remain central.  A 
number of respondents would like the removal of the on-street bus stops (Colombo 
Street). 

 
  A small number of responses disagreed with the proposed improvements for such 

reasons as it would be too costly or they would like the improvements to happen sooner.  
In addition, respondents would like to ensure the expanded bus exchange is developed 
with due consideration of a longer term planning horizon. 

 
•  Suburban Passenger Facilities 

 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 80.5% of respondents are satisfied with the proposed 

improvements for suburban passenger facilities.  An additional 582 responses were 
made regarding suburban passenger facilities.  

 
  Most comments were regarding the need for more bus shelters, bus stops and suburban 

interchanges, with a number mentioning a need for better designed bus shelters (more 
weatherproof and functional) and more facilities (including cycle facilities, seating, and 
better safety features). 

 
  A small number of respondents did not agree with the proposed improvements for such 

reasons as the improvements will be too costly and they would result in too many buses 
in the suburbs. Another small number would like the proposals to be implemented 
sooner. 
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•  Ticketing 
 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 85.6% of respondents are satisfied with the proposed 

improvements for ticketing.  An additional 710 comments were made regarding ticketing.   
 
  The most common comment was a call for reducing fares by having off-peak and short-

distance fares.  A number of respondents called for a return to four hour transfers.  It 
should be noted that fares and ticketing structures are issues outside of the scope of this 
strategy, and were dealt with extensively in the recent development of the Regional 
Passenger Transport Plan. 

 
  There was a high level of satisfaction with the current ticketing regime, in particular how 

popular and successful the Metrocard system is. 
 
  There was a call for other Metrocard upload facilities (where funds can be loaded onto a 

Metrocard) in addition to the central city bus exchange and on-bus.  Options suggested 
included via Internet and cell phone transactions. 

 
  A number of respondents would like the on-bus ticket machines to have more 

visible/easily reader screens so passenger can easily read their transaction details.  
 
  A small number disagree with the proposed improvements for such reasons as the 

improvement is too costly or they would like them to happen sooner.  
 

•  Drivers’ Customer Service 
 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 84% of respondents are satisfied with the proposed 

improvements for drivers’ customer service. 
 
  An additional 817 comments were made regarding drivers’ customer service.  The most 

common comment was respondent praise for good drivers, followed by respondent 
dissatisfaction with bad drivers and calls for improved driver and passenger safety. 

 
  A number of respondents would like to see more driver training, driver incentives and 

consistent driver dress code. 
 

•  Vehicle Standards 
 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 84.1% of respondents are satisfied with the proposed 

improvements for vehicle standards.  An additional 786 comments were made regarding 
vehicle standards.  These included a call for ‘bikes on buses’ and more room for prams, 
improved vehicle maintenance and upgrading, and improved security for passengers and 
driver on-bus. 

 
  A good number of respondents would like to see more use of alternative fuels and 

vehicles with lower noise emissions.  Some respondents would prefer to see smaller 
vehicles.  A number of respondents would like better internal design and more super-low 
floor vehicles.  

 
•  Other Investigations 

 
  Of the 2,154 submissions, 61.8% of respondents are satisfied with the proposed 

investigations.  An additional 535 comments were made regarding these investigations, 
with general agreement seen.  These included a very small number of calls to investigate 
and pursue light rail, followed by calls for park and ride and more cross-suburban 
services.  

 
  Respondents would like to see a dial-a-ride service trialled, and see issues facing people 

with special needs as important.  A number of respondents would like to ensure better 
access for Metro services into new major commercial and subdivision developments.  
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 Hearings of Oral Submission 
 
 32. The Councillor Hearing Panel sat on 30 and 31 October 2006 and heard 24 submissions.  

There were a broad range of topics raised by the presenting submitters and not all related 
directly to the Metro Strategy content, such as requests to restore the two hour transfer back to 
the previous four hour transfer, or related to other strategies and policies such as reduction of 
fares.  However all were noted by staff for consideration via the respective Council’s processes.  
The submissions can largely be summarised by the following relevant key themes that were 
raised at the hearings: 

 
•  Bus Priority  

 
  A large number of comments regarding bus priority were heard with many supporting its 

introduction on high demand corridors.  Many mentioned their support for bus lanes and 
where necessary the need to remove on street parking.  Also included were suggestions 
for implementation of traffic signal priorities and ensuring that the buses at bus stops can 
go first to re-enter the traffic streams.  The submitters’ comments concurred with and 
reinforced the initiatives being proposed in the Metro Strategy. 

 
•  Bus Reliability  

 
  The issues around lack of reliability and its negative impact on the level of bus use were 

heard.  The view that increased patronage will result from improved bus reliability came 
through strongly from many submitters. 

 
•  Marketing and Information  

 
  A number of promotional campaign suggestions were raised with novel catch phrases 

and examples from overseas. 
 

•  Central City Bus Exchange  
 
  A number of comments were made about the need to improve the actual and/or 

perception of personal safety for bus users in and around the bus exchange.  It was also 
recognised that the exchange needs to be expanded and if re-located, it needs to retain a 
very central location that best serves the destinations of users without having to transfer.  
Several mentioned issues around design details such as legibility of real time information 
display boards and the worn furnishings needing attention.  Many asked for the Bus 
Exchange décor to receive an immediate update (Note that this is an asset management 
issue, which is in hand). 

 
•  Suburban Bus Exchanges  

 
  Submitters requested that opportunities to develop suburban bus exchanges (and to 

provide higher levels of service for bus passengers and bus services) be considered 
when any large trip generating developments develop or re-develop, such as malls or 
universities.  It was suggested that it should be required through legal planning 
processes.  

 
•  Suburban Bus Stops  

 
  Shelters at more bus stops were requested by many submitters.  A number raised 

specific design detail issues such as better alignment of shelters to protect from 
prevailing weather and provision of better pedestrian crossing facilities near bus stops.  
more real time information was requested to additionally be made available in an easy to 
access format.  

 
  Some suggested the need to work closely with bus operators to improve the decisions 

around locations for structures at bus stops. 
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•  Ticketing  
 
  The readability of on-bus ticket machine display screens was raised as well as requests 

for more off-bus Metrocard upload locations to upload money onto metro cards. 
 

•  Drivers’ Customer Service  
 
  Driver/customer service was recognised as generally at a very good level of service but 

with a number of specific negative instances raised.  More training was suggested with 
focus on understanding the requirements of people with special needs. 

 
•  Vehicle Standards  

 
  There were many calls for the introduction of facilities to allow bikes to be carried on 

buses.  Also some called for the upgrading and standardising of internal bus layout and 
fittings throughout the bus fleet via contract standards to meet the various requirements 
of people with special needs.  Additionally issues were raised around improving both 
driver and passenger personal safety on board, with some suggestions of security 
cameras. 

 
 HEARING PANEL DELIBERATIONS 
 
 33. Following the hearings, the panel considered all the submissions received, including the oral 

submissions.  It concluded that it supported the draft strategy with minor amendments for 
presentation to the Councils for adoption, and a modification to the patronage target (see 
below).  Additionally, the panel’s discussions resulted in a desire to propose a number of other 
recommendations to the Councils, as follow: 

 
  1. CCC to request the city plan team to report back on investigations related to ensuring 

provision for public transport associated with consents for the development/expansion of 
key destinations, such as malls, hospitals or tertiary education institutions. 

 
  2. Public transport issues should be fully integrated into the CCC’s development consents 

processing process including liaison with ECan public transport planners.  The 
Infrastructure Design Standard is due for completion in 2007 and should similarly give full 
consideration to public transport provision. 

 
  3. PTAG and the hearing panel share the opinion of submissions which expressed a clear 

preference for any expanded/re-located bus exchange to remain very central in the 
central city.  

 
  4. Both Councils should lobby central government for a law change to require cars to let the 

bus go first.  In the interim, there should be a marketing campaign undertaken to promote 
other road users to ‘Let The Bus Go First’. 

 
 PATRONAGE  
 
 34. As noted above, the draft Metro Strategy used in the second consultation process proposed a 

patronage target of 32M passengers per year by 2012.  This represented a substantial increase 
of doubling current patronage in six years, in contrast to the nearly 90% growth achieved in the 
previous eight years.  This is indicated in the figure below, with individual annual patronage 
shown for 1997/98 to 2005/06, and the 32M target indicated by “A” and tracked to by the line of 
short dashes. 

 
 35. There was some feedback through the consultation process regarding the practicality of the 

32M target, which was also reflected in concerns held by Council officers.  In general, it was felt 
that the patronage growth over the past eight years was a significant achievement, but 
achieved through “picking the low hanging fruit” or alternatively growing the market with 
passengers who were more pre-disposed to public transport use.  Continuing this trend, which 
is well above population growth levels, will become increasingly difficult.   
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 36. This issue was brought to the Passenger Transport Group for discussion, which accepted that a 

lower target of 25M by 2012 would be an acceptable stretch target for them (shown as “B” on 
the figure, with a long dashes line tracking to it).  In parallel, an external consultant was 
engaged to review the proposed improvements in the draft Metro Strategy and current trends in 
the transport and urban growth system against the proposed patronage targets.  The consultant 
reported that with the current relatively flat patronage growth (over the past year), the timing of 
the projects and using patronage response elasticities for the various proposals, a target of 
around 20M would be more realistic for 2012, and that 25M may be more realistic as a 10 year 
target to allow a number of later improvements to gain real and significant effect.  This 
information along with the submissions feedback and PTAG views were discussed with the 
Hearings Panel.  The conclusion of that discussion was that the target for patronage should be 
recommended to be 25 million passenger trips by 2015/16 (shown as C on the figure); 
representing a 5% (or about 1M passengers) increase per annum.  This keeps the actual 
patronage number the same as the proposed strategy but extends the timeline within which it 
needs to be achieved out to 10 years.  Alternatively, it can be seen that whilst the action targets 
set in this strategy will be completed over the six year life span of the strategy, the patronage 
targets are to be achieved over a 10 year time frame.  The proposed patronage target also 
would be consistent with meeting the RLTS 2011 public transport mode split target. 

 

 
 
 OPTIONS 
 
 37. There are three options available to the Council:  adopt the proposed new strategy, abandon 

the strategy or reject the proposed strategy with specific modifications requested to be brought 
back to Council for adoption at a later stage. 

 
 PREFERRED OPTION 
 
 38. The preferred option is to adopt the proposed Metro Strategy. 
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11. REPORT OF THE AKAROA/WAIREWA COMMUNITY BOARD: 
MEETING OF 25 OCTOBER 2006 

 
 Attached. 
 
 
12. REPORT OF THE AKAROA/WAIREWA COMMUNITY BOARD: 

MEETING OF 9 NOVEMBER 2006 
 
 Attached. 
 
 
13. REPORT OF THE HAGLEY/FERRYMEAD COMMUNITY BOARD: 

MEETING OF 8 NOVEMBER 2006 
 
 Attached. 
 
 
14. REPORT OF THE RICCARTON/WIGRAM COMMUNITY BOARD: 

MEETING OF 25 OCTOBER 2006 
 
 Attached. 
 
 
15. REPORT OF THE RICCARTON/WIGRAM COMMUNITY BOARD: 

MEETING OF 8 NOVEMBER 2006 
 
 Attached. 
 
 
16. REPORT OF THE SPREYDON/HEATHCOTE COMMUNITY BOARD: 

MEETING OF 31 OCTOBER 2006 
 
 Attached. 
 
 
17. REPORT OF THE SPREYDON/HEATHCOTE COMMUNITY BOARD: 

MEETING OF 7 NOVEMBER 2006 
 
 Attached. 
 
 
18. NOTICES OF MOTION 
 
 
19. QUESTIONS 
 
 
20. RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC 
 
 Attached. 
 


