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1. INTRODUCTION 

In recent years there has been a lot of discussion about the future of transport and how more 

sustainable forms can be actively promoted. The term sustainability came into the spotlight in 1987 

when the Brundtland Commission published a report that defined the meaning of sustainable 

development. Although the term has been widely used in all aspects of society since, there remains 

some difficulty in its interpretation for transport. The need for a shift away from private vehicles to 

more sustainable transport is becoming increasingly important given the current climatic conditions 

and depletion of valuable resources. The global dependence on motorised transport has been 

increasing but many environmentalists, policy makers, and transport enthusiasts would like to see a 

rapid reduction in this thinking. Transport policy has so often catered for motorised transport which 

is very unfortunate. However, it is never too late to re-write policy that lends itself more to cyclists 

and walkers. By implementing strong policies and initiatives at the top level, it is hoped that this 

ideology will flow down into all aspects of society.  

 

Another approach to sustainable transport can occur at the local level such as city councils or on an 

even smaller scale, at universities. The University of Canterbury, Christchurch is a small university 

with only around  14,617 students and  1,491 staff as of 31st July 20131 but it is  a large employer in 

Christchurch and occupies 87 hectares of suburban Christchurch. This means that there are a large 

number of people commuting to and from one small area of Christchurch. Since 2000, the university 

has conducted four-yearly surveys to help assess student and staff travel behaviour. There has been 

some assessment of these surveys but little comparing each survey to one another. There have also 

been a number of transport related polices and initiatives introduced both by the university and also 

by local government to promote sustainable transport. This report is an analysis of the transport 

behaviour between 2000 and 2012. Furthermore, a discussion of current and previous policies and 

initiatives relating to transport and their effect on travel behaviour is also included. It is hoped that 

by determining the effectiveness of them, the university can improve or implement new policies and 

initiatives that will continue to promote sustainable transport which could then be extended to 

other levels of governance. Some future policies and initiatives that have been found to be 

successful in other parts of the world are also offered.  

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 http://www.canterbury.ac.nz/theuni/plans/facts.shtml, accessed 28 February 2014 

http://www.canterbury.ac.nz/theuni/plans/facts.shtml
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2. TRANSPORT AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY 2000-

2012 

2.1. Travel Modes 
This section is an assessment of the travel modes for staff and students at the University of 

Canterbury. The period reviewed was 2000 to 2012. In addition to this data, a small comparison with 

the New Zealand Census data in 2001, 2006, and 2013 is used to determine whether or not our data 

is representative of a wider population or if it yields different results. 

2.1.1. Modal Shift  

Below are the modal shifts of staff and students between 2000 and 2012. Figure 1 shows that 

car/van drivers make up the largest percentage of staff travel over all four survey years. There was a 

drop of about 3 per cent in 2008 but this figure increased again in 2012 to 66.9 per cent.  

 

Bus showed a 2 per cent increase between 2000 and 2004 to 4 per cent and currently sits at 4.2 per 

cent. Walk/board/skate have shown a consistent decline since 2000 from 13.3 per cent to 6.1 per 

cent. Both car/van passengers and motorbike/moped have remained quite low and has 

demonstrated little change within twelve years. 

 

Cycling did fluctuate from year to year. It dropped 2 per cent from 2000 to 2004. Cycling did 

however, rebound in 2008 but declined again to 16.8 per cent in 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Staff travel modes from 2000-2012 

 

In Figure 2 the modal shift for students shows that percentages are more mixed compared to staff.  

Like staff, student car/van driver has remained the most used transport throughout the twelve 
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years. There appears to be a decline until 2008 but has since risen sharply to 37.1 per cent. 

Fortunately, this is still 4 per cent away from its highest point in 2000. Bus has an opposite trend to 

car/van drivers. Usage increased from 5.2 per cent to 13.4 per cent between 2000 and 2008 but fell 

back to just below 10 per cent in 2012. Walk/ board/ skate has been in a steady decline since 2004. 

The decrease of 5 per cent to 28.4 per cent however, is a much higher usage than staff. Cycling saw a 

sharp increase between 2004 and 2008 of 7 per cent which declined only marginally in 2012 to 19.1 

per cent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Student travel modes from 2000-2012 

 

There is little evidence that suggests the modal split of transport modes for staff has been affected 

greatly by policies or initiatives since 2000. The high percentage of drivers is a real concern as it 

shows no real sign of slowing down. Staff members do tend to have extra bags and so forth to carry 

to university and this can be more difficult on a bike. However, that does not explain 67 per cent of 

them driving. 

 

For students, the large amount of fluctuations can be taken as a positive finding. The policies and 

initiatives will be discussed later but it could be argued from Figure 2 that these could explain the 

rise and fall of different transport modes. There seems to be a really strong contingent of students 

that walk to university. In 2008, walking came very close to being the most used transport but 

car/van drivers still remained the top. There is real hope that by the time the next survey is carried 

out, this gap could have been narrowed or perhaps even voided.   
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2.1.2. NZ Census Data Comparison  

In order to determine if staff and student travel behaviour is representative of the wider 

Christchurch City, it was deemed appropriate to compare our findings with those of the New 

Zealand Census, which also asks how people usually travel to work. Although this data is for a 

different group of travellers, it still helps to identify trends. Drivers make up the largest percentage 

with around 76 per cent each year travelling to work (Figure 3). The other three modes of transport 

all stay relatively balanced between 2001 and 2013 with only minor fluctuations. The second most 

used mode of transport is cycling but this percentage is around half of what staff and student 

numbers at the University of Canterbury was between 2000 and 2013. A small increase in bus use 

occurred amongst Christchurch residents between 2000 and 2006, but was down by the time of the 

2013 census. Likewise, student bus users at UC increased to 2008 but had decreased slightly by 

2012. Student bus use in 2008 was more than twice the city-wide rate in 2006; staff use was far 

more similar to the city rate in this period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Christchurch City Census data from 2001-2013 showing modal split for journey to work. 

Source: Christchurch City Council and Statistics New Zealand 

 

2.2. Mean Travel Distance 
Staff mean distance for all but two modes of transport, walk/board/skate and car/van passenger 

have increased since 2000 (Figure 4). The average staff member has moved further away from the 

university in recent years. Car/van drivers had a 3km mean distance increase since 2000. Bus users 

are now travelling around 3.5km further in 2012 than in 2000 to get to university. Mean walking 

distances was not expected to increase a large amount but there does seem be a drop of 0.2km.  
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There are only two unexpected blips showing in this graph. One is the approximately 4km increase in 

distance travelled by car/van passengers between 2004 and 2008, and a subsequent decrease in 

distance travelled by that same group between 2008 and 2012. The second is the sharp 2.5km rise 

for motorbike/moped users also between 2008 and 2012. The mean distance does not take into 

account total numbers so it is hard to compare between the years and the sample size could have 

varied. Nonetheless, the graph does show that most staff are moving further away from the 

university. This residential spread has meant a greater travel distance and a change in travel 

behaviour. It is likely that the increase in motorised transport from Figure 1 could be accounted by 

this increase in travel distance. The distance for walk/board/ skate does not appear to change much 

over the years. This can expected as there is kind of a cut-off point distance where people walk. This 

distance does seem to be at around the 2km mark for staff.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Mean distance of staff between 2000 and 2012. 

 

The student mean distance for most transport modes in Figure 5 demonstrate less of a steady shift 

away from the university. Some modes like walk/board/skate and motorbike/moped show several 

decreases in mean distance over the four travel surveys. Not unexpectedly, the mode with the 

highest mean distance from university was car/van drivers in 2012. However, in 2000 the mean 

distance for car/van driver, bus, car/van passenger, and motorbike/moped were all relatively similar 

floating at around 6km. Therefore, most students at university in 2000 were living between 3 and 

7km. This figure has expanded in 12 years with now an 8km gap between the highest and lowest 

means. 
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Cycling does show a very consistent mean distance throughout the years with only 0.7km as its 

highest fluctuation.  Walk/board/skate appears to level off in 2004 and remain at around 1.8km 

from the main campus. Just like staff in Figure 4, the cut-off walking distance for students sits 

around the 2km mark also.  

 

Bus is the only mode for which the distance travelled does not decline in any of the four surveys. 

There was an increase of 2.3km within 12 years. More student bus users have now moved further 

from the university but still continue to use the bus. The expansion of the bus network to cater for 

commuter towns around Christchurch may be a cause for this. It does seem that for students, apart 

from bus, distances travelled by all other modes of transport have more or less plateaued between 

2008 and 2012. The earthquake could have caused this as it did change the residential makeup of 

the city dramatically. There was a large exodus of people from the eastern suburbs to the west and 

outlying towns like Rolleston.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Mean distance of students between 2000 and 2012. 

2.3. Encouragement of Sustainable Transport 
There were a few questions in the 2012 survey that asked respondents to choose from a list of 

options on what would encourage them to walk, cycle or bus. Table 2 shows the results of the 

people whose usual mode of transport was car/van driver who also lived within 2.3km of the 

university. This distance was chosen as <2.3 was the 75th percentile for walkers. The most frequent 

answer for staff was better security along walking routes, whilst for students it was ‘better security’ 

and ‘a shuttle bus for night time return’. ‘Nothing’ ranked very high on the list and made up 16.2 per 

cent of both staff and student responses.  
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Staff % Student % TOTAL % TOTAL

Better security along walking routes 8 20.0% 30 18.3% 38 18.6%

A shuttle bus for night time return 4 10.0% 30 18.3% 34 16.7%

Nothing 6 15.0% 27 16.5% 33 16.2%

Fuel cost increase 4 10.0% 23 14.0% 27 13.2%

Improved/new pathway connections to UC 2 5.0% 16 9.8% 18 8.8%

Improved crossings along routes 4 10.0% 10 6.1% 14 6.9%

Free UC vehicle/taxi for emergency trips 5 12.5% 7 4.3% 12 5.9%

More lockers at UC 1 2.5% 10 6.1% 11 5.4%

Weather 0 0.0% 7 4.3% 7 3.4%

Other 5 12.5% 1 0.6% 6 2.9%

Easier access to showers/changing rooms at UC 1 2.5% 2 1.2% 3 1.5%

Distance to UC 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.5%

Total 40 100.0% 164 100.0% 204 100.0%

Walking Encouragement - Car/Van Drivers within 2.3km

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: Car/Van drivers living within 2.3km of the university and their reasons for that would 

encourage walking. 

 

Staff and students were also asked to give their most important encouragement for walking. There 

were four dominant answers given by staff; Better security along walking routes, nothing, other, and 

improved crossings along routes. Students too had four main responses; nothing, shuttle bus for 

night time return, fuel cost increase, and better security along routes. By far the most frequent 

answer was ‘nothing’ for both staff and students. This made up nearly one-third of responses.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Car/Van drivers living within 2.3km of the university and their most important reason for 

that would encourage walking. 

 

Similarly to Table 2 and 3, Tables 4 and 5 are for cycling. These show those drivers who live between 

2.3 and 7.7km from the university, where 7.7km is the 75th percentile for cyclists. In Table 4 it is clear 

that ‘nothing’ is the most popular answer for both staff and students. The top five answers that 

STAFF % STUDENT % TOTAL % TOTAL

Nothing 6 28.6% 25 29.8% 31 29.5%

A shuttle bus for night time return 1 4.8% 18 21.4% 19 18.1%

Fuel cost increase 2 9.5% 16 19.0% 18 17.1%

Better security along walking routes 4 19.0% 13 15.5% 17 16.2%

Other 4 19.0% 4 4.8% 8 7.6%

Improved crossings along routes 3 14.3% 2 2.4% 5 4.8%

Improved/new pathway connections to UC 0 0.0% 4 4.8% 4 3.8%

Free UC vehicle/taxi for emergency trips 1 4.8% 1 1.2% 2 1.9%

More lockers at UC 0 0.0% 1 1.2% 1 1.0%

Easier access to showers/changing rooms at UC 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Weather 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Distance to UC 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 21 100.0% 84 100.0% 105 100.0%

Walking Encouragement  (Most Important) - Car/Van Drivers within 2.3km
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make up around 60 per cent of responses for all respondents are nothing, more courteous drivers, 

improved cycle routes to UC, less traffic on roads, and easier access to showers/changing rooms at 

UC.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4: Car/Van drivers living between 2.3-7.7km from the university and their main reason for that 

would encourage cycling. 

 

When asked for the most important encouragement, of this group almost half of staff who drive a 

car/van say that nothing would encourage them to cycle to university. For students, 34.3 per cent 

reported that nothing would encourage them to cycle. Other top responses given for staff and 

students were more courteous drivers, improved cycle routes, easier access to showers/changing 

rooms at UC, less traffic on the roads. 

 

A notable difference for one of the responses between staff and student is ‘cheap/free use of a bike 

for a year’. Only 2.2 per cent of staff chose this as the most important while 9.2 per cent of students 

said that would encourage them to cycle more. 

 

These results seem to back up the claim by Geller (2006) that there are four types of cyclists; strong 

and fearless (1 per cent), enthused and confident (7 per cent), interested but concerned (60 per 

cent), and no way no how (33 per cent). The ‘strong and fearless’ is not represented in our findings 

as they would already cycle. That means the ‘no way no how’ group would be now be around 35 per 

Staff % Student % TOTAL % TOTAL

Nothing 111 20.2% 146 13.0% 257 15.4%

More courteous vehicle drivers 61 11.1% 136 12.1% 197 11.8%

Improved cycle routes to UC 61 11.1% 132 11.7% 193 11.5%

Less trafic on roads 54 9.8% 128 11.4% 182 10.9%

Easier access to showers/changing rooms at UC 65 11.8% 102 9.1% 167 10.0%

Fuel cost increase 28 5.1% 91 8.1% 119 7.1%

More lockers at UC 29 5.3% 69 6.1% 98 5.9%

Cheap/free use of bike for a year 18 3.3% 78 6.9% 96 5.7%

More traffic congestion 14 2.6% 62 5.5% 76 4.5%

Improved security for cycles at UC 30 5.5% 41 3.6% 71 4.2%

Other 35 6.4% 33 2.9% 68 4.1%

Help with bike skills/confidence 15 2.7% 31 2.8% 46 2.7%

Reduced traffic speed in residential areas 18 3.3% 27 2.4% 45 2.7%

Opportunity to cycle with others 3 0.5% 22 2.0% 25 1.5%

Weather 6 1.1% 17 1.5% 23 1.4%

Faster/Distance 1 0.2% 9 0.8% 10 0.6%

TOTAL 549 100.0% 1124 100.0% 1673 100.0%

Cycling Encouragement - Car/Van Drivers between 2.3-7.7km
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cent and coincides with the ‘nothing’ category from our findings of 38.4 per cent. These people will 

under no circumstances ever be influenced even in cycle-mad cities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Car/Van drivers living between 2.3-7.7km of the university and their reasons for that would 

encourage cycling. 

  

Staff % Student % TOTAL % TOTAL

Nothing 103 46.0% 141 34.3% 244 38.4%

Improved cycle routes to UC 26 11.6% 51 12.4% 77 12.1%

Other 22 9.8% 23 5.6% 45 7.1%

Easier access to showers/changing rooms at UC 22 9.8% 22 5.4% 44 6.9%

Less trafic on roads 13 5.8% 31 7.5% 44 6.9%

Cheap/free use of bike for a year 5 2.2% 38 9.2% 43 6.8%

More courteous vehicle drivers 11 4.9% 28 6.8% 39 6.1%

Fuel cost increase 9 4.0% 21 5.1% 30 4.7%

Weather 3 1.3% 15 3.6% 18 2.8%

More traffic congestion 1 0.4% 13 3.2% 14 2.2%

More lockers at UC 1 0.4% 11 2.7% 12 1.9%

Help with bike skills/confidence 2 0.9% 8 1.9% 10 1.6%

Improved security for cycles at UC 5 2.2% 2 0.5% 7 1.1%

Faster/Distance 0 0.0% 5 1.2% 5 0.8%

Opportunity to cycle with others 1 0.4% 2 0.5% 3 0.5%

Reduced traffic speed in residential areas 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

TOTAL 224 100.0% 411 100.0% 635 100.0%

Cycling Encouragement (Most Important)- Car/Van Drivers between 2.3-7.7km



12 
 

3. INITIATIVES AND POLICIES INTRODUCED TO HELP 

PROMOTE SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT  

3.1. University of Canterbury 
Now that we can see the different trends that have emerged throughout the past twelve years, we 

can begin to make assumptions about what are the possible effects of each rise and fall of the 

different transport modes. The University of Canterbury has introduced several initiatives and 

policies for a number of years but the focus of this paper is the period between 2000 and 2012.  

 

In March 2001 a Rideshare programme was established. The aim was to decrease the number of 

single occupant vehicles on campus. Twenty-eight dedicated car parks were made for Rideshare cars 

which were seen as an incentive for staff and students due the close proximity to key buildings and a 

guaranteed park each day. This programme was unfortunately discontinued in March 2011 due to 

little effectiveness and the earthquake. A similar scheme was created in early 2012 called Jayride. 

This is an online service where drivers and passengers can register and locate other staff or students 

within a reasonable distance. The effectiveness of these two carpooling initiatives does appear to be 

positive according to Figure 1 and 2. Student passengers did rise after the introduction of Rideshare 

but numbers have been slowly declining since 2004 and Jayride has yet to provide any influence on 

this. Indeed, due to its high cost and lack of uptake in the first two years, Jayride was discontinued in 

2014. For staff there is a percentage increase from 3.2 per cent in 2000 to 4.8 per cent in 2012. It is 

unclear if many staff utilise carpooling but there has been some effect. 

 

One of the biggest transport related policies to be introduced was the decision to charge for parking. 

This was very significant as many believed that car parks should be provided free of charge. Income 

generated from the fees was spent on building secure bike stands, improving pathway lighting and 

the creation of a bus tracking display system, all of which still currently exist. A yearly fee of $40 per 

year and $2 per day was deemed appropriate. The number of student drivers fell between 2000 and 

2004 meaning that this policy was quite successful. However, staff driver numbers continued to 

increase and showed little effectiveness towards stumping the growth. In early 2012 the university 

raised the fees again to $92 per year. An incredible price hike was not favoured by motorists but was 

a welcome step for increasing sustainable transport. As with the introduction of parking fees in 

2003, staff drivers increased again, and the same was true for students. The residential spread of 

staff and students meant that more people were living a greater distance from university following 

the Canterbury earthquakes of 2010-2012. Therefore, along with other reasons like no bus service, 

no good cycle route, not safe, and so forth, people made the decision to use a car rather than bike or 



13 
 

walk. This trend is a disappointment but can be expected after a significant network disruption. It 

will be interesting to see whether the new price rise to $345 for staff and $230 for students per year 

in 2014 will impact the percentage of drivers. 

 

Between 2003 and 2005, five new secure covered cycle stands were built. These stands came 

complete with an air pump, video surveillance and could only be accessed with a Canterbury Card. 

From Figure 1 and 2, there does seem to be a decline in cycle numbers in 2004 but that number rose 

for staff and students in 2008, suggesting the secure stands made cycling more attractive. Another 

initiative that could explain the cyclist increase is the completion of a cycle/walkway between 

Dovedale and the main campus in January 2006. This route provides a much faster way of crossing 

between campuses and is very attractive for sustainable modes of transport. Unfortunately, since 

2011 when the Christchurch earthquake struck, a large number of cycle stands were relocated and 

some even lost including secure stands. An audit of UC cycle stands conducted in February 2014 by 

the Sustainability Office shows that in 2010 there were around 2682 cycle slots. There has been a 

reduction of 726 cycle parks. Indeed, a visual inspection undertaken by the Sustainability Office in 

mid-2013 showed many cycle stands on campus to be either full or almost full, and informal cycle 

parking was common throughout the campus. At the same time, student numbers had fallen as a 

result of the earthquakes. Figures 1 and 2, which both show a marginal decline in cyclists between 

2008 and 2012, indicate a possible impact of reduced cycle parking.  

3.2. Local Government 

On a wider scale, local government plays a significant role in transportation outcomes around the 

city. Therefore, policies and initiatives they formulate are very applicable for helping the university in 

achieving sustainable transport. The focus for this report is on Environment Canterbury’s bus 

network in Christchurch which has incurred a number of changes over the years. The first central city 

bus station was opened in 2000 which was a connection point for many. This was severely damaged 

in the 2011 earthquake and it took until October 2011 until the new central station was opened. In 

mid-2003 two new bus services were commenced and other services’ frequencies were increased. 

Another service, the Metro Star, connecting the campus to suburbs in an arc from the south west of 

Christchurch to the north east, was started in November 2004. There are currently 36 different bus 

routes servicing Christchurch City and outlying towns like Rolleston and Rangiora. The percentage of 

staff and students using a bus to travel to university, shown in Figures 1 and 2, was increasing. 

Environment Canterbury had made good progress on growing bus usage in the city but 

unfortunately due to the earthquake, that progress has been reversed. Other initiatives introduced 

have been the start of trials for bike racks on buses in Christchurch in November 2007 which was 
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further rolled out on other services from 2009. To combat buses getting caught up in traffic 

congestion, a number of bus priority routes were completed in mid-2010. A really important thing 

about buses is convenience. Previously, people had to carry small change to purchase a ticket but in 

July 2003 the MetroCard was created. This allowed people to top-up their card and just swipe it as 

they enter the bus. In addition, fares are lower compared to standard rates. Two years later a 

MetroCard ‘free top-up’ promotion was launched for university staff and students during O Week, 

but was discontinued in 2011. There continue to be many improvements and changes to the 

Christchurch bus network following on from the Christchurch earthquakes such as the formation of 

the hubs and spokes routes which help recognise key destinations around the city. As our findings 

have shown, previous initiatives have helped increase bus patronage since 2000 so there is a strong 

sense that a rise in bus users in the future will occur. 
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4. FUTURE INITIATIVES AND POLICIES  

The effectiveness of previous policies and initiatives has been mixed in the past 12 years. The rise in 

staff and student drivers and reduction of bus users, cyclists and walkers has placed greater concern 

on the future of transport at the University of Canterbury. Such sustainable transport planning is 

occurring globally at several universities. This is because universities “represent a cross-section of 

the population from different socio-economic backgrounds and ages, generate irregular schedules 

and the constant movement of people throughout the day” (Miralles-Guasch & Domene, 2010, 

p.454). Students also are a long term investment as they will one day occupy influential roles in local 

government and companies (Balsas, 2003). Many universities have adopted transport demand 

management (TDM) which is essentially a set of strategic plans and action which target people’s 

travel behaviour and try to reduce demand for motorised transport (Miralles-Guasch & Domene, 

2010). Some TDM measures outlined by Miralles-Guasch & Domene (2010) in university settings 

include: 

 Modal substitutions (public transport improvements, walking/cycling improvements) 

 Price incentives/disincentives (subsidies for public transport, parking policies) 

 Land use transportation strategies (increasing student housing, pedestrian/bicycle friendly) 

 Telecommunication substitutions (distance learning, teleconferencing) 

 Technology and efficiency improvement (green purchasing) 

 Information (intelligent transport systems, routing and scheduling information) 

 Education and participation (mobility webpage, cost and benefits of different travel modes) 

 

These are only a handful of options for TDM but demonstrate viable options for the University of 

Canterbury. A number of policies and initiatives currently in progress at the University of Canterbury 

include the construction of student accommodation closer to campus, re-development of Ilam Road 

which has been seen as a dangerous area of travel for cyclists, walkers and drivers, the creation of 

more cycle parks to compensate the loss in recent years, and the increase of parking fees to help 

deter drivers. These are all important initiatives that are being implemented to assist in TDM but 

there is still more that could be done.  

 

This next section offers some future policies and initiatives that have shown to be effective in other 

university settings around the world. 
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4.1. Infrastructure 

The infrastructure behind transport can be considered the backbone of any transport system. 

Without well-built and effective infrastructure, a small amount of stress on a network can be very 

damaging. This somewhat occurred during the 2011 Christchurch Earthquake as flaws in the 

infrastructure were uncovered. The re-development of Christchurch has offered an opportunity to 

prioritise transport infrastructure that lists sustainable modes as the most important. 

 

Car parking – There are a large number of car parks scattered all around the campus.  These car 

parks utilise a sizable area of land at the university which could be put to other uses. Transport and 

land use planning is essential but too often neglected (Clercq, Bertolini & Kapoen, 2005). Land 

dedicated for parking has been argued by Shannon et al. (2005) as a possible option for providing 

space for more on campus living. This would help increase walkers to university as a result. Reduced 

car parking has always been a goal for sustainable planning. Nevertheless, sustainable planning 

should focus less on subsidising car parks and use other approaches that could aid in a reduction of 

car parks. The money generated from parking fees is spent on promoting sustainable transport. 

However, as the findings earlier demonstrate, the increase of parking fees has had little impact on 

drivers thus far so a further increase may be justifiable. In order not to disadvantage some people, 

the university could offer reduced rates for parking if a student or staff member demonstrates a 

valid reason for their need for a car such as a disability.  

 

Student accommodation – One of the barriers to cycling and walking include distance (Miralles-

Guasch & Domene, 2010; Kingham et al., 2011). There is a good amount of student accommodation 

located within a short distance of the campus. However, while there has been a decrease in student 

numbers in recent years, there is a general lack of housing in Christchurch due to the large scale 

demolition of housing stock post-earthquake, combined with a massive influx of construction 

workers who all need to be housed. This has led to a shortage of accommodation available. The 

university has begun to build temporary accommodation that will be available in early 2014. 

Furthermore, there are plans to build another hall of residence. As mentioned earlier, providing on-

campus accommodation will ensure more walkers due to the reduction of distance for hundreds of 

students. Another approach to student accommodation is to offer auto-free housing. Goldman & 

Gorham (2006, p.267) stated that “in the San Francisco Bay Area, some cities have granted 

developers density bonuses or exceptions to minimum parking requirements for new rental housing 

at transit hubs, on the condition that the tenants pledge not to own cars”. The same model could be 



17 
 

applied to the proposed hall of residence and include the offer of a car sharing programme where 

students would be allowed a hire a car for trips etc. 

 

Secure bike parking – There were four fully functional secure bike parks on campus built by February 

2005. Unfortunately the remediation programme following the earthquakes has necessitated the 

temporary closure of some buildings and consequently the bike stands attached. An increase of 

normal bike stands is needed given the large loss over the years but the lack of secure bike parking 

does raise the risk of theft and can even act as a significant deterrent to cycling (Balsas, 2003). This 

finding was also discovered by Kingham et al. (2011) with some respondents from their studying 

saying they use a cheaper and replaceable bike for day-to-day travel. Secure bike stands are an 

affordable option and do not require a lot of maintenance, yet will provide more bike parking for 

those worried about security and wet weather. 

 

Cycle lanes around campus – The lack of safe and efficient cycle lanes around the university campus 

is a problem that many universities face (Balsas, 2003).  Safety on roads is a real concern for cyclists 

and is seen as a strong barrier for not using this mode and is evident in our findings (Kingham et al., 

2011; Miralles-Guasch & Domene, 2010). Although the roads around campus are not technically the 

university’s responsibility, UC still has a strong voice in how they are developed. A recent 

development of Ilam Road to incorporate a separation between cars and cyclists has to some extent 

addressed the problem of cycle and pedestrian safety. New pedestrian crossings and separated cycle 

and car lanes have been built, as well as a reduced speed limit introduced. This idea could be further 

extended to other roads surrounding campus. If better cycling infrastructure is built there is the 

strong suggestion that it will boost the number of cyclists. 

 

4.2. Education and Promotion 

Target undergraduates – The vast variety of people at university makes it difficult to market 

sustainable transport to specific groups. However, it has been argued that targeting undergraduate 

students should be a key aim of university policy. Undergraduates are still considered potential users 

and have yet to decide to change to private modes of transport (Miralles-Guasch & Domene, 2010). 

Therefore, by offering them sustainable transport earlier in their study year could potentially have 

an effect on their transport mode three years down the track. 

 

Incentives/disincentives for transport – There are of course several positives and negatives for using 

sustainable versus unsustainable transport. For this reason, the university will need to incentivise 
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cycling, walking and using the bus and in turn create disincentives for driving a car. One obvious 

disincentive for driving that has been installed already at the University of Canterbury is parking 

fees. Our results show little effect of current fees which means that a continued increase could be 

introduced to help curb the rise of motorised transport. A step further from parking fees is by 

increasing travel times through restrictions on certain roads near the university campus (Gonzalo-

Orden et al. 2012). This is perhaps not possible in Christchurch given the location of campus in such a 

suburban area.  Incentives for sustainable transport could include better promotion of key cycle and 

pedestrian routes around Christchurch, special discounts at local bike stores, improved security and 

bike parking, better access to showers, and possibly access to a free secured locker (Balsas, 2003). 

The most widely used incentive at other universities appears to be subsidising public transport. The 

only form of public transport in Christchurch is the bus and so by offering competitive discounts that 

compensate for the longer commute times, staff and students will be more inclined to use it 

(Miralles-Guasch & Domene, 2010).  

 

Hire-a-bike scheme – There is currently a hire-a-bike scheme in place at Ilam Apartments. However, 

there needs to be a wider roll-out of this scheme across campus. These bike sharing type initiatives 

are seen in many European cities with self-locking bikes being distributed around the city and are 

unlocked by calling a number and entering a pin and credit card details (Goldman & Gorham, 2006). 

Campuses are a great place to have bicycle lending programs with students and staff being able to 

travel to classes, across campus and even home for a small fee (Balsas, 2003). For many not willing 

to commit to buying a bicycle because of cost and having to maintain it, this is a great scheme.  
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5. CONCLUSION 

The transport behaviour of staff and students at the University of Canterbury has been highlighted in 

this report as very changeable. The increase of motorised transport and decline in more sustainable 

modes such as cycle, walk and bus has raised the concern about how this can be altered. Since 2000 

there has been a number of different initiatives and polices that both the local government and 

university has introduced to help create a more sustainable campus. These have had mixed results 

but are still an important part of promoting sustainability. This report has also offered some possible 

future policies and initiatives that the university could implement. These have worked in other 

university settings around the world but of course would need to be adapted to fit the University of 

Canterbury. In order to create a world that future generations can enjoy, beginning with a local 

example like a university is a great first step in achieving sustainable transport. Whether policies and 

initiatives introduced post-2012 survey had an impact on transport behaviour will be an interesting 

point of investigation in 2016 when the next transport survey is carried out.  
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8. APPENDICES    

Appendix A – Staff and student descriptive statistics for usual mode 

2012 

  Staff (n=882) Student (n=2884) 

  Mean Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. Mean  Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. 

Car Van Driver 11.6 7.2 66.9% 4.2 12.5 12.6 10.2 7.0 37.1% 3.6 11.0 10.4 

Car/Van Passenger 9.7 6.7 4.8% 4.0 10.2 11.1 8.2 5.3 3.5% 3.5 9.2 8.2 

Bus 9.4 7.3 4.2% 4.7 13.1 6.1 8.8 7.0 9.8% 5.4 9.9 7.0 

Bicycle 6.0 5.3 16.8% 3.3 7.7 3.6 3.8 2.8 19.1% 2.0 4.7 3.1 

Walk/Board/ 
Skate 

2.0 2.0 6.1% 1.3 2.3 0.9 1.8 1.7 28.4% 1.4 2.0 0.8 

Motorbike/ 
Moped 

9.3 8.8 1.1% 6.8 11.9 3.1 6.6 5.6 1.7% 2.9 8.8 5.5 

2008 

Staff (n=1027) Student (n=3745) 

  Mean Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. Mean  Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. 

Car Van Driver 11.3 7.7 61.3% 4.5 13.0 11.3 10.4 6.9 32.4% 4.1 10.7 11.9 

Car/Van Passenger 13.3 7.7 4.8% 5.5 17.8 13.1 8.9 5.1 3.6% 3.3 8.9 10.5 

Bus 8.3 7.0 6.1% 5.1 9.7 5.4 7.9 6.9 13.4% 4.5 9.3 5.6 

Bicycle 5.8 5.0 17.4% 3.1 7.3 4.9 3.7 2.8 19.7% 2.1 4.6 2.5 

Walk/Board/ 
Skate 

2.2 2.0 8.9% 1.3 2.6 1.2 1.8 1.7 29.3% 1.4 2.1 1.2 

Motorbike/ 
Moped 

6.7 6.3 1.5% 3.5 10.0 3.4 6.7 5.2 1.6% 3.1 8.7 5.1 

2004 

Staff (n=774) Student (n=2806) 

  Mean Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. Mean  Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. 

Car Van Driver 10.6 7.0 64.5% 4.0 11.1 11.6 7.9 5.7 38.2% 3.5 8.7 8.2 

Car/Van Passenger 9.7 6.3 4.0% 2.8 10.9 10.8 6.4 4.5 5.1% 2.8 7.8 6.5 

Bus 7.0 7.2 4.3% 5.2 8.4 2.5 6.8 6.1 10.4% 4.5 8.5 3.7 

Bicycle 5.2 4.5 15.6% 2.9 7.2 3.2 3.8 2.9 12.0% 2.0 4.6 3.1 

Walk/Board/ 
Skate 

1.9 1.6 11.1% 1.1 2.3 1.2 1.7 1.5 33.2% 1.1 2.0 1.6 

Motorbike/ 
Moped 

6.8 6.7 0.4% 4.9 6.7 2.0 8.6 7.1 0.6% 3.7 11.7 6.4 

2000 

Staff (n=927) Student (n=2767) 

  Mean Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. Mean  Median % Q1 Q3 Std. Dev. 

Car Van Driver 8.7 5.7 62.3% 3.2 10.0 10.0 6.1 4.3 41.2% 2.2 7.5 7.1 

Car/Van Passenger 7.3 4.4 3.6% 2.4 6.9 12.3 6.4 4.1 4.1% 2.0 7.8 7.6 

Bus 5.9 6.1 2.0% 3.9 8.2 3.3 6.5 5.4 5.2% 3.0 8.1 5.5 

Bicycle 4.6 4.1 17.6% 2.8 6.4 2.8 3.6 2.6 15.3% 1.9 4.6 3.4 

Walk/Board/ 
Skate 

1.7 1.6 13.3% 1.1 2.0 1.0 3.2 1.9 32.7% 1.3 3.0 4.5 

Motorbike/ 
Moped 

6.8 6.6 0.9% 2.7 11.0 4.7 5.8 5.0 0.8% 2.6 8.0 4.4 
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Appendix B - Timeline of initiatives and policies 

University of Canterbury  

March 2001 – Rideshare started with 28 dedicated parks 

November 2002 – Decision was made in to implement parking fees Income generated went into building 

secure bike stands, improved pathway lighting and the introduction of bus tracking information displays. 

February 2003 – Parking charges introduced for students of $40 per year and $2 a day. 

April 2003 – Parking charges introduced for staff of $40 per year and $2 a day. 

Early 2003 – Secure bike stands built, cycle lanes built around campus streets 

Feb 2005 – Engineering secure covered cycle stand opened (previous three constructed in 2003)  

Jan 2006 – Cycle/walkway completed between main campus and Dovedale site 

Nov 2006 – University wins national award for “Cycle-Friendly Commitment by Public Organisation” 

During 2007 – Dr Bike initiative started which offers a free bike servicing facility  

February 2011 – Christchurch Earthquake  

March 2011 – Rideshare was discontinued due little effectiveness and the earthquake 

March 2011 – Campus shuttle bus started but only ran for one year 

During 2011 – Relocation of a large number of bike stands and also a loss of several due to the earthquake 

(including some secure ones) 

January 2012 – Parking fee per year was $92 

Early 2012 – New online carpooling scheme ‘jayride’ established 

February 2014 – Jayride discontinued 

 

Local Government  

1999 – First half of the Orbiter route started 

2000 – Orbiter route completed 

2000 – Central City Bus Exchange opened 

2003 – Metrocard introduced 

Nov 2004 – Metro Star bus service launch connecting campus across town 

Feb 2005 – First MetroCard “free top up” promotion for university staff/students (repeated until 2009) 

Nov 2007 – Start of trials for bike racks on buses in Christchurch (rolled out on other services from 2009) 

Feb 2010 – Papanui bus priority route completed (further routes along Colombo & Queenspark completed mid 

September 2010 – First Christchurch earthquake 

February 2011 – Second major Christchurch earthquake – Bus Exchange and central city closed  

October 2011 – Central Station opened and Comet service started 

December 2012 – Blue Line and first Hubs and Spokes routes were introduced to north/south bus service 

 


