














Dunedin 2011 Vehicle Trips Starting/Ending in the Vicinity of the
Cable car routes

Destination
2011 AM Peak 1 2 3 4 5 6
4088 355 1353 316 924 31080
1] 2136 814 15 87 12 166 1041
2| 543 70 15 19 6 18 415
S13] 707 50 5 242 5 12 393
'5 4| 459 61 5 22 9 18 345
5| 483 125 3 48 3 64 239
6| 33789 | 2969 312 934 282 645 28647
Total Trips = 38117 Total Intrazonal Trips = 29790
Table 1
Destination
2011 Interpeak 1 2 3 4 5 6
1491 367 617 327 272 22821
1] 1491 323 23 40 19 27 1061
2| 367 23 14 10 6 5 310
% 3| 617 40 10 50 10 8 500
64| 327 19 6 10 9 4 279
5| 272 27 5 8 4 32 197
6| 22821 | 1061 310 500 279 197 20476
Total Trips = 25895 Total Intrazonal Trips = 20903
Table 2
Destination
2011 PM Peak 1 2 3 4 5 6
1329 586 672 536 293 33093
1] 2369 150 51 58 41 30 2039
2| 469 20 21 9 9 5 405
% 3| 1100 58 20 36 24 14 948
Sl 4] 444 18 9 11 15 4 386
5| 478 30 10 14 9 8 407
6| 31648 | 1053 475 543 438 231 28908
Total Trips = 36508 Total Intrazonal Trips = 29137

Table 3
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From: Peter Chin [pchin@oa.dcc.govt.nz]

Sent: Thursday, 1 October 2009 8:41:20 a.m.

To: Richard Walls; Chris Staynes; Don Hill

Subject: FW: Comments on report from Mein Consulting

FYI. will talk to Don on where to from here?

From: Peter Chin [mailto:pchin@dcc.govt.nz]

Sent: Thursday, 1 October 2009 08:20 a.m.

To: Hardy Marthen

Cc: Peter Chin

Subject: RE: Comments on report from Mein Consulting

Thank you for your comments . Peter

From: Hardy Marthen [mailto:citycablecar@yahoo.co.nz]
Sent: Monday, 28 September 2009 10:50 a.m.

To: Peter Chin

Subject: Comments on report from Mein Consulting

Dear Peter,
We read with interest the report from Mein Consulting Ltd from August 2009.

The report covers all the aspects of the proposed cable car routes in detail and gives good reason for
both, High Street & Stuart Street, not to be introduced.

The report states we have the drivers for introducing the cable car the wrong way around and notes
the destination is of prime importance more than the cable car line itself.

We beg to differ on this.

The Stuart Street cable car line has more to offer than the High Street line would if taken straight
through the Octagon. The 'Pull Curves' would be no more than the original line which terminated at
the Robbie Burns statue.

The 'Barn - Museum' at Nairn Street would offer a well needed lift to that area of the community.

For Mein Consulting to suggest that the Barn - Museums should be located on top of a hill for
maximum viewing potential is in our view wrong.

Museums are build to contain artifcacts of the past and are not usually located for viewing potential.

Furthermore, after consulting with the manager of Hillside Workshops, our projected cost for
building 6 cable cars was $2,800,000 ($467,000 per cable car).

We would question the basis of Mein Consulting's cost of $1,000,000 per cable car.
The roading/track installation is projected at $5,663 per metre.
Our projected cost for roading & track is $3,045 per metre.

Again, after consultation with the manager of Hillside Workshops we believe our projected costs to
be more realistic than Mein Consulting's.
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Furthermore, Mein Consulting's report accurately reflects that tourism is the key driver and
acknowledges in the substance of the report that Stuart Street has a greater tourism potential than
High Street, but does not give adequate evaluation of the tourism potential of either project.

Tourism traffic flows at present around the Stuart Street route are significant (Octagon/visitor centre
to Railway Station) and could have seen greater evaluation.

We would recommend more work to be done on that aspect if the Council was to consider further
interest in any cable car proposal.

In our view any proposal that relies on domestic passenger traffic is unlikely to work.

If one looks at the Wellington figures then commuter traffic has such a low per trip revenue yield
that it cannot be a key factor.

In summary, revenue is the key factor in determining further interest and on the information
presented so far we would have some questions as to the assessment of traffic potential in the high
yield area of tourism.

Best Regards,

The Stuart Street Cable Car Group

From: Peter Chin <pchin@dcc.govt.nz>

To: tony@satellitecity.co.nz; citycablecar@yahoo.co.nz

Cc: Don Hill <dhill@dcc.govt.nz>; Chris Staynes <staynesc@es.co.nz>; Richard Walls <rfwalls@xtra.co.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 1 September, 2009 2:00:21 PM

Subject: Report from Mein Consulting Ltd - re Dunedin Cable Car Proposal

Gentlemen

Council has commissioned a report from Mein Consulting Ltd to review the Dunedin cable car proposal that
each of you have submitted.

Their report has just been received and | enclose a copy by way of attachment for your information.

<<Dunedin Cable Car review report Aug 09 v2.pdf>>
<<Cable Car report appendix B.pdf>>
<<Cable Car report Appendix A.pdf>>

Please note that this document is confidential to each of you at this stage, so that you can digest its contents.

The way forward will be that the report will be the subject of an agenda item at the Economic Development
Committee meeting of 13 October 2009.

You may wish to speak at the public forum of that meeting, or you may wish to contact me to discuss matters
of process and procedure before then.

I am more than happy to speak to you.

Kind regards
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Peter Chin
Mayor of Dunedin
Dunedin City Council

50 The Octagon, Dunedin; PO Box 5045, Dunedin 9058, New Zealand
Telephone: 03 477 4000; Fax: 03 474 3594
Email: mayor@dcc.govt.nz; www.dunedin.govt.nz

b% Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

If this message is not intended for you please delete it and notify us immediately; you are warned that
any further use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this material by you is prohibited.

Need mail bonding? Bring all your contacts to Yahoo!Xtra with TrueSwitch
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Initial Response to “Review of Dunedin Cable Car Proposals” by

Mein Consulting Ltd for Dunedin City Council

These are the Dunedin Cable Car Trust’s comments on the above report submitted to the Dunedin
City Council for their consideration.

Item 1.2 Scope and Approach (page 2, paragraph 2)

“The study included a brief review of two New Zealand operations which have elements that may be
comparable with the Dunedin proposals: the Wellington Cable Car, and the Christchurch Tram.”

This is not a fair comparison; the Cable Car for the High Street will be different to Wellington and
comparing a tram running on a flat rectangular circuit purely for visitors is not a fair comparison to a
Cable Car running up and down a street.

e The High Street Cable Car will be running along a road — the Wellington Cable Car runs along
a dedicated track and operates as a Funicular; The Christchurch tram is a visitor attraction
offering nothing in terms of public transport.

e The High Street Cable Car will be a ‘physical part’ of the environment that it is set in, as well
as being a major public transport option.

Table 1 (Page 5, ‘Capital Cost Estimate’)

The figure quoted - $13.73 million — is taken from the ‘Financial Feasibility Estimate’ document using
2008 figures. In our ‘Concept Philosophy Statement’ dated April 2008, our figures show a total
amount of $18,510,525 (including contingency) for 2008 (see below) which is very close to the figure
arrived at in the report by Mein Consultants.

Amount Contin Total

ency

ls18510,825° 1 -

$5,278,928 $20 361 578

$24,63'7,509

' sis 250,007

Commencmg 2011 $6,387,502

But allowing for the fact that construction will probably not start until 2011 at the earliest, the likely
figure is expected to be between $18,250,007 and $24,637,509.

The next stage of the project will give a more accurate figure to within =/- 10%.




Cable Car Vehicle cost (page 9, paragraph 1)

“However, neither proposal has provided much detail on the likely design of these vehicles...and the
feasibility and costs of constructing vehicles that would meet modern health and safety standards..”

The price of the cars and trailers at 2011 prices will be in the region of $600,000. Once discussions
have been undertaken with Hillside Works, a more definitive price will be arrived at. The
contingencies will allow for any variation to his figure, as well as savings from elsewhere once the
finances have been more refined (+/- 10%) during the next stage.

item 4.2.1 Capital costs (page 10, paragraph 1)

Our total capital costs for 2008 is $18,510,525, not $13,735,000 as assumed by the report for 2008.
This is very near to the $19,160,000 mentioned in the Report.

Item 4.2.1 Capital costs (page 10, paragraph 7)

“The estimated replacement value of the two cable cars in Wellington is $3.335 million, or 51.68
million per vehicle...”

Estimated replacement cost of the Wellington Cable Car will be different to the High Street Cable
Car, i.e. more expensive. This is because of the fact that the Wellington Cable Car is a funicular
carriage (i.e. purposely built for going up and down the side of a hill in a non-road situation) whereas
the High Street Cable Car will be similar to a tram (i.e. built for running as a bus but not requiring an
on-board engine). The next stage of the process will provide us with a more accurate figure for the

cost of the Cable Car vehicles. These Cars will be built in Dunedin, therefore reducing transport
costs.

Item 4.2.1 Capital costs (page 11, paragraph 4)

Our contingency figures show a Total Capital figure of $ 18,510,525 compared with $19,160,000 as
shown in the report based on 2008 data. As explained previously this figure increases significantly
every year the project is delayed.

Item 4.2.1 Operating costs (page 12, paragraph 2)

“The cost estimates for the High Street proposal include little other than staff and power costs. They
do not include any provision for publicity and marketing, insurance, cleaning, communications,
consumables and other administrative expenditure...”

At this feasibility stage, it is difficult to allow for a number of these items individually; hence you
always have a high contingency factor of around 35%. During the preliminary design phase —




contingency +/- 10% (next stage) individual items — publicity, insurance, consumables, support staff
etc — will be included.

High rates would have to be paid to grip men and conductors as in San Francisco to attract and
retain high calibre staff who would share these maintenance roles.

Item 4.2.2 Operating costs (page 14, paragraph 1, 2 and 3)

Overhead costs, provision of interest and depreciation amount will be included in the next stage of
the design process when the finances of the project are looked at in more detail.

Item 4.2.3 Funding (page 14, paragraph 6)

“_.the High Street proposal has identified a number of potential sources to provide funding for the
projected start-up costs...”

Expressions of financial contributions from external sources will be examined during the next stage
of the process. There is also likely to be further funding sought once a sub-committee with
responsibility for fund raising is set-up during the next stage. We are not seeking funds directly from
the Dunedin City Council budget (unless public opinion determines otherwise).

Item 4.3.1 Patronage Estimates (page 15, paragraph 4)

“Neither of the proposals has developed its patronage estimates from an assessment of expected
market demand. Instead, both proposals have prepared estimates based on assumed load factors for
each service...”

No-one can predict ‘actual travel demand’ as no-one knows what it will be in 2011-2012 when the
Cable Car is likely to be constructed. The models assume growth in car use which is a dangerous
assumption to make. Higher oil prices will see more people using public transport if oil prices rise;
people’s incomes will be such that running a car will be beyond their means; Car parking costs in the
CBD or an extended parking zone will be prohibitive; these are just some factors that have not been
allowed for in the modelling.

Most models always assume a growth. This may have been ok in the past, based on low oil/petrol
costs, but it is more than likely to prove opposite in the future.

Also, comparing the Cable Car to a bus in relation to people changing their travel habits from driving
a car / walking is fundamentally flawed. A Cable Car offers a unique, historic and reliable form of
public transport travel - something a bus cannot do. To create travel demand a different alternative
to a bus must be provided ~ and this must be linked into how you market the product of the Cable
Car. If the alternative is a bus very few people will use it; if it is an authentic Cable Car the uptake on
people using it is only limited by its marketing and competitive pricing including the availability of
the ‘Go-card’.




No-one knows for sure what the demand will be until surveys are carried out during the next stage.

Item 4.3.1 Capital costs (page 15, paragraph 7)

“In Christchurch which has a much larger visitor market than Dunedin the central city tram, an

almost exclusively tourist-orientated operation, sells approximately 156,000 two-day tickets per
annum...”

The low figures of users of the Christchurch tram - 156,000 — is probably due to the fact that most
people can walk the flat route of the tram and therefore will not use the tram to get around. The
Tram travels through the central city area in a loop around four blocks north, south, east and west.

Item 4.3.2 Tourism Demand (page 18, paragraph 1)

“..the novelty of the cable car ride itself will be an important part of the decision to purchase a ticket.
The vehicles...will not have the same ‘romance’ as the cable cars of old, given the likely requirement
that they will be fully enclosed.”

The vehicles proposed for the High Street Cable Car can have the same ‘romance’ as the Cable Cars
of the past. They can be built in the style of the original Cable Cars with the obvious exception of no
‘straphangers’ on each side as people hanging off will probably not be allowed by NZTA / OHS. But
the Cars could have open areas at the front and back of the cars with ballustrading around them, for
example. This would add to the heritage value. Or standing room can be allowed for inside the tram
to allow for the ‘authentic feel’ as the cable car rides up and down.

Most of the public who will travel on the cable car will not be fully aware of its original style which
will enable us to have some license to alter designs slightly to fulfil OSH requirements.

Item 4.3.2 Tourism Demand (page 18, paragraph 3)

“...the intermediate stops on the high street route do not provide any particular attraction for
visitors...”

The intermediate stops will provide the visitor with the opportunity to disembark at points along the
High Street to admire the heritage and architecture that is apparent in the buildings lining the street.
They can rejoin the cable car at nay intermediate stop at no extra charge. The ‘authentic’
intermediate stops would add to the overall heritage experience.

Item 4.3.2 Tourism Demand (page 18, paragraph 4)

“The upper Terminus at Mornington offers some good views of the City and Harbour, although the
best views in the area are some distance from the planned terminal point”




The vantage point from the top floor of the new terminus building will solve this problem.

“The Mornington Village itself, while having some potential to develop, is not a strong destination in
its own right, and would not be a strong attraction without a cable car.”

We disagree. The views and parks close to the Terminus Building add value to the destination as will
the cafes and shops in Mornington Village. In conjunction with the Cable Car, Mornington Village will
/can become a destination and has far more potential than Roslyn which is limited in growth.

Visitors alighting at the terminus will also have the added bonus of being able to visit and walk down
the start of the historic Maryhill line that started at the present-day Foley Electrical and plumbers
building. The 1:3.5 steep gradient can be walked over its length of approximately 160 metres.
Heritage signage located along this stretch can bring added value to the whole experience.

item 4.3.2 Tourism Demand (page 19, paragraph 3)

“ .the Wellington cable car has excellent views and level access to a variety of visitor attractions...the
attraction of the upper terminus location in its own right is marginal for the High Street route...”

Comparing the Wellington Cable Car destination with Mornington is unfair. Wellington has had a
hundred years to develop the destination area of the Wellington Cable Car. Under the Reserve Act
1977 Mornington Park could easily change into landscaped gardens etc but the attraction of
Mornington Village can develop its own ‘unique’ identity in conjunction with the Cable Car.

Item 4.3.3 Commuter Demand (page 20, paragraph 2)

Assumptions have been made in the Consultants report based on the fact that car numbers will
continue to grow — no allowance has been made for the effects of Peak oil, fuel price rises, fuel
constraints etc. Our estimates have allowed for this, and also the fact that a reasonable nhumber of

people will use the Cable Car.

Item 4.3.3 Commuter Demand (page 20, paragraph 3)

“Using the Dunedin Transport Model, Gabites Porter has estimated the number of existing vehicle
driver trips that have origins and destinations within a 500 metre distance of the cable car stops.”

We disagree with this model’s assumptions and analysis. Commuters who make up part of the
vehicles within the 500 metre distance are likely to park in and around the Mornington Village area
to use the Cable Car for the last part of their journey. Residents living within 500 metres of the Cable
car stops are likely to use the Cable Car stops. The survey carried out during the next stage will
hopefully reinforce this view point.




Item 4.3.3 Commuter Demand (page 20, paragraph 5)
“This is reinforced by reference to existing public transport patronage on the routes.”

The low bus usage cannot reliably be compared to Cable Car usage as, although they may offer the
same kind of service, they are two completely different forms of transport. The Cable Car runs on
designated tracks within a roadway which has a constant-moving cable at a defined speed resulting
in a reliable, comfortable, appealing and unique form of transport. It is not a ‘bus replacement’; it is
a form of transport in its own right. The cable car offers a regular, reliable public transport service
compared to a bus.

The unreliability, unattractiveness, cost etc of buses has not been taken into account. Patronage is
‘low’ on these buses because they do not appeal to the public and take those people who do travel
on the buses for granted. The Cable Car will ‘invite’ people to use its service, make it an attractive
alternative to other forms of travel and offer a service that the customer will enjoy.

Item 4.3.3 Commuter Demand (page 21, paragraph 1)

“The number of bus users who are likely to find the cable car more convenient and cost effective than
the bus will be limited to a relatively small part of the total catchment of the existing routes.”

An interesting omission is no mention of the broad group of people who will not use a bus but would
use a cable car if one was running. This information will be available once a survey is carried out at
the next stage.

The number of bus users should not be used as a comparison in this paragraph as this is misleading.
Itis irrelevant due to the small numbers of bus users.

item 4.3.3 Commuter Demand (page 21, paragraph 2)

“The Wellington cable car provides further evidence to suggest that the High Street estimates are
much too high.”

We disagree. As this paragraph points out, most users of the Wellington funicular Cable Car are
casual riders or visitors; this suggests that this is more of a tourist attraction than a commuter
service. The High Street Cable Car will primarily be a Commuter service, and the way the Cable Car is
marketed and sold to the public will be the key to its success.

Item 4.3.4 Revenue Estimates (page 21, paragraph 4)

“The revenue estimates for both proposals appear to be overstated as a result of two

factors...patronage estimates appear to exaggerate the actual level of demand...revenues from
visitors are based on a significant premium fare...”
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We disagree. The figures used in the Consultants report are based on the Wellington Funicular Cable
Car and the Christchurch Tram. For reasons already discussed they cannot really be compared as the
High Street Cable Car will be a different form of transport, run in a different way.

Item 4.4 Traffic Impacts (page 22, paragraph 6)

“The High Street proposal involves the cable cars travelling near to the centre line, with passengers
accessing the stops form indented bays.”

This is not correct. The Cable Cars will be travelling away from the centre lines of the road and close
(but not too close) to the line of parked cars in the uphill and downbill traffic lanes. This does not
prevent following vehicles from overtaking! The indented bay will extend no further than the line of
parked cars and would, as the paragraph suggest, prevent vehicles from passing on the inside.

Item 4.4 Traffic Impacts (page 23, paragraph 2)

“Issue for the High Street proposal is communication and enforcement of the proposed no-overtaking

rule.”

The no-overtaking rule would apply only when cable cars had stopped to pick up and set down
passengers between the left hand foot path and the cable car. This would be similar to the rule in
San Francisco which is enforced by the cable car conductor holding vehicle traffic, if necessary.
Vehicles could overtake cable cars on the off side (right in NZ) as they do in San Francisco, except
when no passing lines are marked on the road. This would only be between Grant St and Maitland St
and William St and Alva Streets and near proposed traffic lights on Queens Drive / High St
intersection). There will be plenty of room to overtake as long as normal overtaking procedures are

followed.

Item 4.4 Traffic Impacts (page 24, paragraph 2)

The figures used by Gabites Porter in the traffic model are based on continual growth figures for
2011 based on past data. These figures do not allow for the effect of any future high fuel prices and
the current economic downturn, which would assume ‘no growth’ or a ‘decline’ in car numbers.

Item 4.4 Traffic Impacts (page 24, paragraph 3)

The speed figures calculated do not allow for the fact that High Street is on a steep incline and not
on the flat. As well as this, if Cable Cars are travelling at 5% minutes apart during peak times then
this will have little, if any effect, on traffic diverting off of High Street.




Item 4.5.1 Terminal Locations (page 25, paragraph 4)
“...the construction of the terminus building may require the children’s playground to be relocated.”

A new Children’s playground area would be provided if required.

Item 4.6 Commercial Considerations (page 28, paragraph 2)

“...it is probably not reasonable to expect that the proponent groups will have the current structure
and expertise to carry the proposal through to implementation and operation.”

Noted and agreed. This is what we suggested during the discussions. We are in the process of
identifying and meeting with people of the right calibre with the necessary fund-raising, marketing
and consultation skills to help the Dunedin Cable Car Trust achieve the aims of the project — to have
a cable car re-introduced to Dunedin.

Item 5 Implications for Council (page 32, paragraph 1)

We have only ever sought Dunedin City Council support to take the High Street proposal to the next
stage — no financial support has ever been asked for. Access to infrastructure, planning, tourism,
roading etc in terms of help and assistance would be welcomed, especially in Resource Consent
issues, future roading works for High Street (to co-ordinate with any Cable Car work) etc so that we
can work as a team to find the best and most cost-effective solutions.

It is extremely important to realise that until an actual survey of residents and businesses in and
around the immediate vicinity of Mornington and the High Street is carried out to determine
whether they want a Cable Car or not, as well as a general city-wide survey to see if the people of
Dunedin would support such a project then any assumptions are just that — only assumptions. The
financial aspects of the project will be determined by how much money can be raised publicly and
privately. If the funds are not available from all available sources then the project cannot go ahead.

Item 6.1 Conclusions (page 35, paragraph 4)

“...the Trust does not appear to have sufficient resources to take the proposal forward to
implementation without a major injection of finance.”

See above (item 5).

Item 6.1 Conclusions (page 35, paragraph 5)

“A key weakness of the High Street proposal is its primary focus on serving the commuter market.”




We disagree. We believe the primary focus MUST be the commuter market. They are the people
that will use it every day, 365 days a year. Only a proper survey (which will be carried out during the
next phase) will reveal the number of potential users of the proposed cable car scheme.

Item 6.2 Recommendations — High Street (page 37, paragraph 1)

“Based on the analysis in this report, that further testing is expected to show that the project is not
commercially viable without Council input.”

This can only be decided once the next stage is completed and funding is underway. Orokanui Eco-
sanctuary, The Oamaru Opera House and Dunedin’s very own Chinese Gardens are testament that
with the right fund-raising techniques, peoples and businesses generous donations, hard work and
determination these things can be achieved.






