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Recovery Programme is a living document and available at 
http://www.sportcanterbury.org.nz/spacesplacespeople/ 

 
Recovery Programme 

 The Forum praised the massive achievements that Sport Canterbury and other local 
sports organisations have made over the past few years.  

 It was noted that the opportunity for young people to participate in sport and 
recreational activities was a motivating factor for remaining in Christchurch. 

 The Forum noted that last time the Recovery Programme was presented to the Forum 
one of the criticisms was that there didn’t appear to have been much consultation. 

 A Forum member noted that he had recently met with a group of Sport Chief 
Executives from Christchurch and that they had conveyed their frustration about a lack 
of coordination, consultation and knowledge about what is currently happening, 
particularly in relation to the CERA Anchor Project Metro Sports Facility. This appears 
to be in contrast to the material presented by Sport Canterbury. The Forum queried 
what consultation was actually happening with the Chief Executives of different sports. 

 The presenters acknowledged that as the CERA Metro Sports Facility’s business case 
is going straight to Cabinet, and thus is confidential, that some sport leaders have not 
been able to be updated about it. 

 The Forum noted that Canterbury Netball has felt it necessary to make an Official 
Information Act request for information about the Metro Sports Facility’s business 
case. 

 The Forum raised concerns that the confidentially of the business case and thus its 
lack of visibility and understanding within the sector is an issue. The Forum also 
questioned the business case’s viability if the Chief Executives are not involved in its 
development.  

 The presenters noted that careful consideration was being given to the needs as 
opposed to wants of sporting groups in Christchurch in relation to the Metro Sports 
Facilities business case. 

 The Forum raised concerns that if the Sport leaders are not being involved in the 
development of plans, then the general public cannot be involved either.  

 The presenters noted that during the development of the Blueprint Plan it was the local 
consultation which saw the Metro Sports Facility located closer to Hagley Park. This 
included grass-roots consultation.  

 The presenters noted that in relation to the Ngā Puna Wai Sports Hub, all of the 
sporting parties involved are ‘on the same page’. It was also noted that this project is 
more open and transparent due to it not being subject to Cabinet processes.  

 It was noted that while sport participation is back to 100% of pre-earthquake levels, the 
Youth Wellbeing Survey 2013 recorded that young people miss sport. The presenters 
acknowledged that it measures the levels of participation based on affiliated 
membership in sport.   

 The Forum raised the need to have robust plans for parking for the Cricket World Cup 
in 2015. Especially as the Christchurch Hospital will have further reduced parking at 
this time.  

 The Forum suggested that the website should have links to sporting opportunities. 
 It was suggested that it would be good for the Sport and Recreation Recovery Plan to 

have a link in with cycle ways. 
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2. One Voice Te Reo Kotahi (OVTRK) 
  

 OVTRK link people in a number of areas on behalf of Non-Government organisations. 
 OVTRK had a meeting on 3 July 2014 and there were a number of references to the 

Community Forum and how it was not influencing people at a community level.  
 It was noted that representatives from OVTRK are interested in attending a future 

Community Forum meeting. 

3. Land Use Recovery Plan Actions 46, 47 and 48 
 
Representatives from CERA, Environment Canterbury, Waimakariri District Council and 
Selwyn District Council presented to the Forum about Actions 46, 47 and 48 of the Land 
Use Recovery Plan. The PowerPoint presentation is attached as Attachment A.  
 
 Action 46 

 Action 46 directed Environment Canterbury to make amendments to its Regional 
Policy Statement and regional plans that it considers appropriate to enable and 
support recovery and rebuilding. 

 The Forum queried whether there is a relationship between high hazard and high cost. 
The presenters noted that high hazard areas are defined as areas subject to coastal 
erosion or flooding over the next 100 years, not earthquake damaged land. 

 The presenters clarified that this change was aimed at new/future developments, not 
existing properties, and gives the Council the ability to decide whether areas are too 
hazardous to build on. 

 The Forum raised concerns about the disposal of silt in the Burwood Landfill and its 
link to respiratory problems. The presenters noted that this is an operational issue and 
the Landfill must operate within its guidelines which covers these sorts of issues. The 
Forum also asked if further consultation would occur with the community around the 
landfill.  The presenters confirmed that this consultation is provided for in the proposed 
new provisions in the Land and Water Regional Plan. 

 The Forum noted its support for the use of aquifers for district heating schemes and 
noted that it should happen soon so that this can be factored into the repair of 
infrastructure being undertaken by SCIRT.  

 The Forum agreed to recommend to the Minister that it does not consider there is a 
need for a further public process on the proposed amendments to the Environment 
Canterbury planning documents in response to Land Use Recovery Plan Action 46.  

 
Action 47 

 Action 47 directed Waimakariri District Council to make amendments to its district plan 
that it considered appropriate to enable and support recovery and rebuilding. 

 The presenter noted that the Waimakariri District Council considered that there were a 
range of  changes proposed to remove some unnecessary rules including relating to 
earthworks, relocation of houses, stockpiling of demolition materials and making safe 
damaged heritage buildings. 

 The Forum queried whether noise from an arterial road referred to in the Silverstream 
development could be mitigated. The presenter explained that it is traffic drone noise 
on an arterial road that has been mitigated by a solid fence and a set-back for houses 
on sections adjoining the road. 
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 The Forum asked what the justification was for allowing houses to be built closer to 
High Voltage transmission lines.  The presenter explained that the National Policy 
Statement on Electricity Transmission set out how to determine safe distances from 
transmission lines.  What is proposed, is consistent with this national approach. 

 The Forum agreed to recommend to the Minister that it does not consider there is a 
need or a further public process on the proposed amendments to the Waimakariri 
District Council district plan.  
 
Action 48 

 Action 48 directed the Selwyn District Council to make amendments to its district plan 
it considered appropriate to enable and support recovery and rebuilding. 

 The presenters noted that changes have the purpose of fine-tuning the Selwyn district 
plan to make sure the increased development that is occurring is appropriate and 
efficient. Selwyn district had rezoned significant amounts of land for residential use 
prior to the earthquakes. This included the Lincoln Structure Plan that was developed 
over several years using Resource Management Act 1991 processes. 

 It was noted that some of the Greenfield areas these changes affect adjoin existing 
developments. The Forum raised concerns about the implications of this change for 
existing residents.  

 The presenters noted that while potentially the changes could affect neighbouring 
properties, the changes are mainly aimed at new Greenfield sites which do not have 
many people already living at them. The presenters consider that existing residents 
understand the implications of these changes through LIM notices when they 
purchased their sections and the Outline Development Plans and Structure Plans that 
show how a new residential development will occur. 

 The presenters noted that the changes could be achieved through the Resource 
Consent processes but because of development pressure post the earthquakes, it was 
appropriate to make the changes through the Land Use Recovery Plan Action 48. , 
They are confident that the changes won’t have any adverse effects on existing 
properties. 

 The Forum queried why the changes could not be limited to greenfield sites. The 
presenters noted that the proposed changes were contained in different parts of the 
district plan relating to residential development in general.  

 The presenters noted that they did not receive any submissions from residents. The 
submissions were mainly from developers. 

 The Forum noted that a legal public process had been undertaken. 
 On balance, the Forum agreed to recommend to the Minister that it does not consider 

there is a need or a further public process on the proposed amendments to the Selwyn 
District Council district plan. However, the Forum wishes to highlight to the Minister its 
concerns about implications for neighbouring properties. 

 
 
Next Meeting – 7 August 2014 
 
Meeting closed 8:20pm Rele
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Attachment A 
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