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1. This statement is filed on behalf of the Burwood/Pegasus Community Board (“the Board”). 

 

2. The Board lodged a submission on the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan  

(“the Plan”) on 7 October 2014. 

 

3. The Board has requested to be heard on its further submissions. 

 

 

Executive Summary of Submission 

The Boards submits that the effects of the Earthquakes on the Burwood-Pegasus Ward have 

been major.  As a result, residents need every opportunity to bring back a sense of 

recovery.  For many, this has meant their quality of life has been left largely unaddressed. 

 

The Ward is fortunate in not loosing any significant community facilities/meeting places. 

The four libraries are functioning well. 

 

However, the loss of the Queen Elizabeth II Sports Hub over an unreasonable duration 

continues to impact negatively on the Ward in terms of quality of life. The management of 

stress which the use of that facility offered has not been available since February 2011.   

 

The Board is supportive of the aims of the Plan and sees that its recommendations are 

aimed to improve the quality of life for residents.  It needs to be expressed that in other 

city wards there has been little negative impact on residents by comparison. 

 

3. The particular changes that the Board is seeking are as follows: 

 

3.4.1.1: Housing 

The Board supports the importance of having affordable, warm, dry and secure housing for 
people's health and wellbeing.  The Board welcomes the recognised need for social and 
affordable housing and the policy around social housing redevelopment at 14.1.1.7 

Clause 14.1.1.7 (b) mentions high quality urban design.   

Remedy Sought:  

The Board wishes to be assured that “liveability” is recognised as a factor that is not 
compromised by high density. For example amenities such as garden sheds are 
placed practically to avoid situations of having to transport a mower through a 
house to the back lawn. 
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3.4.4:  Protecting our resources, values, health and wellbeing 

The Board acknowledges the importance of having sustainable design and the promotion of 
efficient use of resources such as energy and water.   

 

3.4.4.1.  Water/wai supply.  The Board believes that this sections needs to take into 
account  the projected impact climate change will have on water supply, both in the city and 
on the supply sourced from neighbouring districts.  This includes the impact of drier 
summers, pressure on supply due to garden use across the entire city as well as the effects 
of increased development and population which will put pressure on water/wai supply.  

The Board submits that the intensification of the dairying industry is a threat to the city’s 
water supply and that mixed farming be encouraged to avoid undue pollution. There are 
practical and economic advantages to having the city’s “Food Basket” to be in close 
proximity. 

Although not mentioned in Stage 1 of the District Plan review, the Board considers the issue 
of fracking be addressed to ensure protection of the city’s water supply, including the 
source from the aquifers of neighbouring districts. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board wishes the impact of climate change to be factored into water supply 
assessments; recognition that the intensification of the dairying industry is a threat 
to the city’s water supply; the issue of fracking be addressed 

 

3.4.5: Addressing the consequence of natural hazards 

The Board acknowledges the statement that sea level rise and changed ground levels 
following the earthquakes create increased flooding risks for the district. Climate change is 
also expected to increase the frequency and severity of storms, resulting in more intense 
rainfall and flooding, which will be exacerbated by sea level rise. 

The Board agrees that the District Plan must address and manage the risks of natural hazards, 
including the management of low probability but high consequence events and events arising 
from long-term trends. 

In relation to that, the Board wishes to know the role of stop banks in the management of 
risks – should, and can they, they be used in areas of high residential concentration where 
retreating is impractical? 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board wishes the role of stop banks be recognised in the management of risks 
associated with natural hazards. 
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3.6.1.4: Temporary recovery activities and 6.4.2: Temporary earthquake recovery activities 

The Board notes that it is proposed to alter the timeframe for Permitted Activities/Temporary 
accommodation applications under the CERA Act to be extended to 30 April 2018 for a range 
of permitted activities.  

The Board wishes to point out that in that event, there are impacts that would continue for 
businesses that have relocated into residential areas and that these include ongoing traffic 
and parking problems.  

The Board acknowledges that while this is not an issue within the Burwood/Pegasus ward, it 
has sympathy with other wards that are dealing with that issue. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that the ongoing traffic management and parking issues 
associated with for Permitted Activities/Temporary accommodation applications, be 
addressed. 

 

4.6.4: Natural and cultural environment 

The Board strongly supports this objective. 

 

5.1: Natural hazards 

The Board strongly supports the policies under this section which aim to avoid new 
subdivision in areas of natural hazard risk and fully supports the precautionary approach 
proposed. 

 

5.2.1(a) 

The Board believes this section is too generic and thus too limiting on development. 
Definitions of “intolerable” and “acceptable” are not offered and are open to interpretation. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends clearer definitions of the terms “intolerable” and 
“acceptable” 
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5.2.5: Worsening, adding or transferring hazard 

There is concern that this policy is too restrictive and could lead to no new subdivisions being 
developed in the ward. 

The risks of building in areas subject to natural hazards, was well know pre-earthquakes and 
was a risk people were prepared to take. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that consideration be given to making 5.2.5 less restrictive 
so as to avoid the risk of new subdivisions not being developed. 

 

5.3: Policies for flooding 

The policy for “High flood hazard” is to avoid subdividing or developing new residential units, 
other habitable buildings, buildings for concentrations of people and additions to those 
buildings, in areas where there is a high flood hazard. 

The Board submits that “High flood hazard” (as defined in the Definitions List) includes only 
one type of flood with a high velocity (speed). The other type of event, (which occurred in 
Southshore) is a combination of sea inundation, a storm event and an already high water 
table resulting in flooring inundation.  In the ward, the flooding events experienced tended to 
be about quantity, much of which is able to be mitigated by the use of stop banks. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that consideration be given to extending the definition of 
“High flood hazard” (as defined in the Definitions List) be extended to include a 
combination of sea inundation, a storm event and an already high water table 
resulting in flooring inundation.   

 

5.3.4: Flood damage mitigation by raising floor levels 

While the Board agrees with this policy that proposes reducing potential flood damage by 
ensuring floor levels for new buildings or additions to buildings are above flooding predicted 
to occur in a major flood event, including an allowance for sea level rise. 

The Board submits however, that the solution offered is not the only one; and again points to 
improved stop banks as also being a solution. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that consideration be given to including stop banks as a 
means of reducing potential flood damage. 
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5.3.5: Repair of earthquake damaged land 

The Board wishes to know how enabling property owners to make immediate repairs to 
earthquake damaged land for residential purposes in areas at risk of flooding, will be policed? 

The Board submits that in that event, a building consent is required. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that the Plan detail how enabling property owners to make 
immediate repairs to earthquake damaged land for residential purposes in areas at 
risk of flooding, will be policed. 

 

5.4.1: Geotechnical risk including liquefaction susceptibility 

The Board supports section (a) of this policy. 

With section (b) addressing the significance of the liquefaction hazard, the Board asks if 
recreational facilities would be permitted on these identified areas? 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that recreational facilities be permitted on areas identified 
as being at geotechnical risk, including liquefaction susceptibility. 

 

5.6.1: Climate change and sea level rise 

For the reasons mention in 5.1, the Board fully supports avoidance of building in areas that 
have been projected to be subject to flooding and/or inundation as a result of the effects of 
climate change, including sea level rise. 

  Remedy Sort: 

Identify areas of sea level rise at risk, plan to educate localities and provide for stop bankings, 
possible retreat and compensation planning. 

 

5.8.1: Residential zones - Activities and earthworks in Floor level and Fill Management Areas 

The Board commends the Council for this policy. 

The Board submits that a minimum new foundation levels should be based on a flooding 
predicted to occur in 1 in 100-year event. 

This suggestion is made from concern is that using a 1 in 200-year event goes too far and 
would be against the stated aim of having affordable housing. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that a minimum new foundation levels should be based on 
a flooding predicted to occur in 1 in 100-year event, rather than a 200-year event, in 
the interests of affordable housing. 
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8.1: Subdivisions and Development 

The Board supports the policies and objectives in this section. 

 

14.1.7.2: Local community facilities and services 

The Board notes that this policy is to ensure that community facilities and services within 
residential areas are limited to those that meet only local community needs. 

The Board supports community facilities within residential areas meeting local community 
needs and submit on the impact on the car parking ratio in relation to other modes for local 
residents.  The Board acknowledge and support that this may result in a reduction of car 
parking requirements for some facilities. 

Remedy sort: 

The Board supports small purpose built community rooms where applicable, and that these 
be used by other communities in the event there own facility is unavailable or never existed.  
An example to offer would be in providing small community meeting facilities on currently 
zoned residential parks where no other locations are available.  (Tumara Park, Avondale, 
Dallington, Waitikiri) 

 

14.6.3.18:  Energy and water efficient standards for new residential units.   

In addition to the water efficiency measures listed, the Board submits that this section should 
include the requirement for external rainwater catchment and storage, for all new residential 
builds.   

The Board also believes that consideration should be given to including a rule on the provision 
of installation of solar power into the household power system.  Further, that a funding 
incentive be offered for residents incorporating solar power, being via a loan repayable in 
instalments through the rates bill. 

Remedy Sought:  

The Board recommends that a 14.6.3.18 should include the requirement for external 
rainwater catchment and storage, for all new residential builds; also, that a funding incentive 
be offered for residents incorporating solar power. 

 

DATED this 25th day of November 2014 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Linda Stewart 

  Chairperson, Burwood/Pegasus Community Board Submissions Committee 
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