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Ivan Iafeta from CERA and Anne Pattillo presented to the Forum about Canvas, the 
public engagement process for the future use of the residential red zones in 
Waimakariri. Their presentation is attached as Attachment A.  

 
 The presenters and Forum discussed the business community’s engagement in the 

process, and noted that it had been low. The Forum noted that perhaps out of respect 
business owners think that the engagement should be driven by the community, not 
businesses. The presenters noted that something about the phrase ‘public 
engagement’ seems to exclude businesses. The presenters stated that they were 
looking at ways to increase the participation of local commercial business.  

 The presenters emphasised the fact that this process will not be the only opportunity to 
provide feedback. 

 The presenters noted that one of the guiding principles for the engagement was about 
honouring and respecting the community, and recognising that for some this is a 
personal/private conversation and others are prepared to have a more open 
conversation.  

 The Forum raised concerns that those who had previously lived in the red zone and 
have now moved to other areas may not have the opportunity to contribute to the 
engagement process. The presenters noted the practical difficulties of contacting all of 
those former residents, as no one agency holds that data. The Forum suggested 
contacting community leaders and using their networks.  

 The Forum noted that the Waimakariri red zone will have different issues to other red 
zones, particularly the Port Hills. The Forum suggested that before the Port Hills 
community is approached about future use of the red zones that the engineering 
information is advanced, as the discussion is likely to centre on engineering.  

 The presenters agreed that it is important that different areas are approached 
differently, there is no ‘one size fits all’. The presenters also noted that the different 
areas may not be ready to have these discussions at the same time.  

 The Forum also noted that Waimakariri has a high level of trust for its civic leaders, but 
a concern was raised that this may not be the case in Christchurch City, and a focus 
may need to occur on having a bottom-up approach. 

 The Forum queried whether any thought has been made about rationalising 
infrastructure, for example, in the flat lands where residents have not accepted the 
Crown offer or in the Port Hills where there are small pockets of red zone.  

 The Forum suggested that the learning activity guides be shared with teachers around 
the Christchurch area, particularly so that teachers of senior students can start 
planning  

 The Forum suggested that the best way to engage people is to physically visit 
suburban areas. As some communities are receiving lots of information it is easy to 
ignore notices or websites. The Forum considers that better traction is gained from 
having a presence in all parts of the city.   
 

2. An Accessible City - update 

Ariana Smith, Michael Blyleven, Melizza Morales-Hoyos and Rob Kerr from CERA 
and Ruth Hudson from the Christchurch City Council presented to the Forum about 
An Accessible City. They were supported by Karli Bristed from CERA. Their 
presentation is attached as Attachment B.  
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 The presenters noted that they don’t get the sense that An Accessible City is well 
understood by the Christchurch Community and welcomed the opportunity to present 
to the Community Forum about An Accessible City. 

 The Forum noted that it was good to see cycling and walking being encouraged in the 
CBD, but raised concerns about the suburbs being unsuitable to walk and/or cycle and 
thus walkers and cyclists from the suburbs being unable to link into the CBD.  

 Councillor Clearwater responded regarding the development of the CCC Major Cycle 
ways and project plus linkages to the CBD. 

 The presenters confirmed that Intercity and other long-distance bus customers would 
use the facilities of the Bus Interchange and that taxis would also be adjacent. 

 

Public Realm 

 Melizza Morales-Hoyos from the CCDU presented to the Forum about the Public 
Realm Network Plan. 

 The Forum queried how private sector developers link in with the public realm plan. 
The presenters noted that concept designs are being developed as part of the Public 
Realm Network Plan. These concepts will inform the detailed designs, which will be 
gradually commissioned over the coming years. The first example of these are the 
First Phase Transport Projects. It was also noted that partnerships with adjacent 
developments are welcomed.  

 The presenters noted that developers have been recognising the value of laneways 
and having a public realm around their buildings. 

 It was noted that approximately 28% of the total area of the central city will be public 
realm. The Forum queried whether this is more or less than pre-earthquake? And how 
does this compare to other similar sized cities? The presenters stated that the public 
realm is likely to have increased due to the North, East and South Frames.  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Parking Plan 

 Ruth Hudson from the CCC presented to the Forum about the Parking Plan.  
 The Forum suggested that provision for charging electric cars and for capturing solar 

energy should be included in parking buildings. The Forum noted that these provisions 
should be a ‘must have’ in the interests of sustainability. 

 The Forum suggested that Park and Ride facilities on the outskirts of the central city 
are further explored and considered within the Parking Plan. 

 It was noted that the location of any parking buildings would be carefully considered 
and that they would be located mid-block, away from any main roads and cycle ways.  

 The Forum suggested that alternative uses for car-parking buildings should be 
considered, so that the building is utilised during off-peak parking periods. An example 
was shared of a bus station that was also used for concerts and other events when it 
was not busy.  

Action Point 

 

CERA to provide the Forum with information about the size of the public realm in the 

Christchurch CBD before the earthquakes, and how this compares to what  is proposed. 
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 The Forum also raised concerns about car parking during the Cricket World Cup next 
year. The presenters confirmed that a range of options were being considered to cater 
for the increased demand for parking at this time.  

 

Transport Projects 

 Rob Kerr from CERA presented to the Forum about transport projects. 
 The Forum queried how hospital patients would get to the hospital from the bus super-

stop across the road. The presenters noted that there will be pedestrian crossings and 
an over-bridge was an option. 

 The Forum raised concerns about how the Northern network plan will link up with the 
central city transport plans. 

 The presenters noted that signage in the central city would be improved and there 
would be less road markings. 

 The Forum suggested that smartphone applications should be developed that identify 
where parking is available at a particular time. 

 The Forum praised the work that all three agencies have been doing and consider that 
An Accessible City is headed in the right direction. 

 The Forum raised concerns that this narrative is being lost to the general public, and 
emphasised that it is important that it is seen. 

 The Forum encouraged CERA, CCC and the NZTA to present and update the public 
about An Accessible City, particularly in the suburbs. The Forum noted that as well as 
updating the Forum about what is happening it would also give the public confidence 
to see the three different agencies working together. 

 
Next Meeting – 4 September 2014 
 
Meeting closed 8:10pm 
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Attachment A 
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Attachment B 
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