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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Benesia Denise Smith.  I presently hold the position of 

Deputy Chief Executive, Strategy and Governance at the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Authority ("CERA").  I have held the  position of 

Deputy Chief Executive at CERA since September 2013.  I have been 

working at CERA since 29 June 2011 in various roles assisting the Chief 

Executive.  Up until October 2014, I was on secondment from the 

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet ("DPMC").   

1.2 I was appointed to DPMC as a lead advisor on health issues in July 2010.  

Prior to that I had worked in a number of policy and management roles in 

various New Zealand Government Departments since 1996.  I have an LLB 

from the University of Waikato. 

1.3 On 4 September 2010 the first of a series of earthquakes hit the Canterbury 

region.  One of the early responses to that earthquake within DPMC was 

that I was appointed Leader, Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Policy Team 

– DPMC.  This was a new role to lead and coordinate the Government's 

policy response to the recovery from the September 2010 earthquake.  I 

worked with the Prime Minister and the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery (the Hon Gerry Brownlee) on the implementation of the 

Canterbury Earthquake Response and Recovery Act 2010. 

1.4 After the earthquakes on 22 February 2011, I was a member of an 

interdepartmental senior officials' group charged with providing advice on 

how the Government might respond to the recovery effort. I led the 

development of the policy advice.  This resulted in the establishment of 

CERA and the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 ("CER Act").  I 

continued to oversee CERA from a DPMC perspective until I was seconded 

to CERA in June 2011 as the Chief Advisor to the Chief Executive. 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 The purpose of my evidence is to identify the problems which arose as a 

result of the Canterbury earthquakes and how those problems were 

addressed by the Government.  

2.2 I will provide a description of the Crown's continued response to the 

Canterbury earthquake sequence in the context of: 
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(a) the Crown's recovery objectives and goals 

(b) the role of the Crown/CERA in recovery; 

(c) CERA's priorities for recovery; 

(d) CERA's recovery work programmes; and 

(e) the role of the Crown in the Replacement Plan process. 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 Greater Christchurch has been severely impacted by the extensive series of 

earthquakes which have occurred since September 4, 2010.  Overall, the 

earthquakes have caused extensive damage (currently estimated to be $40 

billion), 182 lives were lost and many people injured.  Damage to 

infrastructure and buildings was widespread and severe. 

 
2.2 The unprecedented scale of the disaster called for an extraordinary 

response.  The government consulted with the local community leaders and 

passed special legislation to enable a timely and expedient recovery.  A new 

agency, the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA) was 

established and reported to the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery. 

 
2.3 A key element of the recovery is ensuring that the regulatory framework 

enables and encourages recovery.  The Christchurch Replacement Plan is a 

critical regulatory document in this framework.  Accordingly, it is essential 

that it meets the Minister’s expectations stated in the Order in Council in 

order that recovery can occur as required. 

  

3. SEPTEMBER 2010 EARTHQUAKE 

3.1 The 2010 Canterbury earthquake of 7.1 magnitude was centred near 

Darfield at a depth of about 10km and hit at 4:35am on 4 September 2010.   

3.2 A state of emergency was put in place and welfare centres were 

established for a short period of time.  The Government's response included 

enacting the Canterbury Earthquake Response and Recovery Act 2010 
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("2010 Act") which came into force on 15 September 2010.  The purpose of 

the 2010 Act was to:1 

(a) facilitate the response to the Canterbury earthquake: 

(b) provide adequate statutory power to assist with the response to the 

Canterbury earthquake: 

(c) enable the relaxation or suspension of provisions in enactments 

that - 

(i) may divert resources away from the effort to - 

A. efficiently respond to the damage caused by the 

Canterbury earthquake: 

B. minimise further damage; or 

(ii) may not be reasonably capable of being complied with, or 

complied with fully, owing to the circumstances resulting from 

the Canterbury earthquake: 

(d) facilitate the gathering of information about any structure or any 

infrastructure affected by the Canterbury earthquake that is relevant 

to understanding how to minimise the damage caused by future 

earthquakes: 

(e) provide protection from liability for certain acts or omissions. 

3.3 This Act enabled the Governor-General by Order in Council to make any 

provision reasonably necessary or expedient for the purpose of the Act.  

This included the ability for Orders in Council to amend or modify existing 

Acts.  This ability was subject to negative comment in terms of 

constitutionality.  The legislative constraints on the use of this power to 

amend or modify Acts through Orders in Council were the need to take into 

account the purpose of the Act and the need to consult with the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Commission ("Recovery Commission"). 

3.4 The Recovery Commission was comprised of the Mayors of Christchurch, 

Selwyn and Waimakariri and four relevant persons (including a 

Commissioner from Environment Canterbury).  Its purpose was to provide 

independent advice to Ministers and to have a facilitation and co-ordination 

role as well as being a check on the use of Orders in Council.  The 

Recovery Commission identified the need for central government to 

                                                
1
 Canterbury Earthquake Response and Recovery Act 2010 (Repealed), section 3. 
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participate in the recovery through its local offices which enabled the 

response to be largely led by the local authorities and their communities, 

including central government departments which were already present in 

greater Christchurch. 

3.5 The 2010 Act and any Orders in Council made under it were due to expire 

on 1 April 2012 at the latest. 

3.6 Although the September 2010 earthquake had been unexpected and 

caused damage in the region of $3 billion, there had been no loss of life, 

very few serious injuries and many houses were usable although damaged 

(especially from falling chimneys).  Social and cultural facilities, for the most 

part, were still operating and the central city was open for business. The 

Government's response was to remove regulatory roadblocks so that local 

government could respond to the issues appropriately.  

3.7 No changes were made to the planning framework, although the Order in 

Council powers were used to relax timeframes under the Resource 

Management Act 1991 ("RMA") and enable some land remediation work to 

be undertaken within modified resource consent application processes.  

3.8 From my perspective within DPMC, although there was a wish that the 

recovery be advanced more quickly and that the local authorities be better 

joined up, the recovery was considered to be a matter for the local 

communities supported by central government.  Accordingly, there was no 

perceived need for central government to do much more than provide a tool 

to cut through legislative restraints or controls that impacted on effective 

recovery. 

3.9 There was a sequence of aftershocks post September 2010, the most 

notable being on Boxing Day 2010, which resulted in further damage to 

buildings and the closure of shops, including the central city on one of the 

biggest trading days of the year.   

4. FEBRUARY 2011 EARTHQUAKES 

4.1 The 22 February 2011 earthquake had a magnitude of 6.3 and struck at 

12:51pm.  It was centred close to Lyttelton, much closer to central 

Christchurch than the September 2010 earthquake.  This resulted in a much 

greater level of destruction, especially as the earlier earthquake and 

aftershocks had weakened buildings and infrastructure.  Significant 
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liquefaction occurred, especially in the eastern suburbs.  Other properties 

were affected by lateral movement near waterways.  Cliff collapse and rock 

roll affected the Port Hills.  

4.2 The midday timing of the earthquake meant that many more people were in 

locations that made them more vulnerable to injury and 185 people were 

killed.   

4.3 The response by the Government through Ministry for Civil Defence and 

Emergency Management ("MCDEM"), the Police, the defence forces and 

Urban Search and Rescue ("USAR") was almost immediate.   A state of 

national emergency was declared on 23 February 2011 and an international 

search and rescue effort was mounted.  Welfare facilities were set up 

throughout greater Christchurch.  Damaged water and sewage pipes were 

replaced with temporary services.  The state of national emergency was 

extended on a weekly basis through to 30 April 2011.  A cordon, enforced 

by the New Zealand Army, was placed around the central city. Although the 

cordon was gradually reduced inwards, the central city was still under 

restricted access when the state of emergency was lifted.  The cordon was 

finally completely lifted on 30 June 2013.  MCDEM and the National 

Controller took responsibility for the initial response, including arranging for 

the demolition of dangerous buildings.  The National Controller directs 

emergency management during a state of emergency under the Civil 

Defence Emergency Management Act 2002. 

4.4 The damage was not just to the physical environment but also to the social 

and cultural environment.  Many people chose to leave Christchurch and it 

was feared that they may leave on a permanent basis.  For those who 

stayed there were the physical and mental impacts of coping with damaged 

houses, closed businesses and schools and lack of basic infrastructure 

(power, water, sewage, roading).  Cultural and social well-being was 

undermined as familiar landmarks disappeared and established community 

connections dissolved. 

4.5 Although costs have not been finalised, the February 2011 earthquakes are 

New Zealand's most costly natural disaster and are likely to be amongst the 

highest in the world for earthquake damage.  The Canterbury earthquakes 

resulted in the 3rd largest insurance claim2 for a natural disaster in history. 

The total cost of recovery is currently estimated to be in the region of $40 

                                                
2
 NZ Review of Economics and Finance, Volume 2, 2012. James Tate. 
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billion.  Mr Phil Nevell refers to these matters in more detail in his 

statement.  

5. CREATION OF CERA 

5.1 Christchurch is New Zealand's second largest city, contributing around 70% 

of the Canterbury region's GDP and supporting the livelihood of over 

500,000 people living in the region.  Christchurch's key attributes and 

advantages are that it is a centre for commerce and industry, it provides an 

attractive and sought after lifestyle, it is an internationally respected centre 

for science, technology and education, and it supports a vibrant and 

growing rural heartland. 

5.2 The damage from the earthquakes was extensive and spread across the 

districts of three territorial local authorities. The next step that required 

consideration by Government was how to respond in what was a virtually 

unprecedented situation in NZ.  It was critical to ensure that the recovery 

and rebuild of Christchurch was facilitated in a timely and efficient manner. 

5.3 Mr John Ombler, the then Deputy State Services Commissioner, was asked 

to chair an interdepartmental senior officials' group which was charged with 

providing advice to Cabinet on how the government might respond to the 

recovery effort.  The senior officials group undertook a rapid literature 

review of previous disasters to inform the advice provided to Cabinet, both 

in terms of administrative arrangements and legislative functions and 

powers.  

5.4 There were a range of factors which led the Government to conclude that it 

was necessary to put in stronger governance and leadership arrangements 

for the rebuilding and recovery of greater Christchurch.  These factors 

included: 

(a) The scale of the post-earthquake rebuilding effort, recognising that 

the 22 February earthquakes represented a largely incomparable 

natural disaster in New Zealand's history. 

(b) Lessons learnt from international experience and from the recovery 

planning after the 4 September 2010 earthquakes, including the 

strong need for a single entity to be in charge of, and responsible 

for, recovery efforts. 

(c) The need for timely and effective decision making powers. 
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(d) The significant co-ordination needed between local and central 

Government, residents of greater Christchurch, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi 

Tahu, business interests and the private sector. 

(e) The advisory role of the Recovery Commission being considered no 

longer sufficient to deliver what was needed. 

5.5 In relation to the international experience of recovery from natural disasters, 

officials considered: 

(a) Cyclone Tracey, Darwin, 1974; 

(b) Hurricane Katrina, New Orleans, 2005; 

(c) Black Sunday Bushfires, Victoria, 2009; and 

(d) Floods, Queensland, 2011. 

5.6 In addition, officials looked to New Zealand's history and what occurred 

after the Napier earthquake of 1931.  In the Napier earthquake there were 

256 deaths, mainly in the central city.  There was extensive damage, much 

of it caused by the fires following the earthquake.  Two key issues that 

differed from the Canterbury earthquakes were that the land in Napier had 

been raised by two metres, impacting on property boundaries and, that 

records of transactions (including land ownership) had been destroyed.  

The Napier Commissioners (appointed by the Government) had the role of 

resolving disputes between individuals over property matters as well as 

providing governance until 1933.  

5.7 In all of the large natural disaster examples looked at, the status quo was 

seen as insufficient to address recovery and a new authority was 

established to focus on the recovery effort.  Although response may have 

been a short term-measure, recovery was a long-term activity. but it had to 

be commenced quickly.  Importantly, recovery was not just about replacing 

the infrastructure and buildings; the social, cultural and economic contexts 

were at least equally important and often more so.  The importance of 

engagement with the local community through the recovery process was 

stressed in the international experiences. 

5.8 The Government considered that, in order to achieve an effective recovery 

of greater Christchurch, new institutional arrangements with specific powers 

had to be put in place.  It was recognised that, based on international 

experience, recovery takes time and the new institutional arrangements 

needed to be fit for purpose, flexible, agile and accommodate changing 
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circumstances. To this end the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery was seen as having responsibility for the overall coordination of 

the planning, speed and rebuilding activity in response to the earthquakes 

while other portfolio Ministers (including Education, Health and Social 

Development) retained their own responsibilities and decision making 

powers.  The Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery needed the 

support of a standalone agency to undertake the expanded tasks of: 

(a) stronger governance;  

(b) increased co-ordination across multiple agencies;  

(c) a multi-pronged recovery effort covering social, economic and 

community rebuilding; 

(d) rebuilding physical infrastructure;  

(e) coordinated gathering and dissemination of information;  and 

(f) oversight of significant government investment.  

5.9 The Government agreed to establish a new public service department, 

CERA, as the lead organisation with overall control and leadership of the 

on-going recovery effort.  The Government also decided to establish CERA 

as quickly as possible so that it could support the Minister and establish 

working relationships with local authorities and other key entities (including 

other departments) prior to any legislative powers being enacted.   

5.10 CERA was established by Order in Council on 29 March 2011 and Mr John 

Ombler was appointed as the Acting Chief Executive.  CERA's role was to 

lead, plan, coordinate, direct (where necessary) and communicate.  It is 

implicit in the description of CERA's role at that time that most of the "doing" 

would be undertaken by others including other central government 

departments, local authorities, NGOs and the private sector.  CERA's role 

was more one of liaison and connection between central and local 

government and the communities of greater Christchurch.  The initial focus 

was on building a strong partnership with local government and Te 

Runanga o Ngai Tahu, and working with a wide range of stakeholders so 

that a strong platform could be established for the incoming permanent 

Chief Executive.  Mr Roger Sutton took up the position of Chief Executive in 

June 2011.  

5.11 One of the initial priorities of CERA was to meet with leaders in the local 

community (including elected members of local authorities, community 
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boards and the health board as well as Environment Canterbury 

Commissioners and representatives from Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu) to 

discuss their needs and what they considered central government could do 

to assist.  Another purpose for meeting was to ensure that they were well 

briefed on the issues and options that government was considering to effect 

the recovery in real time and at the same time.  

5.12 CERA also needed to work closely with the National Controller and MCDEM 

as a state of national emergency still existed until 30 April 2011.  After that 

date many of the people working under the National Controller were 

seconded to CERA where they continued with response work, particularly 

the identification and demolition of dangerous buildings within the central 

city. CERA was acting under a different statutory regime, but some of the 

powers within the CER Act were taken from emergency management 

legislation.  As examples, there is a power to enter premises on the basis of 

the Chief Executive's authority; there is a power to restrict or prohibit access 

to specified areas or buildings; and there is a power to close roads and 

other public spaces.   

6. CER ACT 

6.1 As well as deciding to establish a new Department, the Government had to 

consider the powers the Minister and Chief Executive of CERA should have 

and how they should be exercised.  This resulted in the CER Act, which 

came into force on 19 April 2011.  The purposes of the CER Act are:3 

(a) to provide appropriate measures to ensure that greater Christchurch 

and the councils and their communities respond to, and recover 

from, the impacts of the Canterbury earthquakes: 

(b) to enable community participation in the planning of the recovery of 

affected communities without impeding a focused, timely, and 

expedited recovery: 

(c) to provide for the Minister and CERA to ensure that recovery: 

(d) to enable a focused, timely, and expedited recovery: 

(e) to enable information to be gathered about any land, structure, or 

infrastructure affected by the Canterbury earthquakes: 

                                                
3
 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011, section 3 
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(f) to facilitate, co-ordinate, and direct the planning, rebuilding, and 

recovery of affected communities, including the repair and rebuilding 

of land, infrastructure, and other property: 

(g) to restore the social, economic, cultural, and environmental well-

being of greater Christchurch communities: 

(h) to provide adequate statutory power for the purposes stated in 

paragraphs (a) to (g): 

(i) to repeal and replace the Canterbury Earthquake Response and 

Recovery Act 2010. 

6.2 These purposes clearly distinguish the CER Act from the 2010 Act, which 

was concerned with facilitating the response to the 2010 earthquakes.  The 

CER Act focuses on enabling a focused, timely and expedited recovery of 

the communities of greater Christchurch from the effects of the Canterbury 

earthquakes and restoring the social, economic, cultural and environmental 

well-being of those communities. 

6.3 This longer term focus (the CER Act has a life of five years as opposed to 

18 months for the 2010 Act) on recovery rather than response illustrates 

that the Government saw that both the objectives to be achieved and the 

Government's role had changed.   The Government intended that the local 

authorities and the elected representatives would continue to exercise their 

statutory and community responsibilities, while engaging collaboratively with 

the Minister and CERA, rather than CERA taking over the role of local 

government. 

7. PLANNING FOR RECOVERY 

7.1 Planning for the recovery of greater Christchurch is a priority within the CER 

Act.  The development of a Recovery Strategy was identified as a primary 

function of the Chief Executive.  The Recovery Strategy is an overarching 

long-term strategy for the reconstruction, rebuilding and recovery of greater 

Christchurch.  It had to be developed in consultation with the local 

authorities, Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu and through a public hearing process 

and within nine months of the Act coming into force.  The Minister was then 

able to consider it and recommended that it be approved by the Governor-

General by an Order in Council. 
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7.2 The Recovery Strategy provides an overarching, long-term strategy for the 

reconstruction, rebuilding, and recovery of greater Christchurch and 

includes provisions to address: 

(a) the areas where rebuilding or redevelopment may or may not occur, 

and the possible sequencing of rebuilding;  

(b) the location of existing and future infrastructure and the sequencing 

of repairs;  

(c) the nature of Recovery Plans and the interrelationships between the 

plans; and 

(d)  any additional matters including the organisation that would lead the 

development of Recovery Plans.  

7.3 The purpose of the Recovery Strategy was to provide a coordinated vision 

or strategy would apply across all RMA documents and other instruments 

which impact on local government within greater Christchurch.   By 

providing direction, coordination and engendering confidence, the Recovery 

Strategy provided the mechanism for an overall approach to recovery to be 

achieved through different phases, work programmes and priorities.   

7.4 The CER Act also provides for Recovery Plans.  Whereas the Recovery 

Strategy provides overarching direction, the Recovery Plans have the 

purpose of setting out the detail of what needed to be done, where, how, 

when and by whom.  They can be site specific or cover a wider area and 

can provide for social, economic, cultural and environmental matters, as 

well as infrastructure and activities.  

7.5 The process for Recovery Plans is determined by the Minister on a case by 

case basis. The Minister has the final approval of the plans and there are no 

appeal rights. Recovery Plans have to be consistent with the Recovery 

Strategy, set out the processes and provisions that would expedite recovery 

and be capable of directly amending existing instruments, including 

resource management, transport and local government documents.  

Recovery Plans are to be read with those instruments, thus changing the 

interpretation of those documents to enable recovery in the short to medium 

term.    

7.6 The statutory effect of Recovery Plans is limited to how they are read with 

other specified instruments and how they can change those instruments. 

Their main purpose is to amend existing statutory documents where they 
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may limit an effective and timely recovery.  A Recovery Plan can have a 

multi-pronged approach to dealing with an issue instead of 

compartmentalising it between various statutory documents.  This approach 

was considered advantageous for recovery because it enabled a holistic 

approach to be taken to a single or multiple issues across differing 

agencies. 

7.7 The CER Act specifically required that a Recovery Plan be produced for the 

Christchurch Business District (CBD), being the area bounded by Bealey, 

Fitzgerald, Moorhouse, Deans and Harper Avenues.  Christchurch City 

Council was identified as leading the development while other agencies had 

the opportunity to provide input.  This special focus on the CBD recognised 

the significance of the central city to recovery and the urgent need for 

activity to occur in that area.   

7.8 The CER Act also provided other tools to assist with planning matters 

including the power (under section 27) to suspend, amend or revoke certain 

instruments, including RMA documents, bylaws and resource consents.  

Section 71 gives the Governor General the power to make Orders in 

Council affecting a wide range of acts including the RMA.  The various 

powers within the CER Act relating to planning provided a timely solution to 

the delays that can arise when trying to amend existing statutory 

instruments under the usual legislation.   

7.9 There are checks and balances in place including consultation with the 

other local authorities and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu; public engagement; 

the community forum; cross-party parliamentary forum; and the 

requirements to ensure that the powers are exercised in accordance with 

the purposes of the CER Act and the exercise is reasonably considered 

necessary. 

7.10 There was no intention to replace local government.  Rather these powers 

were to work alongside of normal business as usual activities and 

responsibilities, taking into account that there had been a significant 

earthquake sequence resulting in extensive widespread damage and that 

timely decision-making needed to occur. 

8. CERA'S PRIORITIES FOR RECOVERY 

8.1 CERA's priorities are outlined in the Statement of Intent.  The 2014 – 2018 

Statement of Intent outlines CERA's key priorities going forward.  These 
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priorities serve to work towards CERA's primary goal:  the focused, timely 

and expedited recovery of greater Christchurch.  In summary, the priorities 

are: 

(a) Build and Maintain confidence in the rebuild and recovery. 

(b) Strengthen community resilience and social infrastructure. 

(c) Drive the Central City rebuild. 

(d) Support residential, repair and rebuild.  

(e) Facilitate land and land use planning and infrastructure delivery. 

8.2 A fuller description of the key priorities is in the Statement of Intent attached 

as Appendix BDS1. 

9. CERA RECOVERY WORK PROGRAMMES  

9.1 The Recovery Strategy provides for a number of recovery programmes that 

need to be delivered in order for the recovery to be effected.  The 

programmes that are relevant to the considerations of the Christchurch City 

Replacement Plan are outlined below: 

(a) The Land and Land Use Programme undertakes land zoning 

decisions, removing constraints for increased land supply for 

residential and commercial development.  This programme provides 

for the re-evaluation of existing planning documents, residential red 

zone land clearance and future long term use of red zone land.  The 

Land Use Recovery Plan ("LURP") was also developed as a part of 

this programme. The LURP puts land use policies and rules in place 

to assist rebuilding and the recovery of communities (including 

housing and businesses) that have been disrupted by the 

earthquakes.  

(b) The Residential Red Zone Programme was established to provide 

people living within the red zones certainty and confidence to be 

able to move forward with their lives. The programme supports 

residential red zone property owners through the Crown offer 

process.  The programme also: 

(i) works with homeowners who have decided to remain in the 

area; 
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(ii) undertakes geographically based property clearances in a 

timely and effective manner;  

(iii) clears Crown-owned land to create open, secure and safe 

areas that are cost effective and easy to maintain;  

(iv) moves land into a temporary state until decisions are made 

about future land use;  

(v) works with CCC and other key stakeholders to safely and 

effectively manage activities in the Port Hills; and  

(vi) engages communities in the future use of the residential red 

zone. 

(c) The Demolition and Operations Programme undertakes detailed 

engineering evaluations of commercial and multi-unit residential 

buildings, the demolition of dangerous buildings, and waste and 

environmental management to enable the rebuild of greater 

Christchurch.  Over 1000 commercial and residential buildings have 

been demolished in the CBD.  

(d) The Horizontal Infrastructure Programme focusses on the design 

and delivery of water, stormwater, wastewater and roading 

(horizontal infrastructure) repair to enable recovery outcomes.  The 

Stronger Christchurch Infrastructure Rebuild Team ("SCIRT") is 

rebuilding the city's earthquake damaged horizontal infrastructure 

pursuant to this programme.  As at 11 November 2014 the SCIRT 

programme is 57% complete.  

(e) The Christchurch Central Delivery Programme is responsible for  

the delivery of 17 anchor projects within the central city in a manner 

that supports a timely, expedited and focused recovery.  The 

delivery of these anchor projects is provided for in the Christchurch 

Central Recovery Plan, and includes the Convention Centre 

Precinct, Bus Interchange, The East Frame (residential living), Te 

Papa Ōtākaro/Avon River Precinct, Metro Sports Facility and the 

Health precinct.  The programme is intended to be the catalyst for 

private sector participation, by creating the confidence required for 

other stakeholders to proceed with their own projects, and optimises 

the opportunity for private sector investment in the central city and 

involvement in anchor projects where appropriate. Work on all 
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anchor projects is progressing well, with the Bus interchange and Te 

Papa Ōtākaro/Avon River Precinct projects well into the 

implementation phase.  

9.2 These work programmes have produced notable results in the four years 

since the Canterbury earthquake sequence towards achieving the recovery 

of the people and places of greater Christchurch. While there has been 

significant progress made, much remains to be accomplished.   

3. THE ROLE OF THE CROWN IN THE REPLACEMENT PLAN PROCESS 

9.3 In June 2013, the territorial authorities of Christchurch wrote to the Minister 

for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery requesting that an Order in Council be 

made to aid in the review of the operative Selwyn, Waimakariri and 

Christchurch district plans. The rationale was that the operative district 

plans were out of date, complicated, did not reflect improvements made to 

the RMA and were not fit for purpose to address the unique situation in 

greater Christchurch following the earthquakes.  

9.4 The Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery and Minister for the 

Environment (Hon Amy Adams) responded to the request by seeking 

Cabinet approval in December 2013 to provide for a streamlined approach 

to the review of the Christchurch City Council’s District Plans.  The 

Christchurch Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order in 

Council 2014 came into effect in July 2014.   

9.5 The Crown applauds and is supportive of the significant work the 

Christchurch City Council has done in undertaking the Replacement Plan 

process, and it is committed to working alongside the Council to see a new 

plan in place that ensures that Christchurch and its communities recover 

positively from the impacts of the earthquakes. However, as its submission 

outlines, the Crown considers that the Replacement Plan should better 

enable recovery and rebuilding through providing clear, concise and 

Christchurch-specific outcomes with a clear strategic direction to support 

decision making.  As part of providing clear direction, the Crown considers 

that the Replacement Plan needs to do much more to: 

(a) Enable, not constrain the supply of housing in Christchurch. There 

needs to be greater opportunity for intensification, more supportive 

provisions for the building of social and affordable housing, 
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encouragement of innovative design and the streamlining of and 

simplifying of consenting processes. 

(b) Provide for commercial, industrial and business activities to support 

the rebuild, recovery and long term development of Christchurch. 

The Crown considers that there needs to be sufficient and suitable 

land for development, the efficient use of infrastructure, flexibility for 

businesses and provision for temporary activities.   

(c) Ensure that natural hazards and their associated risks are effectively 

identified and managed to provide Christchurch residents with clear 

direction on the management of the effects of natural hazards on 

housing and other activities.   

(d) Provide for the efficient and effective use of existing infrastructure, 

and the provision of new infrastructure. 

(e) Strengthen community resilience and social infrastructure through 

the provision of facilities for first responders, and better support and 

enable the establishment of social and cultural activities to meet the 

needs of the community. 

(f) Provide for the revitalisation of damaged areas. 

(g) Support innovation, choice and reduce transaction costs by reducing 

prescriptiveness, consenting and notification requirements. 

(h) Be as usable and clear as possible. 

10. CONCLUSION 

The Crown is supportive of the significant work the Christchurch City Council has 

done in undertaking the Replacement Plan process and it is committed to working 

alongside the Council to see a new plan in place that ensures that Christchurch 

and its communities recover positively from the impacts of the earthquakes. 

However, as its submission outlines, the Crown considers that the Replacement 

Plan should better enable recovery and rebuilding through providing clear, concise 

and Christchurch-specific outcomes with a clear strategic direction to support 

decision making.   

 

 
Benesia Denise Smith   

25 November 2014 
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APPENDIX BDS1 – STATEMENT OF INTENT  


