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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Stephen Ronald Timms.  I hold the position of Principal Advisor 

- Planning at the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority. I have 15 

years’ experience as a planner in Australia, the UK and New Zealand.  

1.2 I hold the following academic qualifications:  

(a) Bachelor of Urban and Regional Planning, University of New 

England, Australia 2002.  

(b) Master of Environmental and Local Government Law, Macquarie 

University, Australia, 2009.  

1.3 I am a member of the New Zealand Planning Institute (NZPI); Planning 

Institute of Australia (PIA); and, the International Society of City and 

Regional Planners (ISoCaRP). I have been an active member of various 

committees of PIA since 2002 and NZPI since 2010.  

1.4 In New South Wales, I worked on various urban and regional planning 

projects, particularly residential led urban development schemes, and a 

water infrastructure project which won the Asia/Pacific IWA planning award. 

1.5 In the UK I worked with a number of councils to simplify and streamline 

consenting processes, and processing major and minor consents. I led 

multidisciplinary teams on a number of large-scale urban regeneration 

projects in London, working in partnership with the UK’s largest urban 

regeneration specialist to deliver a masterplan and supporting statutory 

documents for the redevelopment of RAF Uxbridge (nominated for the 

London Planning awards). Other projects included what has now become 

‘Drayton Garden Village’, high rise buildings and mixed use schemes in 

central London and drafting of design and accessibility statutory guidelines 

and other statutory plans. 

1.6 I have been in Christchurch since January 2010, working first for a boutique 

consultancy and then Environment Canterbury. I began as Principal 

Planner in the consents section at ECan on 7 February 2011, before taking 

on the role of Principal Strategy Advisor – Urban Development in July 2012.  

1.7 I lead the preparation of the draft Land Use Recovery Plan (draft LURP) on 

behalf of Environment Canterbury, in a collaborative multi-agency 
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partnership with the strategic partners1, including CCC. This involved 

extensive consultation with the community, development industry, 

infrastructure providers and many people and organisations contributing to 

earthquake recovery.  

1.8 I was seconded to CERA in August 2013 before taking full time employment 

in July 2014. I have been providing CERA with my expertise in relation to 

the Replacement Plan since September 2013.  

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s practice note (which will take effect 

from 1 December 2014).  I have complied with the practice note when 

preparing my written statement of evidence, and will do so when I give oral 

evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my knowledge or sphere of 

expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 My evidence is partly a synthesis of other evidence from the Crown’s 

experts, in order to explain how the Replacement Plan needs to respond to 

post earthquake circumstances in Christchurch.  

3.2 My evidence also outlines: 

(a) The importance of Christchurch and the need to provide for long 

term recovery; 

(b) The Recovery Strategy; 

(c) The Land Use Recovery Plan; 

(d) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan; 

                                                
1
 The Recovery Strategy Strategic Partners are the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA), Te 

Rununga o Ngai Tahu (TRoNT), New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA), Canterbury Regional Council (ECan) 
Christchurch City Council (CCC), Selwyn District Council (SDC) and Waimakariri District Council (WDC) 
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(e) The Statement of Expectations (Schedule 4 of the Order in Council) 

(f) The importance of clarity and using plain English; 

(g) The need to better enable and support the Crown’s key outcomes, 

including increase housing supply; enable economic prosperity; 

respond to natural hazards; use infrastructure efficiently; rebuild 

community facilities; revitalise damaged areas;  

(h) The need to reduce prescriptive regulations;  

(i) A brief overview of Section 32 and Part 2 of the RMA. 

3.3 I have relied on the evidence of the other Crown witnesses while preparing 

this evidence. I am familiar with most submissions on the Strategic 

Directions proposal, and have read the evidence prepared by the 

Christchurch City Council. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 As the evidence of Ms Benesia Smith concludes, the Crown is committed to 

working alongside the Council to see a new plan in place that supports 

recovery and ensures a positive outcome for Christchurch communities. 

The Council has undertaken significant work towards producing a 

Replacement Plan. However, I consider that further improvement is needed 

to better achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 

("RMA") and to better reflect the statutory framework.   

4.2 The proposals, including Proposal 3 – Strategic Directions, generally 

incorporate the statutory framework to some degree, including the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Recovery Strategy, Land Use 

Recovery Plan, Christchurch Central Recovery Plan and Statement of 

Expectations (Schedule 4 of the Order). 

4.3 However, in my opinion the need to increase the supply of housing, enable 

economic prosperity, rebuild community facilities, use infrastructure 

efficiently and effectively, and better utilise existing urban areas, are 

fettered by a wide range of qualifiers within a long list of issues or topics 

under objectives and policies, that create uncertainty and will not provide 

confidence to those contributing to the recovery. 

4.4 On balance, the notified proposals, particularly the Strategic Directions 

proposal, need significant improvement to clearly articulate the requisite 
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support for rebuilding and recovery and to provide confidence to the 

community, to investors and to the Crown that Christchurch is open for 

business and will continue to contribute to the social, economic, cultural and 

environmental prosperity of New Zealand. 

4.5 To do this, I provide some suggestions for how the Strategic Directions 

proposal can be improved, including suggestions to use plain English and 

to reduce unnecessary prescriptive regulations. I note that to ensure 

appropriate implementation of the Replacement Plan, those administering it 

(the Council) and those using it (the community, developers, planning 

consultants and others) should have some sense of ‘ownership’ of the 

Replacement Plan. 

5. THE IMPORTANCE OF CHRISTCHURCH  

5.1 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions proposal needs to more clearly 

promote the importance of Christchurch and its recovery, as that reflects 

the setting within which the Replacement Plan will operate. 

5.2 In the year 2050 there will be around 5000 cities in the world with a 

population of around half a million2. Greater Christchurch will make up one 

of those cities. Christchurch will need to leverage its competitive 

advantages in order to retain and compete for a skilled workforce, capital 

investment, business, entertainment and tourism. Similar sized cities 

around the world will all have their own particular advantages and points of 

difference.  

5.3 Christchurch has some significant challenges at present. The evidence of 

Mr Philip Nevell explains that at June 2014 only around 25% of recovery 

construction has been completed. The evidence of Ms Michelle Mitchell 

outlines the significant issues regarding social and cultural facilities, health 

and wellbeing.  

5.4 As the evidence of Mr Don Miskell explains, out of the tragedy and loss 

from the earthquakes, there is a unique and significant opportunity to 

restore and enhance greater Christchurch. On current projections, at least 

another $30 billion is still to be invested or reinvested into the greater 

Christchurch recovery.   

                                                
2
 United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2014) World urbanisation 

Prospects: The 2014 Revision, Highlights (ST/ESA/SER.A/352); 
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5.5 Ensuring there that there is sufficient and affordable housing to 

accommodate growth is of critical importance to how cities functions, and to 

the broader wellbeing of the population3. To be internationally competitive, 

Christchurch needs to enable its citizens to enjoy a great lifestyle, provide 

affordable housing, be efficient for business, encourage investment and 

jobs, and be attractive for visitors to support New Zealand’s increasingly 

important tourism industry.  It is particularly important for Christchurch to 

compare well with Australia where people and capital can move so freely4.  

5.6 The most successful cities demonstrate their competitive advantages 

clearly through plans, strategies and clear communication. Identifying and 

leveraging these unique features and attributes allow cities to build and/or 

strengthen those advantages. This leads to increased competitiveness and 

productivity resulting in economic growth and associated social, cultural and 

environmental benefits.  

5.7 The Christchurch Economic Development Strategy 2013 ("CEDS") that was 

prepared by the Canterbury Development Corporation (being the economic 

development agency for Christchurch City Council) outlines how best to 

achieve a successful recovery. It also provides a vision that highlights the 

importance of a successful Christchurch.  The CEDS states: 

"Our vision for the economy of Christchurch is that in 2031 

Christchurch is recognised as the best place for business, work, study 

and living in Australasia." 

5.8 The Land Use Recovery Plan – Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

("LURP") similarly recognises the importance of Christchurch and the need 

to enable its success as a city.  The LURP states: 

"The Land Use Recovery Plan, in conjunction with other recovery 

plans, programmes and strategies, will establish a framework that 

promotes metropolitan greater Christchurch as a place where the 

residents enjoy a high quality of life and as the best place to do 

business in Australasia. Achieving this goal could lead to population 

growth beyond current expectations." 

5.9 The Replacement Plan should reinforce the above messages throughout, 

particularly in the Strategic Directions proposal. In my opinion, there is a 

                                                
3
 New Zealand Productivity Commission, November 2014. Using Land for Housing – Issues Paper. 

4
 Ministry for the Environment. 2010. Building competitive cities: Reform of the urban and infrastructure planning 

system. A discussion document. Wellington: Ministry for the Environment. 
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lack of clear support in the Strategic Directions proposal, and a large 

number of complicated, unnecessary and competing provisions throughout 

the rest of the plan, which will make it hard to claim that Christchurch is the 

best place to do business in Australasia.  

5.10 The Replacement Plan must respond and provide direction for the unique 

circumstances in Christchurch and actively support recovery and rebuilding 

following the Canterbury earthquakes, with the above statements in mind.  

The Replacement Plan cannot be a ‘business as usual’ district plan. It 

needs specific and targeted responses to the exceptional circumstances 

following the Canterbury earthquakes.  

6. PROVIDING FOR LONG TERM RECOVERY 

6.1 Recovery is defined in the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

("CER Act") as including "restoration and enhancement".5   

6.2 Rebuilding is defined to include – “extending, repairing, improving, 

subdividing, or converting any land, infrastructure, or other property; and 

rebuilding communities” [emphasis added]. 

6.3 The Court of Appeal has explained that the CER Act is designed to achieve 

the full social, economic, cultural and environmental recovery of greater 

Christchurch in the widest sense6. 

6.4 The Replacement Plan will likely have a lifespan of around ten years. 

Based on the evidence of Phil Nevell, over those ten years around $30 

billion of investment will be made in Christchurch. The planning and 

regulatory frameworks are critical elements to facilitate, enable and 

expedite recovery following a major disaster. The scale of the rebuild and 

recovery requires proactive and reactive planning and regulation to address 

the unusual challenges the city faces. The Replacement Plan sets the 

foundation that will provide for the long term recovery of the Christchurch 

district from the Canterbury earthquakes.   

6.5 The Recovery Strategy states that the recovery of the built environment will 

leave the greatest legacy7. Decisions made during the life of the 

Replacement Plan about urban form, investment in infrastructure, and 

resource consents for activities and buildings that should have a life 

                                                
5
 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act, 2011 – 4 Interpretation  

6
 Canterbury Regional Council v Independent Fisheries Ltd [2012] NZCA 601, [2013] 2 NZLR 57 [Court of Appeal 

Decision].  Paragraph 38. 
7
 Recovery Strategy at page 37. 
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extending several decades, will all influence the long term sustainability of 

the city, and the health and wellbeing of residents. The Replacement Plan 

needs a clearer recognition of this.  It should not make an artificial 

distinction between short term ‘recovery’ and long term 'development’. 

6.6 As explained in the evidence of Tim Denne, investment decisions will be 

informed in part by the regulatory framework, which will determine the 

speed of the recovery and viability and sustainability of the city.  

6.7 Determining the balance between a timely and expedited recovery to 

address immediate and urgent recovery needs, and ensuring the built 

environment provides for the long term sustainability of the city and 

wellbeing of residents will be a critical task for decision makers. The two 

aims are not mutually exclusive. Rather, as explained above, recovery 

needs and long term sustainability are inextricably linked. 

6.8 I have concerns that the Replacement Plan, including the Strategic 

Directions proposal, does not clearly or explicitly promote or contain enough 

support for recovery activity and rebuilding.  

7. RECOVERY STRATEGY 

7.1 The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch – Mahere Haumanutanga 

("Recovery Strategy") provides a high level approach to recovery, 

including guiding principles, a vision and goals for recovery. The petal 

diagram at page 8 of the Recovery Strategy illustrates the interconnected 

nature of recovery. All components of recovery – social, economic, cultural, 

environmental and built – are inextricably linked, and most importantly, 

focussed on the outcomes for the community, which is at the centre of all 

efforts under the Recovery Strategy, and therefore CERA and the strategic 

partners’ priorities.  

7.2 The guiding principles, at Section 2 of the Recovery Strategy, are: work 

together; take an integrated approach; look to the future; promote 

efficiency; use best available information; care about each other; innovate; 

aim for balanced decision making; and keep it simple.  

7.3 The built environment goals in the Recovery Strategy are not the only goals 

that are relevant to the District Plan. All of Section 4 of the Recovery 

Strategy has statutory effect. The Recovery Strategy is to be read with, and 
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forms part of, plans under the RMA, including the Replacement Plan, 

pursuant to s.15 of the CER Act. 

7.4 Therefore, the Replacement Plan needs to make clear provision for the 

goals for recovery in Section 4 of the Recovery Strategy on Leadership and 

Integration, Economic Recovery, Social Recovery, Cultural Recovery, Built 

Environment Recovery and Natural Environment Recovery.   

7.5 All of these goals need to inform decision making on the Replacement Plan. 

Where goals are of particular relevance to the Crown's principal outcomes 

(as set out on pages 12 and 13 of my evidence), these are discussed later 

in my evidence. 

8. LAND USE RECOVERY PLAN 

8.1 The LURP was adopted by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery on 6 December 2013, after considering written feedback from the 

public. The draft LURP was developed with two rounds of extensive 

consultation with the wider community and targeted stakeholders, including 

the development industry, infrastructure providers, community groups, 

individuals and many others, and endorsed by all UDS partners8 before 

being delivered to the Minister in July 2013. The High Court9 recently held 

that the Minister and UDS partners made admirable efforts to consult, 

engage and communicate widely as part of the preparation of the LURP. 

8.2 While the LURP provides clear direction for housing, business, natural 

hazards and a range of other issues, it was not intended to provide a plan 

to address every single issue relevant to earthquake recovery or a holistic 

‘vision’ for the future of the Christchurch district. A number of matters were 

out of scope in preparing the draft LURP, as listed in the Ministers 

Direction10, notably the central city (the area covered by the Christchurch 

Central Recovery Plan), “red zoned” land, natural and physical resources, 

long term growth, and the LURP could inform but not direct or implement 

changes to other matters relating to education, community facilities and 

other matters. This means that there is only limited direction related to the 

above matters contained in the LURP, as they are addressed in other 

plans, programmes and recovery work streams. 

                                                
8
 The UDS partners are TRoNT, NZTA, ECan, CCC, SDC & WDC. 

9
 Independent Fisheries Limited v Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery [2014] NZHC 2810 [12 November 

2014]. 
10

 A notice was published in the New Zealand Gazette on 15 November 2012 and can also be found here: 
http://cera.govt.nz/news/2012/land-use-recovery-plan-20-november-2012 
 

http://cera.govt.nz/news/2012/land-use-recovery-plan-20-november-2012
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8.3 The LURP lists 15 specific Actions that provide direction to the Council, and 

influence the development of and decision making to replace the District 

Plan. Those that are most relevant here are Actions 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 

22, 23, 24, 36, 40, 42, 45 and 49, which relate to provision for housing, 

enhancing centres and providing for community facility, zoning greenfield 

priority areas, providing for the development of Maori reserves, providing for 

business (commercial and industrial needs), integrating land use and 

infrastructure, supporting an integrated transport network, avoiding hazards, 

establishing a clear planning framework and promoting a quality urban 

environment.  

8.4 It is not only the LURP Actions or the Outcomes that decisions must be “not 

inconsistent with”, but the entirety of the LURP.  The entirety of the LURP 

needs to be carefully considered when making decisions on the 

Replacement Plan. 

8.5 A lot of specific improvements to the district plan that were identified as 

desirable to facilitate recovery through the LURP process, were not made 

by the Minister but left to be delivered by CCC through this process under 

the Order in Council. There is an expectation, expressed throughout the 

LURP, that the Replacement Plan, and processes carried out under it, will 

precipitate a fundamental shift to more overtly support rebuilding and 

recovery, including the delivery of housing, commercial and industrial 

development, and better management of hazards, amongst other matters.     

Statutory Framework 

8.6 The evidence of Mr Peter Eman, at paragraph 6.6, lists the strategic 

planning documents that have informed and directed the preparation of the 

Strategic Directions proposal.  While I agree with Mr Eman's list of strategic 

planning documents, I consider that the Strategic Directions proposal as 

notified does not adequately identify and promote the key messages that 

those planning documents set out for Christchurch and its recovery. 

8.7 In my opinion, the main strategic planning documents referred to by Mr 

Eman that provide guidance regarding the strategic direction for the 

recovery of Christchurch from the Canterbury earthquakes include: 
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(a) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 ("RPS").  The 

Replacement Plan will need to "give effect" to the RPS.11 

(b) The Recovery Strategy.  The Replacement Plan must not be 

interpreted or applied in a way that is inconsistent with the Recovery 

Strategy.12 

(c) The LURP.  The Replacement Plan must not be inconsistent with 

the LURP.13 

(d) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan – Te Mahere 'Maraka 

Ōtautahi' ("CCRP").  The Replacement Plan must not be 

inconsistent with the CCRP.14 

8.8 In addition, the Statement of Expectations provides strategic direction for 

the recovery of Christchurch from the Canterbury earthquakes. Under 

Clause 6 (2) of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 the Council, in preparing the Replacement Plan, 

“must have particular regard to the statement of expectations”.  

8.9 I also consider that the setting of strategic directions for the Replacement 

Plan needs to recognise that recovery will, for the most part, be delivered 

by the private sector and the community.  This is expressly recognised in 

the Christchurch City Council Three Year Plan which states the Council 

needs to work with a range of local and central government agencies and 

professional bodies, to achieve the community outcome of a liveable city. In 

addition, and importantly, to assist in achieving that outcome, the three year 

plans states:15  

"Working with private developers and the wider community – who plan 

and build much of the city’s urban environment – is also crucial to 

successful development." 

8.10 The above method for achieving the agreed community outcomes in the 

Three Year Plan is also reflected in the principal reasons and explanation of 

the RPS (under policy 6.3.2 - development form and urban design).  

8.11 Analysis of the proposals, as explained in the Crown submission, raises a 

number of concerns that illustrate greater recognition and support for 

                                                
11

 Section 75(3) of the RMA. 
12

 Section 15(1) of the CER Act. 
13

 Section 23(1) of the CER Act. 
14

 Ibid. 
15

 Christchurch City Council Three Year Plan, at page 40 
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private developers and the community has not been adequately translated 

in to the Replacement Plan. A range of other submissions raise similar 

concerns.    

8.12 As I will go on to explain later in this evidence, it is my opinion that together, 

the RPS, Recovery Strategy, LURP, CCRP and the Order provide a strong 

strategic direction that needs to be better reflected in the Replacement 

Plan.  I consider that the principal strategic outcomes that the RPS, 

Recovery Strategy, LURP, CCRP and the Order seek to promote, are not 

adequately identified and provided for in the notified Strategic Directions 

proposal. 

8.13 As I will go on to explain, I consider that the principal outcomes 1 to 6 and 8 

as contained on pages 11 and 12 of the Crown's submission succinctly 

summarise key outcomes that the RPS, Recovery Strategy, LURP, CCRP 

promote, which ought to be clearly identified in the Strategic Directions 

proposal.  The principal outcomes are set out below for convenience: 

 
1. Increase housing supply:  

To enable an increase in the supply of housing and the development of 
a range of types of houses, the Replacement Plan must: 

 provide greater opportunity for intensification;  

 streamline and simplify consenting processes;  

 support the building of a range of housing types including affordable 
housing; 

 enable redevelopment of existing urban areas; 

 encourage innovative design. 
 
2. Enable economic prosperity:  

To provide for commercial, industrial and business activities to prosper 
and support a thriving Central City, by: 

 providing sufficient and suitable land for development; 

 being supported by efficient use of infrastructure; 

 providing businesses with an appropriate level of freedom to 
establish facilities that are suitable to their own requirements;  

 permitting temporary activities to occur while the district recovers.   
 

3. Respond to natural hazards:   
It is important that the Replacement Plan provides a clear direction in: 

 identifying hazards,  

 providing a framework to identify their associated risk (level of risk 
to life and/or property, and the environment), and appropriate 
responses so that: 
o housing and other urban activities are not located in areas of 

high risk (to life and/or property and the environment) from 
natural hazards; 

o changed or heightened risk of natural hazards in existing 
urban areas is managed effectively. 
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4. Use infrastructure efficiently and effectively:   
The provision of infrastructure is a fundamental cornerstone of recovery 
and development. The efficient and effective use of existing 
infrastructure and provision of new infrastructure must be provided for, 
including by: 

 ensuring that the distribution of housing and business land 
efficiently uses existing transport, horizontal and community 
infrastructure; 

 recognising strategic infrastructure, in particular strategic transport 
networks, including for freight. 

 
5. Rebuild community facilities:  

The proposals should better support the social and cultural activities of 
the community, which also underpin wider environmental and economic 
benefit, by: 

 enabling the establishment of facilities that meet the needs of the 
community; 

 providing for co-location of facilities; 

 permitting temporary activities during the recovery phase. 
 
6. Revitalise damaged areas:   

In order for the city and the wider urban environment to function 
effectively the Replacement Plan must provide for: 

 utilisation of existing urban areas for redevelopment;  

 appropriate distribution of land use and agglomeration of activities; 

 a level of flexibility that actively encourages brownfield 
redevelopment. 

 
7. Provide strategic direction 

To clearly state the outcomes intended for the district that will enable 
recovery and support the rebuilding of the South Island's biggest city in 
a timely manner, the Replacement Plan must: 

 include clear, concise Christchurch specific outcomes and provide a 
clear strategic direction to support decision making; 

 reflect the need for timeliness and the importance of rebuilding and 
recovery for the district; 

 provide clear guidance for plan users, particularly for consenting, 
and the continuation of temporary activities enabled by the CER 
Act, where necessary. 
 

8. Reduce prescriptive regulations 
To support innovation, choice, reduce transaction costs and increase 
the efficiency of the Replacement Plan must: 

 reduce prescriptiveness, consenting and notification requirements; 

 increase flexibility for those seeking to develop permanent and 
temporary activities. 
 

9. Improve usability and clarity 
To improve usability and clarity, the Replacement Plan must: 

 provide clear linkages between objectives and their implementing 
policies and rules; 

 be consistent in format and content across all proposals; 

 provide clear objective assessment matters and criteria that focus 
on relevant environmental effects that need to be addressed. 
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8.14 In sections 10 to 16 of my evidence, I comment on the appropriateness of 

these principal outcomes. In doing so I will draw on evidence provided by 

other witnesses for the Crown. But first I comment on the importance of 

clarity in the Replacement Plan. 

9. THE IMPORTANCE OF CLARITY 

9.1 Clause (i) of the Statement of Expectations as contained in Schedule 4 of 

the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 ("Order") sets an expectation that the Replacement Plan uses clear, 

concise language, and is easy to use.  Clause (b) seeks objectives and 

policies that clearly state the outcomes that are intended for the 

Christchurch district.  Clause (a) seeks clear articulation of how decisions 

about how resource use and values will be made. 

9.2 The structure, content and flow of the Replacement Plan is critical to assist 

the understanding and effectiveness of the plan.  If the plan is not clear and 

well integrated, then the application and interpretation of the plan's 

provisions become prone to legal challenge and less defensible.16  

9.3 The Crown generally agrees with the intent of the Replacement Plan, and it 

generally reflects the requirements of the statutory framework. However, in 

my opinion the proposals are often not clear enough about the intended 

outcomes, in order to provide the necessary confidence to those 

contributing to the rebuild. This includes residents, developers, insurers, 

investors, government agencies and many others that need to use the 

Replacement Plan to determine the appropriateness of development 

proposals and processes involved.   

9.4 There are many problems with statutory plans and their implementation 

across each of the jurisdictions where I have experience (Australia, the UK 

and New Zealand). Some of the problems I have encountered with plans 

(not excluding some that I have been responsible for drafting myself) is that 

they are often plans that only planners can use, they do not say what they 

mean, and the users do not have a sense of ‘ownership’, and cannot gain a 

depth of understanding, of the contents.  For that reason plans are often not 

read, understood or properly implemented by decision makers or the 

                                                
16

 http://qualityplanning.org.nz/index.php/plan-steps/structuring-plans/plan-structure-overarching-principles 
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community.  This point is succinctly made in “The trouble with city planning 

– what New Orleans can teach us” as follows:17  

"The great majority of citizens have no specific necessity to understand 

plans, nor do citizens share planners training or our vocabulary ... and 

partly for these reasons, citizens – planners’ core constituents - 

frequently become confounded when they seek to make sense of city 

plans and put them to use. What confounds most citizens is that the 

plans' good intentions are often imprecisely worded in the plan itself." 

9.5 In my experience, drafting and implementing plans requires collaboration, 

an outward focus to recognise the different factors influencing the 

development of cities, and a level of flexibility, while ensuring environmental 

effects are appropriately managed.  This involves a constantly evolving 

interplay between politics, market forces, investment, community 

aspirations, individual needs, environmental considerations, technological 

change and responding to sudden shocks to the system.   

9.6 One source that provides some useful principles for plan writing is the 

quality planning website www.qualityplanning.co.nz. For example, when 

writing objectives it is good practice to avoid: 

(a) simply restating the issue; 

(b) restating provisions in the RMA (the plan should demonstrate how 

the RMA is to be applied in managing matters at the district level); 

(c) short meaningless objectives (e.g. 'To provide for transport'); 

(d) stating how the objective is to be achieved (that is the role of 

policies); 

(e) include detailed requirements, conditions or permissions in the 

objective (these should be in rules). 

9.7 In my opinion, the Replacement Plan, including the Strategic Directions 

proposal, does not always adhere to the sensible suggestions listed on the 

quality planning website. 
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Use of plain English 

9.8 To ensure that a plan achieves clarity it is essential that the proposals are 

written in plain English. The campaign for plain English18 influenced the 

preparation of planning documents that I worked on in the UK. The key 

concept is to promote the use of everyday language, logical flow of 

information, to be concise, and promote the use of active verbs.  The 

concept requires analysing and deciding what information plan users and 

decision makers will need to make informed decisions, before terms, 

provisions, or explanations are used. The use of plain English assists plan 

users in interpreting, administering, implementing and complying with plan 

provisions.19  The Auckland Council adopted a style guideline for drafting 

the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan, which aimed to be outcome focused, 

user friendly, transparent, robust and have minimum repetition.20 

9.9 This may all seem like common sense, but as planners we often need to be 

reminded of the need to use plain English for crystal-clear communication, 

given the divergent audience that plans need to cater for (elected leaders, 

the legal system, the development industry, the community and many, 

many others).  

9.10 It is necessary to learn lessons from elsewhere and adhere to the principles 

as outlined above, in order to produce a Replacement Plan that better 

articulates how decisions about resource use and values will be made. In 

my opinion, it is most beneficial if the main parties that will use the plan, 

including resource consent planners, community members, consultants, 

developers and others, have a sense of ownership of the Replacement Plan 

and can clearly understand its intended outcomes and will implement it as 

envisaged.  

9.11 Particular regard should be had to the Statement of Expectations (a), (b) 

and (i), which request that the plan more clearly states the outcomes 

intended for the Christchurch district, and uses clear, concise language and 

is easy to use. 

                                                
18

 www.plainenglish.co.uk  
19

 http://www.qualityplanning.org.nz/index.php/disclaimer/10-useful-links/413-plain-english  
20

 
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/plansstrategies/unitaryplan/Documents/Section32rep
ort/Appendices/Appendix%203.0.19.pdf  

http://www.plainenglish.co.uk/
http://www.qualityplanning.org.nz/index.php/disclaimer/10-useful-links/413-plain-english
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/plansstrategies/unitaryplan/Documents/Section32report/Appendices/Appendix%203.0.19.pdf
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/plansstrategies/unitaryplan/Documents/Section32report/Appendices/Appendix%203.0.19.pdf
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Amended Strategic Directions Proposal 

9.12 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions proposal can be amended to better 

ensure that it delivers in accordance with Statement of Expectations (a), (b) 

and (i).  In appendix SRT1 of my evidence, I provide an amended version of 

the Strategic Directions proposal which illustrates an example of a more 

concise, clearer, and easier to use proposal than the notified version.   

9.13 The Crown’s amended version (appendix SRT1) reduces the content 

compared to the notified version.  Section 75 of the RMA only requires a 

district plan to state objectives, policies and rules (if any), with other types 

of provisions being optional.  I consider that section 3.5 (Strategic directions 

for the district) should be deleted from the Strategic Directions proposal.  

Parts of section 3.5 can be used to inform the redrafting of objectives and 

policies contained in section 3.6, while other parts could be used to better 

articulate the key issues and opportunities identified in section 3.4 of the 

proposal.  Furthermore, much of section 3.5 sets out various justification 

and reasoning which is better placed within the section 32 report.  

9.14 I also consider that section 9 (Strategic outcomes) should be deleted from 

the Introductions Proposal, and not reintroduced into section 3.3 of the 

Strategic Directions proposal.  The "outcomes" in section 9 will not assist 

decision making as they are not provided as objectives or policies.  In my 

opinion, desired outcomes are better communicated through clear 

identification and promotion through objectives and policies. 

9.15 Objectives 8.6.1 and 8.6.2 in the notified version of the Strategic Directions 

proposal are problematic from a clarity and usability perspective.  Both 

objectives are large and compounded, containing a list of multi-faceted 

outcomes, making an assessment of proposals complicated and unwieldy 

as it will be hard to know whether the objective is met in any given 

circumstance.  For example, it is unclear whether objective 8.6.1 would be 

met if some, most, or all of the outcomes (i) to (x) are satisfied. 

9.16 By contrast, the amended version of the proposal in appendix SRT1 

provides some examples of how to make the objectives and policies of the 

Strategic Directions more accessible, through specifying clear outcomes to 

be met for those provisions to be achieved.  Objectives have been 

individualised to better identify specific desired outcomes to be met, with 

related policies grouped beneath those objectives.  In this way, outcomes 

are easier to find, use and apply for plan users.  Furthermore, it becomes 
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clearer to ascertain whether objectives and policies (and the outcomes they 

seek) are given effect to. To be clear, the attached is just one possible 

version and requires further mediation to ensure the best possible 

outcomes.  

9.17 I will comment on the outcomes that the Crown seeks to be identified and 

promoted in the Strategic Direction proposal below.  

10. INCREASE HOUSING SUPPLY 

10.1 A clear direction to enable an increase in the supply of housing in 

Christchurch is provided by the RPS (particularly Objective 6.2.2 and 

Policies 6.3.1 and 6.3.7), the Recovery Strategy (particularly built 

environment goal 5.5), the LURP (particularly Outcomes 2 and 6, and 

Action 2), and the Statement of Expectations (particularly clauses (d) and 

(e)).  This direction is further supported by a number of other clear 

directions including: 

(a) A direction to support the development of a range of housing types 

including affordable housing in set out in the RPS (particularly 

Objectives 6.2.2(2) and 6.2.3(4) and Policy 6.3.7(6)), the Recovery 

Strategy (particularly built environment goal 5.6) the LURP 

(particularly Outcome 6, and Actions 2, 7, 8 and 10) and the 

Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (d)(v)).  In addition 

the LURP also encourages the development of social and 

community housing owned by social and community housing 

providers. 

(b) A direction to promote intensification is provided by the RPS 

(particularly Policies 6.3.1 and 6.3.7), the CCRP, the LURP 

(particularly Outcomes 3, 6 and 7, section 4.1.1 and Action 2), and 

the Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (d)(iii)).  Specific 

intensification targets are provided in Objective 6.2.2 and Policy 

6.3.7 of the RPS, and the LURP seeks to establish 20,742 

households in existing urban areas by 2028.21 

(c) A direction to reduce consenting and notification requirements,  

ensure design controls do not inappropriately impede recovery, and 

encourage innovative design is provided by the Recovery Strategy 

(particularly built environment goal 5.2), LURP (particularly sections 
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 Table 2: Targets for intensification, page 18 of the LURP. 
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3.2.1 and 4.1.1, Outcomes 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7, and Action 2 and 45) 

and the Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (a)). 

10.2 The evidence of Mr Ian Mitchell explains the need to increase the housing 

supply in Christchurch, noting that the Canterbury earthquakes had a 

significant impact on the housing supply, resulting in significant escalation 

of house prices and rents.  He also explains the need to enable different 

dwelling types and price ranges, noting that there is an increased demand 

for different dwelling typologies.  In my opinion, these needs should be 

better reflected in the Strategic Directions proposal. 

10.3 Housing New Zealand Corporation ("HNZC") own around 5000 properties in 

Christchurch, of which 90% were damaged in the earthquakes.22 The 

Replacement Plan, including the Strategic Directions proposal, needs to 

provide more overt support for the HNZC's Canterbury investment 

programme. The LURP Actions 2 and 8 require the Council to enable 

social, community and affordable housing though amending the district 

plan. 

10.4 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions proposal as notified does not clearly 

identify the need to increase housing supply and enable a range of housing 

types as strategic outcomes.  Those outcomes are largely hidden amongst 

a range of outcomes that are grouped and listed within Objectives 3.6.1 and 

3.6.2, effectively diluting the outcome and making it relatively inaccessible. 

Outcomes need to be easy to find and to use through simple and concise 

objectives, as mentioned above.   

10.5 In my opinion, the Crown's version of the Strategic Directions proposal 

(appendix SRT1) better identifies and provides clear directions to enable an 

increase in the supply of housing in Christchurch, and provide a range of 

housing types.    There is a clear housing specific objective on page 21, 

followed by a group of policies that more clearly articulates the directions for 

intensification, choice and affordability identified in the RPS, Recovery 

Strategy, CCRP, LURP and the Statement of Expectations. 

11. ENABLE ECONOMIC PROSPERITY 

11.1 A clear direction to provide for commercial, industrial and business activities 

to prosper in Christchurch is provided by the RPS (particularly Objective 

6.2.6 and Policy 6.3.6), the Recovery Strategy (particularly economic 
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 Housing New Zealand Canterbury Investment Plan 2012-2022. 
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recovery goal 2), the LURP (particularly Outcomes 10 and 11, and Action 

24), and the Statement of Expectations (particularly clauses (e), (f) and (g)).  

This direction is further supported by a number of other clear directions 

including: 

(a) A direction to support a thriving Central City is set out in the RPS 

(particularly Objectives 6.2.2(3), 6.2.5 and 6.2.6(3), and Policies 

6.3.6(3) and (4)), the Recovery Strategy (particularly economic 

recovery goals 2.1 and 2.11) and the CCRP. 

(b) A direction to provide sufficient and suitable land for development is 

set out in the RPS (particularly Objective 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.6), the 

Recovery Strategy (particularly economic recovery goal 2 and built 

environment recovery goal 5.5), the CCRP, the LURP (particularly 

Outcome 11, and Action 24) and the Statement of Expectations 

(particularly clause (e)). 

(c) A direction to support commercial, industrial and business activities 

by the efficient use of infrastructure is provided by the RPS 

(particularly Objective 6.2.1(11), Policies 6.3.4, 6.3.5, 6.3.6(7) and 

(8)), and the LURP (particularly Outcomes 1 and 2, and Action 23). 

(d) A direction to provide business with appropriate freedom to establish 

facilities that are suitable to their requirements is set out in the 

LURP (particularly Outcomes 5 and 9, and Action 2), and the 

Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (a)(ii)). 

(e) A direction to permit temporary activities to occur while Christchurch 

district recovers is in the Statement of Expectations (particularly 

clause (f)) 

11.2 The evidence of Marius Ogg explains the impacts of the Canterbury 

earthquakes on the office, retail and industrial sectors of Christchurch.  To 

assist in the recovery of these sectors, he recommends a range of desired 

outcomes including the need to provide sufficient and suitable land for 

redevelopment, to continue the support of temporary and out of zone 

activities, to reduce prescriptive regulations, and to provide for a simplified 

and streamlined consenting process that can be achieved in a timely and 

cost effective manner.  Mr Don Miskell's evidence discusses the importance 

of supporting the recovery of the Central City.  Messrs Rob Rouse and Jon 
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Richards provide evidence noting the important of the efficient use of 

infrastructure in supporting commercial, industrial and business activities. 

11.3 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions proposal as notified does not clearly 

identify a direction to provide for commercial, industrial and business 

activities to prosper in Christchurch.  Those outcomes are again hidden 

amongst a range of outcomes that are grouped and listed within Objectives 

3.6.1 and 3.6.2, effectively diluting the outcome and making it relatively 

inaccessible. 

11.4 By contrast, the Crown's version of the Strategic Directions proposal 

(appendix SRT1) better identifies and provides the necessary clear 

directions in relation to economic prosperity, and commercial, industrial and 

business activities.    A clear objective that recognises the critical 

importance of business and economic prosperity and the need to provide 

opportunities for business activities to establish and prosper is proposed on 

page 22.  This objective is followed by a group of policies that better 

articulates the directions identified in the RPS, Recovery Strategy, CCRP, 

LURP and the Statement of Expectations for providing sufficient 

development land, recognising the needs of business activities, and 

identifying the importance of the Central City. 

12. RESPOND TO NATURAL HAZARDS 

12.1 A clear direction to identify natural hazards and provide a framework to 

identify their associated risk and appropriate responses is provided by the 

RPS (particularly Objectives 6.2.1(8), 11.2.1 and Policies 11.3.1 and 

11.3.6), the Recovery Strategy (particularly built environment goals 5.2, 5.3 

and 5.7), the LURP (particularly Outcome 1 and Action 42) and the 

Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (d)(iv) and (h)). 

12.2 This direction is further supported by a direction to avoid urban 

development in areas of high risk from natural hazards in the RPS 

(particularly Objective 11.2.1 and Policies 11.3.1 and 11.3.5) and the LURP 

(particularly Action 42 and commentary on page 37). 

12.3 Dr Kelvin Berryman discusses the natural hazard risks affecting the 

Christchurch district.  He explains the importance the identification of 

natural hazard prone areas, and the need to develop a framework within 

which acceptable levels of future economic losses can be assessed and 
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then consider appropriate planning interventions should the economic risks 

be deemed to be unacceptable. 

12.4 The notified Strategic Directions Proposal originally set out the level of risk 

from natural hazards for the Replacement Plan to achieve in Objective 

3.6.5(a) as follows: that “the risk to people, property, infrastructure and 

environment from natural hazards is avoided or reduced to acceptable 

levels.”  

12.5 However, I understand that following discussions between parties, the 

Council and the Crown consider that Objective 3.6.5(a) can be amended in 

the manner suggested in attachment A to the evidence of Mr Peter Eman 

for the Council as follows: 

"The risk to people, property, and infrastructure and the environment 

from natural hazards is avoided or reduced to acceptable levels." 

12.6 I also agree with Dr Berryman that the reference to "acceptable levels" can 

be deleted from Objective 3.6.5(a) provided that either acceptable levels of 

risk are defined in the Definitions Proposal, or the Natural Hazards Proposal 

ascertains what level of risk is to be achieved, either by definitions or a 

framework to determine levels of risk.  This will ensure that Objective 

3.6.5(a) can be achieved. 

12.7 It is critical for recovery that a robust methodology is used for determining 

acceptable and unacceptable uses for land throughout the city. This needs 

to provide a directive and proactive plan that will give confidence to the 

community, investors, insurers and others. Uncertainty about natural hazard 

risk, and the appropriates of certain activities, will lead to delays to 

rebuilding and recovery.   

13. USE INFRASTRUCTURE EFFICIENTLY AND EFFECTIVELY 

13.1 A clear direction to provide for the efficient and effective use of existing 

infrastructure and the provision of new infrastructure is provided by the RPS 

(particularly Objectives 6.2.1, 6.2.2 and 6.2.4, and Policies 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 

6.3.4 and 6.3.5), the Recovery Strategy (particularly built environment goal 

5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4), the LURP (particularly Outcomes 12 to 15, and Action 

36, 40) and the Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (c)).  This 

direction is further supported by other clear directions including: 
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(a) A direction to ensure that the distribution of urban activities 

efficiently uses transport, horizontal and community infrastructure is 

provided by the RPS (particularly Objectives 6.2.1(9) to (11), 6.2.4 

and 16.2.1 and Policies 6.3.4 and 6.3.5), the Recovery Strategy 

(particularly built environment recovery goal 5.6) and the LURP 

(particularly Outcome 1 and section 4.4.1). 

(b) A direction to recognise strategic infrastructure, in particular 

strategic transport networks (including for freight) is provided by the 

RPS (particularly Objective 6.2.4 and Policy 6.3.4) and the LURP 

(particularly Actions 36 and 40). 

13.2 Messrs Rob Rouse and Jon Richards provide evidence regarding the 

importance of horizontal infrastructure to the recovery of Christchurch 

district following the Canterbury earthquakes.  A considerable amount of 

investment, particularly from the public sector, is being spent on 

infrastructure recovery and enhancement.  Both witnesses support the need 

to provide for the efficient and effective use of existing infrastructure 

(including that which is being repaired) and the provision of new 

infrastructure. 

13.3 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions proposal as notified could more 

clearly identify the need to provide for the efficient and effective use of 

existing infrastructure and the provision of new infrastructure, as well as 

express recognition of strategic infrastructure (including strategic transport 

networks).  However, these directions remain hidden with a mix of 

outcomes that have been grouped together within Objectives 3.6.1 and 

3.6.2, effectively diluting the outcome and making it relatively inaccessible. 

Outcomes need to be easy to find and to use through simple and concise 

objectives, as mentioned above.   

13.4 In my opinion, the Crown's version of the Strategic Directions proposal 

(Appendix SRT1) better identifies and provides clear directions in relation to 

the integration of infrastructure and development, and protecting strategic 

infrastructure.  A specific new objective is provided on page 23, followed by 

a group of policies that more clearly articulates the directions identified in 

the RPS, Recovery Strategy, LURP and the Statement of Expectations as 

summarised at paragraph 13.1 above. 
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14. REBUILD COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

14.1 As outlined in the evidence of Ms Michelle Mitchell, the earthquakes had a 

significant impact on social and cultural wellbeing, social and cultural 

infrastructure, arts, sports and recreational infrastructure, education 

facilities, heritage and cultural places and housing.  

14.2 A clear direction to support the social and cultural activities of the 

community by enabling the establishment of facilities that meets the needs 

of the community is provided by the RPS (particularly Objectives 6.2.1 and 

6.2.3, and Policy 6.3.2), the Recovery Strategy (particularly social recovery 

goals 3.3 and 3.4, cultural recovery goals 4.2 and 4.3, and built 

environment recovery goal 5.1), the LURP (particularly Outcome 8) and the 

Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (c)).  This direction is further 

supported by: 

(a) A direction to optimise the use of existing infrastructure and to 

provide for community facilities is provided by the RPS (particularly 

Objectives 6.2.1(11) and 6.2.4, and Policy 6.3.2), the Recovery 

Strategy (particularly social recovery goal 3.3, cultural recovery goal 

4.2, and built environment recovery goal 5.1), and LURP Action 11. 

(b) A direction to permit temporary activities during the recovery phase 

is provided by the Recovery Strategy (particularly social recovery 

goal 3.5), the CCRP and the Statement of Expectations (particularly 

clause (g)). 

14.3 Ms Michelle Mitchell provides evidence explaining that cultural facilities and 

social infrastructure is a crucial component of community wellbeing and the 

quality of life for residents, while also providing wider environmental and 

economic benefit.  She supports the enablement of a wide range of 

community facilities. She states that collaboration on the build and rebuild 

of community facilities enables the efficient use of community infrastructure, 

funding, resources and supports innovation. In my opinion, the 

Replacement Plan does not need to regulate those activities through 

consenting processes, but should enable those developments to happen, 

unless there are specific resource management effects that cannot be 

managed through other methods.  

14.4 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions proposal as notified needs to more 

clearly support the social and cultural activities of the community by 
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enabling the establishment of community facilities.  However, the requisite 

support and enablement is effectively diluted within a mix of outcomes that 

have been grouped together within Objectives 3.6.1 and 3.6.2. 

14.5 However, the Crown's version of the Strategic Directions proposal 

(appendix SRT1) better identifies and provides clear direction to support 

and enable community facilities.  A new recovery objective is provided on 

page 19 which specifically seeks to meet the needs of the community for 

community facilities (amongst other things).  The objective is followed by a 

policy that seeks to provide for community facilities and activities (including 

education activities). 

15. REVITALISE DAMAGED AREAS 

15.1 A clear direction to provide for the utilisation of existing urban areas for 

redevelopment, and appropriately distribute land use and agglomeration of 

activities in existing urban areas is set out in the RPS (particularly 

Objectives 6.2.1 and 6.2.2, and Policies 6.3.1, 6.3.7 and 6.3.8), the 

Recovery Strategy (particularly economic recovery goal 2.1, and built 

environment recovery goals 5.3 and 5.5), the CCRP and the LURP 

(particularly Outcomes 1 and 7, and Actions 2, 8 and 24). 

15.2 In addition a direction to provide a level of flexibility that activity encourages 

brownfield redevelopment is set out in the RPS (particularly Objective 

6.2.2(2) and Policy 6.3.8), the Recovery Strategy (particularly economic 

recovery goals 2.1 and 2.11), the CCRP and the LURP (particularly 

Outcomes 1 and 7, and Actions 2, 8 and 24). 

15.3 Mr Don Miskell provides evidence regarding the importance of the Central 

City, and the activity underway to help realise the vision of the CCRP for 

Christchurch central to be the thriving heart of an international city. This 

highlights the need to utilise the existing urban area of the CBD for 

redevelopment.  Messrs Jon Richards, Rob Rouse and Tim Denne explain 

the need to integrate land use and existing infrastructure so that the latter 

can be used efficiently and effectively.  Enabling the redevelopment of 

existing urban areas (including brownfields redevelopment) is one way to 

promote that integration. 

15.4 In order to better utilise existing urban areas, and existing infrastructure, 

Objective 6.2.2 of the RPS aims to achieve the following targets for 
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intensification as a proportion of overall growth across greater Christchurch 

through the recovery period:  

(a) 35% averaged over the period between 2013 and 2016. 

(b) 45% averaged over the period between 2016 and 2021. 

(c) 55% averaged over the period between 2022 and 2028. 

15.5 Achieving those targets will require a significant realignment of the type, mix 

and development of housing. This can be achieved given the availability of 

underutilised land in existing urban areas, particularly in the CBD, the need 

to revitalise damaged areas and to support economic prosperity, the 

potential redevelopment of HNZC 5,000 properties, many other 

interventions directed by the LURP and other initiatives of the Council and 

other parties. The Replacement Plan needs to more clearly recognise these 

needs and provide direction to achieve them.  

15.6 Mr Ian Mitchell states that CCC should set a number of key strategic goals 

within the Replacement Plan.  These should include both development and 

affordability outcomes. The development goals should include: maintaining 

5 years of readily developable capacity across all development types; 

identifying at least 15 to 20 years’ worth of future development capacity and 

outlining a plan to provide the necessary infrastructure progressively over 

that time frame; have a goal of growing housing supply at least as fast as 

demand; and articulating strategic goals in relation to the proportion of 

different types of development (greenfield, infill and redevelopment) and the 

locations within the city they want redevelopment to occur. 

15.7 At present the amount of zoned land is illustrated on zoning maps, and 

explained in the section 32 analysis, but not specifically explained in the 

plan. I agree with the evidence of Mr Mitchell, that targets for land supply 

should be set within the Replacement Plan. Being a strategic issue, this 

should be articulated in a policy in proposal 3 Strategic Directions. I 

anticipate that detailed analysis of how best to meet those targets will be 

discussed and determined as part of hearings on proposal 14 – Residential 

and other zones appropriate for residential development.  

15.8 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions proposal as notified does not clearly 

provide for the utilisation of existing urban areas for redevelopment, nor 

encourage brownfield redevelopment.  These outcomes may be implicit 

within the existing objectives (e.g. within Objective 3.6.2(iii)), but I consider 
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that the redevelopment outcomes need to be made explicit to better 

implement the direction provided by the RPS, the Recovery Strategy, the 

CCRP and the LURP. 

15.9 I generally support the intent in the Crown's version of the Strategic 

Directions proposal to support the redevelopment of existing urban areas 

(for example, Policy 3.6.1.1 and 3.6.2.3).  The redevelopment of existing 

urban areas is also provided for in the Crown's version of the Strategic 

Directions chapter (appendix SRT1) on page 21. 

16. THE NEED TO REDUCE PRESCRIPTIVE REGULATION 

16.1 A clear direction to reduce prescriptiveness, consenting and notification 

requirements is provided in the LURP.  Outcome 4 states that RMA plans 

and regulatory processes enable rebuilding and development to go ahead 

without unnecessary impediments. Action 2 and 45 of the LURP, along with 

Clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations, provides a direction to 

significantly reduce the reliance on resource consent processes; reduce the 

number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 

standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation and choice; and 

reduce the requirements for notification and written approval. 

16.2 In my opinion, rules triggering the need for a resource consent application 

must have a resource management purpose and add value to the outcome 

(for example through maintaining amenity, protecting the environment or 

enhancing the vitality of urban areas). 

16.3 Where the resource consent process does not add value, this causes 

unnecessary delays, uncertainty and costs for the development industry 

and the community.  I am aware of submissions identifying concerns about 

the adverse impact that rules can have on enabling recovery and economic 

feasibility of development.  

16.4 I acknowledge that a plan cannot predict the future, and consenting 

processes will sometimes be necessary to enable people to have their say, 

protect the enjoyment of their property or wider environment, and enable 

and empower local communities to lead their own recovery.23  However, a 
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 Goal 3.1 of the Recovery Strategy. 
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good plan should be accessible and understandable to anyone wanting to 

use it.24  

16.5 Mr Tim Denne's evidence notes that in order to encourage an effective and 

efficient recovery from the Canterbury earthquakes, the prescriptiveness of 

rules should be minimised.  Mr Ian Mitchell outlines anecdotal evidence 

from surveys of developers in 2013 that suggests a strong preference to 

develop in the neighbouring districts of Selwyn and Waimakariri, driven 

partly by the complexity of the current district plan. The same concerns 

were received during targeted workshops and consultation on the 

preliminary draft LURP25. Many submissions on the Replacement Plan raise 

the same level of concern and it is my opinion that significant amendments 

are needed to the proposals in order encourage investment and provide 

confidence to support recovery in Christchurch.  

16.6 In my opinion, the directions to reduce prescriptiveness, consenting and 

notification requirements should be better reflected in the Strategic 

Direction proposal by having clear objectives and policies that seek to 

enable and support the recovery.  However, the outcomes are hidden and 

diluted in the notified version of the Strategic Directions proposal because, 

as mentioned above, they are not easily accessible.  By contrast, I consider 

that the Crown's amended version of the Strategic Directions proposal more 

clearly identifies the enablement outcomes by having individualised and 

more targeted objectives and policies. 

16.7 Clear objectives and policies in the Strategic Directions proposal will 

provide a platform to enable provisions (particularly rules) in other 

proposals to be assessed having regard to how they implement those 

objectives and policies. 

16.8 To this end, I consider it important that rules in other proposals are able to 

be assessed having regard to what impact they may have on the 

implementation of objectives and policies that seek to enable and support 

the recovery and establishment of housing, commercial, industrial, 

business, infrastructure and community facilities following the Canterbury 

earthquakes. 
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 Ford, K. (2010). The Trouble with City Planning: What New Orleans Can Teach Us. New Haven, United States 
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 A summary of consultation can be found at www.cera.govt.nz/lurp  
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16.9 The Crown's submission identifies rules in other proposals that it considers 

would unnecessarily create delays and impose costs that would adversely 

impact on desired recovery outcomes.  For example: 

(a) Proposal 7 (Transport) contains a rule requiring every residential 

unit to provide at least one parking space for people with disabilities 

to enable safe access in wet or icy conditions.26  Thus, a proposal 

involving the establishment of say, 4 residential units, would need to 

provide a minimum of 4 parking spaces for people with disabilities, 

which are all around 45% larger than a ‘standard’ parking space. In 

addition, the Building Act specifically exempts residential property 

from this sort of control, so it is possible to end up in the situation of 

having to provide disabled car parking when the residential unit itself 

is not accessible to the mobility impaired.  

(b) Restricting operating hours for temporary office activities27 to a 9am 

opening time is constraining as it does not reflect normal business 

hours.  It is also unclear why Council resources should be spent on 

enforcing these controls.  

(c) Proposal 14 (Residential), contains detailed rules for such things as: 

(i) a requirement that all front doors be clearly visible from the 

primary street28.  Resource consent is required as a 

restricted discretionary activity if this requirement is not met; 

(ii) requiring a school to be less than 200m2 gross floor area in 

order to be classified as a permitted activity (otherwise it will 

require resource consent as a fully discretionary activity)29.  

16.10 I agree with the evidence of Mr Peter Eman where he states that it is his 

understanding that neither the RPS nor the LURP direct, in the broad 

sense, a rebuild “at any cost” approach30. There is a need to learn lessons 

from the earthquakes and avoid and better manage natural hazards; protect 

strategic infrastructure; rebuild “communities”- not just buildings; and, 

recognise that residents and businesses need some certainty about the 

type and quality of development. 

                                                
26

 Proposal 7, Appendix 7.1, Clause 5. 
27

 Rule 6.4.2.2.1 (P1i) 
28

 14.6.3.14 Front doors  
29

 14.2.2.1 Permitted Activities P10 
30

 Paragraph 23.7 of Mr Emans evidence. 
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16.11 However, the need to avoid a “rebuild at any cost” could of course be read 

another way, in that the Crown also does not want a “rebuild at any cost”, 

where those costs involve imposing an unnecessary regulatory burden on 

developers, or requirements that affect the economic feasibility of 

development or attractiveness of Christchurch to investors.  

16.12 There is a once in a lifetime opportunity to rebuild Christchurch, which is 

unique to most cities around the world. But, to oversimplify and juxtapose 

the position of the Crown and the Council:  

(a) The Council's proposals seem to demonstrate that to ensure the 

best outcomes for recovery we must have rules and regulations to 

control the quality and sustainability of all rebuilding and recovery 

activity and that resource consenting processes are the best and 

only way to ensure a sustainable and attractive city. 

(b) The Crown is of the view, supported by the statutory framework, that 

the Replacement Plan can be made clearer, development and 

recovery can be made easier and many of the desired outcomes 

can be achieved through other methods and initiatives that sit 

outside of the District Plan and resource consent processes. 

16.13 On balance, the notified proposals, particularly the Strategic Directions 

proposal, need significant improvement to clearly articulate the requisite 

support for rebuilding and recovery and to provide confidence to the 

community, to investors and to the Crown that Christchurch is open for 

business and will continue to contribute to the social, economic, cultural and 

environmental prosperity of New Zealand. 

16.14 To do this, I provide some suggestions for how the Strategic Directions 

proposal can be improved, including suggestions to use plain English and 

to reduce unnecessary prescriptive regulations. I note that to ensure 

appropriate implementation of the Replacement Plan, those administering it 

(the Council) and those using it (the community, developers, planning 

consultants and others) should have some sense of ‘ownership’ of the 

Replacement Plan, and that mediation to agree the provisions will go some 

way to ensuring that. 
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17. SECTION 32 AND PART 2 RMA 

17.1 Section 32(1)(a) seeks to ensure that the objectives of the Strategic 

Directions proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of 

the RMA.  The purpose of the RMA, as set out in section 5, is to promote 

the sustainable management of natural and physical resources.  Sections 6 

and 7 inform that purpose through identifying matters of national importance 

that are to be recognised and provided for, and other matters that particular 

regard shall be had. 

17.2 In my opinion, the objectives proposed in the Crown's amended provisions 

(Appendix SRT1) would better achieve the purpose of the RMA compared 

to the notified version of the Strategic Directions proposal. Objectives that 

clearly provide for increasing the supply of housing, enabling economic 

prosperity, rebuilding community facilities and better utilisation of existing 

urban areas and infrastructure will enable people and communities to 

provide for their social, economic, and cultural well-being as required by 

section 5 of the RMA.  Also, a clear objective for managing hazards 

promotes people’s health and safety.  An objective that providing for the 

efficient and effective use of infrastructure is consistent with section 7(b) of 

the RMA.  The provision of infrastructure as a cornerstone for recovery will 

also enable people and communities to provide for their well-being.  If the 

objectives are unclear, inaccessible and diluted, then it will also be unclear 

how the Strategic Directions proposal promotes sustainable management. 

17.3 Section 32(1)(b) seeks to ensure that the policies (and other provisions) of 

the Strategic Directions proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve 

the objectives.  In my opinion, by stating the objectives in a manner that 

provides clearly defined outcomes, would better achieve the purposes of 

the Act, and provide a robust framework for setting policies and rules to 

implement those objectives. 
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