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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Michael Renier Antonius Theelen.  I am the Chief Planning 

Officer, Strategy and Planning Group for the Christchurch City Council 

(Council).  Previous to my current role my position was the General 

Manager Strategy & Planning for the Council.  

  

1.2 I hold the following academic qualifications: 

 
(a) Bachelor of Town Planning (BTP), University of Auckland, 1982; 

and 

(b) Post Graduate Diploma Social Science (Geography), (with 

Distinction) Massey University, 1990.  

 

1.3 I hold a full membership of the New Zealand Planning Institute, and have 

done so since 1994. 

 

1.4 I have more than 30 years of professional experience arising from roles in 

local government and Central Government: 8 years as a planner and 

senior planner; 8 years as Policy Manager for Hastings District Council; 8 

years as General Manager Strategic for Hamilton City Council; 7 years as 

General Manager Strategy and Planning, Christchurch City Council; and 

this year was appointed Chief Planning Officer, Strategy and Planning 

Group, Christchurch City Council.  I have experience in: 

 
(a) Town and Country Planning; 

(b) District Plan Development (urban and rural); 

(c) Economic Development; 

(d) Social Policy Planning; 

(e) Environmental Education; 

(f) LTCCP and Annual Plans; 

(g) Strategic Planning;  

(h) Earthquake Recovery and Response Planning; and 

(i) Corporate Planning. 
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1.5 In my work for the Council I am familiar with the provisions of the following 

statutes which set out a number of duties and obligations for Territorial 

Authorities like the Council: 

 
(a) Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

(b) Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act); 

(c) Local Government Act 2002 (LGA); and 

(d)  Land Transport Management Act 2003 (LTMA) (including the 2008 

amendments); 

 

1.6 I have a comprehensive knowledge of:  

 
(a) the planning issues facing Christchurch City and the Council;  

(b) the effect of the 2010 and 2011 series of earthquakes on 

Christchurch and the wider district and the need to address recovery 

needs through the district plan; 

(c) the need for a focus for longer term development that will help 

rebuild Christchurch but also make it a place in which people will 

want to live and work in the years ahead; 

(d) the Recovery Strategy, the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and 

the Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP), and directions by the 

Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery to amend parts of the 

Operative City Plan, made under the CER Act;  

(e) the relationship of the District Plan with other Plans, Strategies and 

Policies; and 

(f)  how and why the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) has 

taken the approach and format it has and how this project is being 

managed. 

 

1.7 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to planning 

since 30 January 2006.  In my role as General Manager Strategy & 

Planning for the Council I provided planning advice for the hearing on Plan 

Change 1 to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).  My 

evidence in that hearing canvassed a broad range of issues relating to the 

operative Christchurch City Plan (City Plan), and the role of the Greater 

Christchurch Urban Development Strategy 2007 and Plan Change 1 in 
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contributing to its achievement.  Plan Change 1 provided clarity and 

direction to the CRPS and clearly articulated urban development as a key 

regional issue.  I am also familiar with the inclusion of Chapter 6 into the 

CRPS via a direction of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

following the earthquakes (and the revocation of Plan Change 1).  The 

Strategic Directions, Objectives and Policies of the pRDP have had full 

regard to the new Chapter 6 in the CRPS and the  and the pRDP 

Objectives and Policies. 

 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

2.1 I confirm that I have read and am familiar with the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014.  

I agree to comply with that Code.  Other than where I state that I am 

relying on the evidence of another person, my evidence is within my area 

of expertise.  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 relates to the following parts of the pRDP: 

 

(a) the Strategic Outcomes under 9.1 and 9.2 of Proposal 1 

(Introduction); and 

(b) all of Proposal 3 (Strategic Directions).  

 

3.2 Council Officers have, following submissions considered a number of 

changes to the text of the notified draft in respect of the above sections.  

Council Officers have also undertaken mediation with the Crown in respect 

of their submission on the Strategic Directions proposal. A full copy of the 

relevant provisions and the changes supported by Council officers, is 

shown at Attachment A of Peter Eman's statement of evidence. 

 

3.3 Key documents of which I have knowledge and have referred to in forming 

my opinion include the operative Christchurch City Plan and Banks 

Peninsula District Plan, the RMA and LGA, the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, known as the "Order 
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in Council" which includes the Statement of Expectations (of the two 

Ministers, Minister of Canterbury Earthquake Recovery and the Minister for 

the Environment (Ministers)), the LURP, and the pRDP Stage One 

proposals.  I have not relied directly on any other expert witness while 

preparing my evidence. 

 

3.4 The strategic directions proposal provides the strategic context and 

overarching direction for the RDP, which is refined in more detail in other 

chapters.  My evidence will provide a high level overview into the 

justification for that context and direction, and on the key issues and 

opportunities for the district, in particular focusing on the following issues: 

 

(a) the existing approach under the City Plan and relevant planning 

history; 

(b) existing planning challenges within Christchurch City following the 

2010/2011 earthquake sequence; 

(c) the relationship of the pRDP with other Plans, Strategies and 

Policies, including those created under the CER Act; 

(d) the direction provided through Chapter 6 of the CRPS;  

(e) the Council's desired outcomes for the district, with particular 

focus on land use priorities (i.e quality environments, sustainable 

housing and management of natural hazards); 

(f) the collaborative partnership approach implemented between the 

Council and other organisations in the district plan review process; 

(g) the appropriateness of the Strategic Directions proposal to 

address planning challenges and achieve the purpose of the 

RMA; 

(h) a brief overview of consultation undertaken for the Stage 1 

chapters; and 

(i) summary and overall conclusions. 

 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

4.1 In the light of the earthquakes of 2010 and 2011, the Crown, the Council, 

our strategic partners, and the wider Christchurch community have all 

recognised the opportunity and the urgency of establishing a land use 

planning frame work that responds to the radically changed circumstances 
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of the city, and which creates a strong and simple series of directions 

moving forward. 

 

4.2 These directions (which also capture the lessons of the past) are about 

creating simplicity, certainty, and opportunity for development.  They are 

directions which need to be responsive to the needs to the community 

today while also remaining future focused.  They need to be mindful of 

what the earthquakes have shown us and be purposeful about creating a 

resilient future for the city. 

 

4.3 Above all however, the clear community message is that they want the city 

to grasp the opportunity out of the devastation to create a better city which 

is  sustainable, modern, safe, and a high quality urban environment. 

 

4.4 The proposed plan, and in particular the Strategic Directions Proposal 

seeks to weld these ideas together, while also insuring that the plan is 

consistent with the higher order documents that inform or direct it, with the 

expectations of the Ministers and ultimately with the purpose of the 

Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

4.5 The plan seeks to achieve this, and in my opinion does so in a clear and 

unambiguous manner, that is reflected of time frames, circumstances, and 

environment in which it has been crafted and now tested by the 

community. 

 

5. EXISTING APPROACH UNDER THE CITY PLAN AND RELEVANT PLANNING 

HISTORY 

 

5.1 The current operative district plans consist of two planning documents – 

the Christchurch City Plan and the Banks Peninsula District Plan.  The 

drafting of the City Plan occurred in the early 1990s and was notified on 30 

June 1995.  Decisions were released in May 1999.  Some 430 appeals 

were lodged in 1999 and the last of these was resolved in 2012.  The final 

matter from the 1995 plan to be resolved was the notice of requirement by 

the New Zealand Transport Agency for a road widening designation on 

Opawa Road and Port Hills Road which had been the subject of discussion 

between the two agencies for many years.   



 

25571814_1.doc  8 
 

 

5.2 The approach to the City Plan was 'effects based' due to the influence of 

the newly constituted RMA in 1991 and was considered by the planning 

and legal community at the time to be a leading model on how to prepare a 

district plan under the new legislation.  In that regard the plan relied less on 

comprehensive lists of activities and their different classifications, (eg. 

permitted, discretionary) but instead relied on a series of standards, and 

thresholds of effect to determine the nature of any consent required.   

There are two exceptions to this that I am aware of for the Special Purpose 

Airport Zone and the Retail Park zone. The format of the City Plan is paper 

based and when notified, consisted of 4 volumes: Issues, Objectives and 

Policies, Rules, and Planning Maps (A4 size and black and white).   

 

5.3 The Banks Peninsula District Plan was notified in 1997 and became part of 

the City Plan when Christchurch City and the Banks Peninsula District 

were amalgamated in 2006.  It was made operative on 15 October 2012.  

This Plan follows an 'activity based' approach i.e. it lists the activities which 

are, for example. permitted, controlled, or restricted discretionary.  Each 

zone has the issues, objectives, policies, rules and standards contained 

within each chapter, not too dissimilar to the format of the pRDP.  The 

format consists of one volume of text and one volume for maps, which are 

also A4, black and white and is also paper based. 

 

5.4 While the current plans have been managing the District's resource 

management issues for some time, including being modified by a raft of 

variation and plan changes, the Council resolved to commence a review of 

the District Plan in 2010; prior to the first of the Canterbury Earthquakes.  

The key drivers for undertaking the review (in addition to the statutory 

necessity to do so) were as follows  

 

(a) Outdated provisions 

 

5.5 Many of the issues and provisions in the two plans were dated and did not 

adequately reflect recent legislative changes nor changes that have been 

made to higher order documents such as the regional plan, and the RMA. 
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(b) Little policy integration or consistency between the two plans 

 

5.6 There was little if any overall policy integration or consistency between the 

two Council planning documents as each was developed independent of 

the other and each used a different approach.  This was further 

compounded by similar types of development being treated, and tested 

quite differently through each of the plans, which was confusing for both 

applicants, Councillors, staff, and the general public. 

 

(c) Numerous Plan Changes have led to increasing complexity 

and less certainty 

 

5.7 While the City Plan was made partially operative in November 2005, a 

further 57 variations were notified.  In the period from November 2005 

until August 2013 when the City Plan became fully operative, 84 proposed 

changes to the City Plan have been either received or prepared, of which 

41 have been made operative. Many of the plan changes sought to 

rezone land for urban development, as the City Plan was relatively 

passive in this respect, and neither it nor the then operative CRPS 

provided strong guidance of direction.   The Council, along with the 

Regional Council, Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts and NZTA had begun 

to address this through the proposed Urban Development Strategy, which 

would eventually lead to Proposed Change 1 to the RPS.   

 

5.8  The various changes have resulted in a total of 103 zones over both the 

plans with over 40 zones for residential activities alone. For example, 

each new Living G zone (as in the City Plan) introduced a new zone albeit 

only slightly different from other Living G zones.  Complexity due to the 

number of private plan changes and proliferation of new zones and their 

rules, has meant increasing uncertainty for developers, investors and 

landowners, and a larger and more complex plan for users to navigate. 

 

5.6 Further, the form of the City Plan in 4 volumes as described under 

paragraph 5.2 meant that each time a plan change was considered, 

changes were most often necessary to all 4 volumes, expanding the 

volume of the City Plan unnecessarily.  The changes made to the form and 

style of the pDRP reflect an intention to improve the clarity of the City Plan, 
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its predictability for users, as well as making it simple to update and amend 

as new resource management issues emerge in time.  These intentions 

further reflect the direction in the Statement of Expectations for the review 

to ensure that the document was concise, clear and easy to use. 

 

 (d)  Section 35 monitoring for efficiency and effectiveness results 

 

5.7 In January 2011 the Council published its five yearly report required under 

section 35(2A) of the RMA on the efficiency and effectiveness of policies, 

rules or other methods in the two plans.1  This work confirmed the need for 

a review and highlighted numerous other areas where the complexity of 

the City Plan could be reduced and administration streamlined.  Specific 

issues raised as warranting consideration in the review included: 

 

(a) amalgamating some of the zones; 

(b) increasing the role of urban design in influencing built form 

outcomes; 

(c) clarifying the role of centres; 

(d) reducing the number of resource consents required but at the 

same time reducing the number of non-notified consents; and 

(e) simplifying the content of the plan. 

 

5.8 Particular regard has been had to the finding of this report in preparing the 

pRDP. 

 

 (e) Proposed Change 1  

 

5.9 Another important factor underpinning the need for a review (pre the 

earthquakes) was the notification in December 2009 of Proposed Change 

1 to the CRPS, Chapter 6 on growth in the region.  Prepared in partnership 

with the Urban Development Strategic Partners2, this document had 

significant potential  implications for strategic urban growth policy in the 

City Plan, particularly greenfields development, retail distribution, and 

intensification.  Following the Earthquakes and at the completion of the 

                                                   
1.  

Christchurch City Plan, Project Report 28 January 2011 and Response Planning Evaluating the Effectiveness and Efficiency 
of the Banks Peninsula District Plan, Addendum Report 28 January 2011. 
2
 UDS Partners include Christchurch City Council, Selwyn District Council, Waimakariri District Council, New Zealand Transport 

Agency and Canterbury Regional Council. 
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LURP, PC1 was subsequently revoked by the Minister for Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery and following due process was, for the most part, 

inserted into the CRPS, under section 24 of the CER Act, (via a direction 

within the LURP).  PC1 was revoked by the Minister under section 27 of 

the CER Act.  It now is the operative Chapter 6 of the CRPS. 

 

 (f) Opportunity for a user friendly, slimline, electronic plan 

 

5.10 Given the above factors the Council saw the review as an opportunity to 

deliver a user friendly, slimmed down, and electronically delivered modern 

district plan.  A number of tools were considered for building the reviewed 

plan, though this did not commence in earnest until 2013 as the review had 

been deferred until that time (see 5.13 below).  In developing the format of 

the plan the format of the pRDP Council agreed to include only those parts 

that are mandatory to a District Plan as set out in section 75(1) of the RMA.  

Therefore the pRDP includes only objectives, policies and rules that are 

necessary to implement the policies.  Further it was considered that this 

approach was consistent with the Government's proposed reforms to the 

RMA which were expected to have been in force prior to the notification 

that occurred on 27 August 2014. The format of the pRDP also places new 

reliance on the Section 32 reports for each Chapter to understand where 

and why objectives, policies and rules have come from and why they are 

considered the most appropriate.   

 

5.11 The series of earthquakes in 2010/2011 intervened however and the 

district plan review project was put on hold due to other more pressing 

matters.  This decision was dictated by a number of practical reasons, 

including staff availability, the public focus on immediate recovery, the 

need to undertake in concert with the Crown a number of short term 

changes to the plan and planning regime, as well as the focus of resources 

on the Draft Central City Plan, and following that the LURP.  A report to the 

then Regulatory and Planning Committee on 4 July 2012 resolved to "…(f) 

Confirm that the timetable and sequence of the review of the District Plan 

will be considered as part of the 2013/22 Long Term Plan…".   

 

5.12 The LURP subsequently became the vehicle to restart the review, with a 

specific focus of addressing pressing recovery issues for land use and 
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environmental management, as well as picking up and addressing the 

changes and intentions previously identified by Council. 

 

6. EXISTING PLANNING CHALLENGES WITHIN CHRISTCHURCH FOLLOWING 

THE 2010/2011 EARTHQUAKE SERIES 

 

6.1 Post the 2010/2011 earthquakes not only were the reasons given under 

section 5 above still valid, but further issues had become apparent which 

would require urgent action as part of the review process.  In my view, the 

Strategic Directions proposal sets out the earthquake and recovery issues, 

objectives and policies clearly and succinctly and provides an overarching 

direction with which all further objectives and policies in the activity based 

chapters (the more detailed chapters) must be aligned.  I will now briefly 

turn to three areas, which have become a particular focus for the pRDP, in 

the light of the earthquakes, and for which strong direction to support 

recovery is required. 

 

(a) Increased exposure to Natural Hazards  

 
6.2 The Canterbury earthquakes brought destruction and huge damage to 

human life and property in different ways.  During both major earthquakes 

in September 2010 and February 2011 homes, infrastructure and lifelines, 

were destroyed or damaged as a result of significant geological change.  

This included significant shaking and liquefaction of land in the 2010 and 

2011 earthquakes, and the catastrophic effect of cliff collapse, and rock roll 

(particularly) in the February 2011 earthquakes.  In addition to these 

activities there has been a significant loosening of the soil mantle on the 

Port Hills, and changes in exposure to flooding due to land settlement, and 

displacement.  In some areas terrain sunk, for example generally in the 

area between the Avon and Heathcote Rivers by up to half a metre or 

more (as shown by LiDAR) where in others it was uplifted by up to a half 

metre or more close to the Port Hills.  This meant in general that in lower 

areas, in times of heavy rain and/or during storms or high tide, properties 

were inundated and the damage to stormwater drainage and sewerage 

systems made these impacts even worse.  
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6.3 Given that the earthquakes brought our district's vulnerability to natural 

hazards to the forefront, the earthquakes have both fundamentally shifted 

the communities' level of exposure to risky and increased the City's 

ongoing vulnerability to hazard from ongoing climatic processes.  I 

consider it therefore critical that natural hazards be given greater 

prominence in the decisions made in the district in respect to future land 

use planning.  While it is recognised and generally accepted that it is not 

possible for the Christchurch community to live in this environment without 

some risk, it is recognised that the pRDP has an important role in enabling 

the community to prepare for and respond to natural hazards better. This is 

one of the reasons why there is a Natural Hazards Issue and Objective on 

natural hazards, included in the Strategic Directions Chapter.  As will be 

discussed in detail by further specific evidence, this information and 

change has significant impact on future land use choices, as well as 

changing the way existing development, or redevelopment needs to be 

managed.  Setting appropriate short and long term signals is fundamental 

to recovery, allowing the market place and individuals the opportunity to 

make key recovery decisions based on the latest data, and a sound 

planning framework. 

 

6.4 The approach taken in the Natural Hazards Proposal is based on 

identifying the natural hazards affecting the district, increasing public 

awareness of those hazards and finding an appropriate district planning 

framework to contribute to reducing the risk to the community over the long 

term from natural hazard events.  To achieve this, scientific modelling has 

been used to inform the pRDP.  In terms of rockfall, cliff collapse and mass 

movement on the Port Hills, risk modelling undertaken by GNS since the 

Canterbury Earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 has been utilised as the basis 

of mapping slope instability areas, while comprehensive and integrated 

catchment wide flood modelling was revised to identify the "flat" areas of 

the district that would be affected by a major flooding event (1 in 200 year 

storm event).  

 

6.5 The potential hazard posed by liquefaction and its contribution to the 

significant damage to buildings in Christchurch has also been recognised 

in the pRDP.  The available and relevant scientific information has 

therefore been captured to inform an objective and policy framework in 
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both Proposal 3 -Strategic Directions and Proposal 5 Natural Hazards, 

focussed on reducing risk, increasing public awareness, and facilitating 

repair of earthquake damaged land.  This policy framework is 

implemented, where appropriate, by land use controls which primarily 

require avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards.   Ms Janice Carter will 

be giving further technical planning evidence on the submissions relating to 

Natural Hazards on the Strategic Directions proposal.  Ms Carter along 

with other geotechnical experts will also provide technical evidence on this 

matter when the proposal on the Natural Hazards is heard by the Hearings 

Panel. 

 
(b) Housing destroyed  

 

6.6 Over 6000 homes in Christchurch were destroyed by the forces of the 

earthquake or made uninhabitable due to flooding and/or liquefaction.  

Many more homes were also lost in the Port Hills.  The City's  housing 

stock has been severely depleted (both in absolute number, but also 

differentially across different market sectors) leaving the rental property 

market under severe stress.  Once again the pressing strategic need in the 

pRDP is to provide certainty, and pathways for investment into new 

housing stock (including infrastructure and transport).  The pRDP 

addresses this in terms of the establishment of priority areas for new 

residential development, and by the pursuit of policies and rules to 

accommodate faster and more widespread intensification of existing 

residential areas, to remove barriers to housing repairs, and provide more  

land supply for housing (that was geotechnically sound) was urgently  

required.   

 

6.7 The pRDP addresses the issue through multiple regulatory methods 

including the supply of further residential Greenfield land, and provides for 

intensification around Key Activity Centres, larger suburban centres and 

the Central City as directed by the CRPS.  The policies also deal with the 

related issues of urban design and form and density. 

 

6.8 In the short to medium term land availability has an emphasis on 

Greenfield growth with increasing provision for intensification.  The pRDP 

also includes changes that were made under s27 of the OiC to the 



 

25571814_1.doc  15 
 

operative City Plan such as the Enhanced Development Mechanism, the 

Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism, the conversion of a 

residential unit into two residential units, the replacement of an earthquake 

destroyed home with two residential units and the ability to construct two 

residential units on a site that was made vacant before the earthquakes. 

Mr Blair will discuss these provisions in detail in his technical evidence. 

 

6.9 Besides land availability, the pRDP also sets a minimum target of 30 

households per hectare in intensification areas outside the City Centre, 15 

households per hectare in residential Greenfield areas and 50 households 

per hectare inside the Central City. 

 

6.10 The proposed changes to redevelopment in existing areas, and the targets 

associated with future development will accelerate change to the urban 

form, in my opinion.  The Council through the pDRP has been keen to 

ensure that this process is matched by increasing attention to the urban 

form, urban design, and build quality of new development.  In addition 

therefore to increased provision the pDRP seeks to entrench.   Good urban 

form and design and sustainable outcomes are entrenched through 

Objective 14.1.5 – High quality residential environments and the related 

supporting policies and rules.  The pRDP sets out to achieve sustainable 

housing options for the new builds.  This is done through the built form 

standards found in Proposal 14 Residential, section 14.2.3 for all permitted 

activities.   

 

6.11 The pDRP also includes a built form standard to ensure life stage 

inclusivity and adaptive design for new residential units that ensures that 

new homes can remain efficient in their use over time.  Good urban form 

and design is achieved in general through standards in the activity 

chapters, assessment matters and through layout in both the outline 

development plans contained in the Residential, Industrial, Commercial 

and Subdivision chapters which will be discussed in other evidence. 

 

6.12 Creating a strong and vibrant residential environment is in my opinion a 

key strategic objective in the Council's recovery focus.  Through the review 

the pRDP has addressed both short term and long term opportunities, and 

increased flexibility for developers and landowners.  Creating certainty and 
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confidence in the market is a key priority, as is ensuring that this is 

achieved in a manner that is sustainable in the long term, well integrated 

with changes in business, employment and transport patterns, and which 

creates a form and function in the built space that protect and enhance the 

amenity of residents and the broader community in a way that is consistent 

with good recovery and the principles of the RMA. 

 

(c) Activities relocating west and resulting traffic issues 

 
6.13 The earthquake series also resulted in many businesses and households 

relocating from damaged premises predominately in the Central City and 

eastern suburbs to temporary and new premises predominately in the 

western suburbs of Christchurch and adjoining districts of Waimakariri and 

Selwyn. These relocations have and will continue for sometime to impact 

on transport flows, but also on investment, access to employment, and, the 

provision of infrastructure such as schools, recreation facilities, business.  

Generally traffic volumes have reduced in the eastern suburbs and have 

increased in the western suburbs. For example the Council traffic counts 

have recorded that traffic volumes on Wainoni Road in the eastern suburbs 

reduced from an average of 21,000 vehicles per day prior to the 

earthquakes to 15,000 vehicles per day post earthquake, whereas the 

traffic volumes of Clarence Street in the western suburb of Riccarton 

increased from an average of 21,000 vehicles per day prior to the 

earthquakes to 25,000 vehicles per day post earthquake. These changes 

have resulted in increased pressure on the transport network in the west of 

the City and increased traffic delays.   

 

6.14 The Strategic Direction Proposal outlines the transport Issues 3.4.2 and 

3.5.3.2 of this and contains overarching objectives and policies which set 

the direction for later objectives and policies in the more detailed activity 

based chapter, (Chapter 7 Transport).  Creating a framework that manages 

the post earthquake transport patterns, as well as ensuring that transport 

plays a positive contributing role to the recovery and re-establishment of 

damaged areas (addressed in the relevant chapters) is a key recovery 

priority, and an appropriate matter to be highlighted in the pRDP's strategic 

directions. 
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7. RELEVANCE AND INFLUENCE OF THE CANTERBURY EARTHQUAKE 

RECOVERY ACT 2011 

 
7.1 Following the earthquakes and the establishment of the CER Act, the 

Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery has used his powers under 

that Act to make a range of changes to the district plan/s.  These have 

generally reacted to significant short term issues, but also through the 

Recovery Plan process have set some longer term direction.  The pDRP 

needs to deal with these multiple directions in a comprehensive manner. 

 

Section 27 directions 

 

7.2 The Minister has certain powers under the CER Act to suspend, amend or 

revoke the whole or any part of an RMA document.  One of the first 

measures the Minister undertook was to use section 27 of the CER Act to 

direct that two Greenfield areas (Prestons in the northwest and Fulton 

Hogan in the Southwest) be rezoned for residential purposes (Living G) in 

the operative City Plan.  At that time, the planning provisions that related to 

those areas of land were subject to Environment Court Appeals.   

 

7.3 Since the commencement of the CER Act, the following changes have 

been directed to the operative City Plan by the Minister, under section 

27(1) (a): 

 

(a) To give effect to the residential zoning for Prestons and Halswell 

West (as discussed above); 

(b) Non-notified, and controlled activity status for use of the Burwood 

Landfill for disposal of earthquake waste; 

(c) A new clause to the General City Rules, allowing certain 

Demolition Works carried out under the CER Act to be permitted 

activities (that is, of earthquake damaged heritage buildings which 

pose a safety risk without the need for consent); 

(d) A change to the requirements for resource consents when 

undertaking earthwork related land repairs (on flat land); 

(e) A new objective, new policies and new rules for workers' 

temporary accommodation; and 
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(f) A new Open Space 3CS (Christchurch Stadium) Zone, which will 

have effect until 31 December 2017, providing for a temporary 

multi-use sports and events stadium; and 

(g) A new designation for the Minister of Health over part of the 

Christchurch Hospital Site for the Acute Services Building.  

 

7.4 These section 27 changes will be reviewed as part of the District Plan 

Review project.  Unlike the CER Act provisions relating to Recovery Plans, 

there is no statutory requirement under the CER Act that the pRDP not be 

inconsistent with these section 27 directions. 

 

Recovery Strategy 

 

7.5 The Earthquake Recovery Strategy was gazetted on 31 May 2012.   The 

purpose of the Earthquake Recovery Strategy is to guide and coordinate 

the programmes of work, including recovery plans under the CER Act.  It 

sets out a shared vision and includes goals.  The Recovery Strategy 

applies to Greater Christchurch and includes the local and regional 

councils, urban development strategic partners, and the coastal marine 

area next to the local districts.  The guiding principle in the Recovery 

Strategy (which is not specific to any document or process) are as follows: 

 

(a) Work together (a collaborative approach); 

(b) Take an integrated approach; 

(c) Look to the Future; 

(d) Promotes efficiency; 

(e) Use the best available information; 

(f) Care about each other; 

(g) Innovate; 

(h) Aim for balanced decision-making; and 

(i) Keep it simple (clear communication). 

 

7.6 The Recovery Strategy sets out a series of goals for economic, cultural, 

built environment, and include environmental recovery.  It is an aspirational 

document that reflects the urgency of recovery, and the desire to build 

back a new and better City capable of meeting the challenges and 

opportunities of new growth.  The Recovery Strategy contemplates a 
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series of Recovery Plans and Programmes.  Those that have been 

finalised (ie, the CCRP and the LURP) set specific directions which are 

material to the direction, and operation of the pDRP.  The Strategic 

Directions proposed in the pRDP provides reference back to, and 

objectives and policies that reflect the intentions of these plans, and 

achieve the purpose of not being inconsistent with the Recovery Plans, in 

my view.  In achieving this the pDRP also seeks to reflect the purpose – 

principle of the Resource Management Act, in delivering a comprehensive 

sustainable management document. 

 

 Central City Recovery Plan 

 

7.7 The Minister released the CCRP under section 24 of the CER Act in July 

2012.  The CCRP covers the area bounded by Bealey, Fitzgerald, 

Moorhouse, Deans and Harper Avenues.  It consists of two volumes, the 

first is the actual recovery plan which contains a narrative of the vision for 

a blueprint containing various precincts and projects, and the second is 

Appendix 1 which contains the amendments to the operative City Plan. 

 

7.8 The Introduction proposal refers to the CCRP as one of the recovery plans 

that have been approved by the Minister. The Strategic Directions 

proposal also mentions the CCRP as part of the context for the pRDP 

under the heading 3.2.3 A City in Transition. Objective 3.6.2 – 

Development form and function refers to the Central City, in particular sub 

clause viii) – (supporting the role of the Central City …), and ix) – (restores 

and enhances the role of the city central as the principal community focal 

Point for greater Christchurch….) and Policy 3.6.2.7– (Community focal 

points).  It is my opinion that these objectives and policies provide 

sufficient framework and direction to support the CCRP provisions, which 

are intended to be considered as part of Stage 2 of the pRDP. 

 

 Land Use Recovery Plan 

 

7.9 On 6 November 2012 the Minister gazetted a direction for a Land Use 

Recovery Plan to be developed. The District Plan Review project came 

back into the mind of the Council when the development of the draft LURP 

led by the Canterbury Regional Council, identified 41 recommendations 
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pertaining to the Council of which 26 required significant plan changes.  A 

number of these matters identified have been alluded to earlier in my 

evidence, and will be addressed in detail in specific chapter evidence.  

These include matters such as land supply urban intensification, urban 

design and quality, as well as specific mechanisms to stimulate recovery.  

A number of the key directions in the LURP challenge issues such as 

affordability, financial tools and incentives, which while related to the land 

use environment need to be pursued through different channels.  

  

7.10 In response to the draft LURP, the Council saw the opportunity to address 

these matters, and all these matters that had seen it resolve to review the 

plan prior to the earthquake, as a single seamless whole.   This would 

enable the issue of recovery to be addressed comprehensively and given 

the form of the existing plan, much more effectively through a review than 

through a complex series of changes.   The Council also identified that a 

new plan, written and presented in a way that streamlined process as well 

as content was also a contribution to the recovery.  A report to Full Council 

tabled on 24 April 2013 sought approval for a two stage review 

programme with the first stage to focus on the 'recovery' matters 

introduced by the draft LURP.   The District Plan Review began in earnest 

on 1 July 2013 focussing on the Stage 1 priority chapters, as determined 

in the Volume One of the draft LURP available at that time.   

 

7.11 The LURP was gazetted on 6 December 2013 and consists of two 

volumes.  The first volume contains (amongst other things) actions to be 

undertaken by Councils (both regional and local) within specified 

timeframes and a number of statutory directions, while the second volume 

contains the specific changes that are directed to be made to the operative 

Regional and District plans, through the section 24 statutory directions.  

For example the Enhanced Development Mechanism and Community 

Housing Redevelopment Mechanism were directed to be introduced 

(immediately) along with other provisions to the City Plan, including the 

rezoning of the Upper Styx Area from Rural 3 to Living G and the rezoning 

of Highfield Park from Rural 3 (Styx Marshland) to Living G. 

  
7.12 In summary, the Council has amended its operative City Plan through 

section 24 directions that are contained in the following Recovery Plans: 



 

25571814_1.doc  21 
 

 

(a) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (and subsequent reviews 

to certain parts of the CCRP); 

(b) The "An Accessible City", an addendum to the CCRP that 

includes amendments to the transport provisions of the District 

Plan; and 

(c) The LURP. 

 

7.13 All of the directions within these recovery plans are to amend the Banks 

Peninsula District Plan and the Christchurch City Plan.  The plan 

provisions that are operative because of a section 24 direction do not 

automatically transfer over into the pRDP without having to go through the 

review/submissions process.  Through section 23(1)(f) of the CER Act, the 

Council must not however, make a decision or recommendation, that is 

inconsistent with a Recovery Plan in the preparation, change, variation or 

review of an RMA document. 

 

 Order in Council 

 

7.14 Lastly, the LURP included under 5.1 Implementation action – that the 

Minister would investigate options to change legislation should the RMA or 

LGA not prove suitable for the purposes of recovery.   On 7 July 2014, the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 was gazetted.   Schedule 4 to the Order in Council sets out the 

'expectations' of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery and 

Minister for the Environment.   

 

7.15 While the Statement of Expections have only been recently gazetted, 

Council staff have through the process of LURP, dialogue with colleagues 

at CERA, and the Ministry for the Environment, and been well appraised of 

the direction, that those might take.  Accordingly while the development of 

the chapters currently being reviewed commenced prior to the Order in 

Council being gazetted, the Council has endeavoured to reflect the 

directions as they were understood.  For example staff involved in the 

residential, commercial and industrial chapters have had audits 

undertaken of previous consent decisions as well as discussions with the 

consents team, and reviewed reports evaluating the effectiveness of the 
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operative City Plan to ascertain matters where there was scope to reduce 

the numbers of consents (see Expectation (a) (i)).   

 

7.16 The reduction of notification requirements under Expectation (a) (iii) has 

been undertaken where appropriate and in alignment with the changes to 

the RMA on notification.  The increase of housing supply as expected  (d) 

of the expectations has been undertaken and will be shown to meet the 

capacity expected by (d)(ii) in evidence to be given by Mr Scott Blair in 

due course.  All of the Ministers' expectations will be discussed in 

evidence when the related chapter is due to be heard.   

 

8. STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS 

 

The relationship of the pRDP with other plans, strategies and policies, 

including those created under the CER Act 

  

8.1 The above legal framework documents, and processes have undoubtedly 

added complexity to the process, associated with the review, while also 

compressing the timeframes within which the review has been conducted.  

These have provided a unique, but not an exclusive context.  The review 

of the plan remains a review under the RMA and its purpose and 

principles also remain relevant to the pRDP.  As noted above in my 

opinion, the pRDP needs to address recovery, both short and long term, 

and in doing so create a document that is complete and comprehensive in 

terms of the full suite of responsibilities that Council has under the RMA. 

 

8.2 The objectives and policies of the Strategic Directions Proposal need to 

span both of these drivers.  In many instances the issues, objectives and 

policies that serve recovery and long term RMA outcomes are 

indistinguishable.  In other circumstances particular policies, rules and 

standards will reflect the significance of one beyond the other.  It is my 

view that the Strategic Directions proposed provides a sound basis for the 

pRDP. 

 

8.3 I have set out below in Figure 1 a flow diagram of the significant 

influences on the District Plan Review project, coming downwards from 

various legislation and higher order documents, and flowing upwards from 
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Council's own strategies and policies.  The figure immediately indicates 

that the context for the District Plan Review is very complex.  
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8.1 The Introduction and Strategic Directions Proposals focus on what the 

above documents bring to the direction of the rest of the pRDP.  In addition 

the Councillors themselves have wanted to add a governance flavour by 

way of including district plan related outcomes into the Introduction 

Proposal.  Their concern was that a layperson should be able to 

understand where the pRDP was coming from and what outcomes it seeks 

without having to read the rest of the objectives and policies.   

 

8.2 Councillors were aware that including the outcomes within the Strategic 

Directions Proposal could lead to legal interpretation issues as to their 

relevance or weighting with respect to the objectives and policies.  

Accordingly, Councillors agreed to the inclusion of the outcomes in the 

Introductions Proposal.  I understand that following mediation between 

Council officers and official representing CERA, there has been agreement 

to incorporate the intent of the outcomes in the Introduction Proposal into 

the objectives and policies of the Strategic Directions Proposal.  These 

changes are shown in Attachment A to the evidence of Mr Peter Eman. 

 

The direction provided through Chapter 6 of the CRPS, the Council's desired 

outcomes for the district, with particular focus on land use priorities 

 

8.3 As illustrated in the diagram, while there are a number of statutory 

documents and other legislative influences to be considered as a whole in 

the review of the district plan, it is my opinion that the CRPS (particularly 

Chapter 6) sets out the most "Christchurch District relevant" policy direction 

that must be considered for the Strategic Directions chapter.  In addition to 

its relevance, this policy direction is particularly important as it is the most 

recent expression of the agreed recovery framework for Greater 

Christchurch.   In addition, I consider the "must give effect to any regional 

policy statement" (s75(3) RMA) imperative is the paramount consideration, 

with other imperatives (e.g. "have particular regard" to the statements of 

expectations) needing to be addressed while carrying out the "giving effect 

to" directive.   

 

8.4 I discuss the main themes from the CRPS (Chapter 6) below. 
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 Quality Urban Design, Sustainable Outcomes 

 

8.5 Chapter 6 – Recovery and rebuilding of Greater Christchurch, Issue 6.1.4 – 

Amenity and urban design, Objective 6.2.3 – Sustainability, and Policies 

6.3.2 – Development form and urban design, and 6.3.3 – Development in 

accordance with outline development plans, underpin the requirement for 

Council to consider including regulatory responses in the PRP to the 

outcomes of quality urban design and sustainability. 

 

8.6 Balancing the need to provide certainty to developers while ensuring that 

the design and relationship of quality buildings and public spaces endure 

and inspire residents and attract visitors and businesses is the purpose of 

the pRDP. The approach taken in the pRDP is intended to strike a balance 

between enabling activities to occur in appropriate locations, while 

ensuring a high quality environmental outcome that will endure beyond the 

life of this pRDP. 

 

8.7 I understand that the importance of quality urban design and sustainable 

outcomes will be elaborated on in more detail in evidence to be given in 

particular by Mr Hugh Nicholson and Mr Scott Blair.  However, as I have 

set out earlier in my evidence, the CRPS correctly identifies that the 

impetus to rebuild quickly should not be at the expense of building back 

well and better.  This is in alignment with the purposes of the CER Act, 

including the definition of "recovery" which incorporates both restoration 

and enhancement.  My reading of the objectives and policies within the 

Strategic Directions Proposal is that the Council has recognised the need 

to accommodate recovery (e.g. Policy 3.6.1.4 – Temporary recovery 

activities) while at the same time as achieving quality urban design (e.g. 

Policy 3.6.1.5 – Development design and quality). 

 

 Growth areas  

 

8.8 Issues 6.1.1 – Enabling recovery, rebuilding and development, and 6.1.2 – 

Adverse effects arising from development in chapter 6 to the CRPS relate 

directly to growth for both residential and business activities in particular 

since the effects of the earthquakes.  Following from the issues, objectives 

6.2.1- Recovery framework, 6.2.2 - Urban form and settlement pattern and 
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6.2.3 – Sustainability, 6.2.4 – Integration of transport infrastructure and 

land use, 6.2.5 – Key activity and other centres,  and 6.2.6 – Business 

land development, relate to providing land and provisions to enable growth 

as do policies 6.3.1- Development within the Greater Christchurch area,  

6.3.2- Development form and urban design, development in accordance 

with outline development plans, 6.3.4 – Transport effectiveness, 6.3.5- 

Integration of land use and infrastructure, 6.3.6 – Business land and 6.3.7- 

Residential location, yield and intensification. 

 

8.9 The objectives and policies in the Strategic Directions chapter give effect to 

the CRPS objectives and policies by setting out the direction in respect to 

growth areas (e.g. Policy 3.6.1.1 – Existing and new Greenfield urban land, 

and Policy 3.6.2.2 Greenfield urban land supply).  In my opinion they 

clearly identify the need to manage the development of growth areas to 

make the most efficient use of infrastructure, ensure that community well-

being of residents new areas is promoted and that new growth areas are 

integrated into the existing urban form of Christchurch.   

 

 Hierarchy of centres and Key Activity Centres 

 

8.10 Objective 6.2.5-Key activity and other centres, and Policies 6.3.1-

Development within the Greater Christchurch area and 6.3.6-business 

land speak of the need to support and maintain the existing network of key 

activity and neighbourhood centres as well as the Central City, and to 

avoid development that adversely affects the function and availability of or 

public investment in these centres. Policy 6.3.6 recognises amongst other 

matters the need to incorporate good urban design principles appropriate 

to the context of the centres, talks about location, and the need to ensure 

reverse sensitivity effects are avoided or mitigated. 

 

8.11 A key consideration in the development and implementation of the 

industrial and commercial chapters of the pRDP is balancing the 

regulation of business activity without unduly constraining it.  While the 

encouragement of investment and redevelopment is important for recovery 

in the short to medium term, equally important is the location of business 

activities within Christchurch City for its competiveness, sustainability and 

community's long term economic wellbeing.  While flexibility is important to 
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create an environment of growth, the direction and location of this growth 

should enable the efficient utilisation of community resources and assets 

as well as maximising their economic and social value to the economy. 

 

8.12 In discerning the balance between flexibility and regulation, it is important 

to understand the value of centres and the direction of investment flows 

and the corresponding economic benefits generated. Mr Tim Heath and 

Mr Phil Osborne address these issues in more detail in their statements of 

evidence.  I believe these benefits are critical for Central Christchurch's 

CBD and the City's recovery.   

  

9. COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIP (COLLABORATIVE ADVISORY GROUP 

(CAG) AND THE COLLABORATIVE STEERING GROUP) 

 

9.1 As many of the issues identified in the pRDP are also managed and 

influenced to some degree by other organisations, a collaborative multi-

agency approach, led by the Council, was implemented as part of the 

review.  There are two critical ways that the Urban Development Strategy 

partner organisations (Selwyn and Waimakariri District Councils, 

Christchurch Regional Council, New Zealand Transport Agency, Te 

Runanga O Ngai Tahu) and CERA are included into the development of 

the pRDP – the Collaborative Steering Group and the Collaborative 

Advisory Group.  This has occurred for Stage 1 proposals, and is 

continuing during the review and preparation of Stage 2 proposals.  The 

Collaborative Advisory Group (CAG) includes officers from the above 

organisations.  

 

9.2 Draft chapters of the plan are discussed and interrogated at CAG before 

the chapters are finalised and sent to Council for approval for pre-

notification. The key objective of CAG is to confirm "fit for purpose" plan 

provisions that enjoy wide support from all the partners and to ensure that 

the RDP addresses the priorities for recovery. The focus is on the policy 

direction and supporting content of the pRDP, and workshops are used to 

explore and clarify any issues that arise between the parties. External 

stakeholders have been invited to participate in such workshops where 

this is considered helpful. While the pRDP is the Council's document the 

CAG process reflects ongoing engagement by a range of partners. 
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10. OVERVIEW OF CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN FOR THE DISTRICT PLAN 

REVIEW, STAGE 1 PROPOSALS 

 
10.1 A significant amount of public engagement was undertaken both prior to 

notification and post notification. I have set out below a very brief overview 

of the consultation.  Early engagement saw an eight page booklet "Finding 

the Balance" delivered to 147,000 households across Christchurch City 

and Banks Peninsula, as well as cafes, service centres and libraries 

across the district.  There was also online dialogue through the Future 

Christchurch and Council websites, newspaper advertising, two 

stakeholder presentations at the civic offices and eight community drop-ins 

across the district. 

 

10.2 Pre-notification, around 16,000 letters were sent to owners of properties 

potentially affected by the stage one proposals.  Further, information 

sheets were produced on each Stage One Proposal, online surveys were 

made available on the District Plan Review website and public and 

stakeholder meetings were held (circa 30 meetings in all).  Posters, 

newspaper and radio advertising, media releases, and email newsletters, 

and the District Plan Review website kept people informed of what was 

happening with the review.  In addition a special natural hazards forum 

was held on 15 March this year (a Saturday) which delivered information, 

the history of some of these hazards and officers answered questions from 

the floor, which largely related to the Port Hills and flooding related 

hazards.    

 
10.3 At notification of the Stage One proposals around 85,000 notification 

letters were sent to directly affected property owners/occupiers and a 

District Plan Review newsletter (including a copy of the public notice) was 

sent to all households, PO Boxes and rural delivery points across the 

district (as well as out of town owners).  E-newsletters were also sent to 

those on our stakeholder database.  A new website was launched, 

providing access to the Stage One proposals (and later the submissions) 

including a property specific search feature.  In the first two weeks of that 
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new website being available, 10,000 people had used it - 71% cent of 

whom used the property search function.  Eight drop in sessions were held 

across the district.  

 
10.4 It is my opinion that the pre and post notification consultation undertaken 

was best practise and was certainly well received by the public, based 

upon the number of people who attended and participated in the various 

meetings and engagement opportunities.  It should be however 

acknowledged that the overall timeframe for the review has meant all 

these processes were compressed. 

 

11. CHANGES SOUGHT BY THE COUNCIL IN ITS PRIMARY SUBMISSION 

 

11.1 The Council lodged a primary submission on 3 October 2014, which 

includes submissions on the Strategic Directions Proposal.  While large in 

size the Council's submission focuses largely on amendments that were 

identified which would improve the stage 1 provisions.  These changes 

could not be made prior to notification, because from the date the Council 

sent the draft proposals to the Ministers for their comment on 8 July 2014                                                                     

as required under clause 3 of the First Schedule of the Order in Council, 

the Council could not make any changes to the proposal except in 

response to the Ministers' comments, or to correct minor errors.   

 

11.2 For the purposes of the Strategic Directions hearing, the changes sought 

by the Council are not major changes, and are addressed in the evidence 

of Mr Peter Eman.  

 

11.3 No further submission was lodged by the Council. 

 

12. CONCLUSION 

 

12.1 The process that the Council has been, and continues to follow, is unique 

in the New Zealand context and is driven by some exceptional 

circumstances.  There is some parallel in the process adopted in Auckland 

with the Auckland Unitary Plan, though that process was more designed in 

the light of planned change, rather than the situation here in Christchurch 

– responding to enormous and rapid change.  To date the analysis and 
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process has been truncated but in no way less rigorous in terms of the 

analysis that has underpinned the review.   

 

12.2 The changes have built on and addressed issues with the plan that have 

been there for some time. In addition the review has responded in Stage 1 

and will continue to in Stage 2, to respond to the quakes and a scale and 

complexity of activity that normal district plans do not anticipate.  Finally 

through close liaison with the strategic partners, and the Ministers, the 

plan has sought to integrate their issues and expectations.    

 

12.3 The Strategic Directions Proposal in my view does establish a clear and 

focussed set of key directions for Council to the Community and provides 

a clear framework from which the body of the plan springs.  In addition to 

the content, the review will make the plan more straightforward, simpler to 

understand, and operate.  The revised structure of the plan will also make 

it easier for Council to amend and update the plan.  The operative plan is 

complex and difficult to amend, which had only led to increased 

complexity.  The ability of Council to keep its District plan 'up to date' is 

enhanced through the new format of the PRP.  

 

12.4 The pRDP will however not be perfect.  But then no proposed or operative 

plan is.  There will always be contention around elements, provisions, 

restrictions and opportunities often depending on where or how any 

individual or company is affected by the provisions.  The Council has 

directly engaged in comprehensive consultation and the submission 

process has provided the community the formal opportunity to put forward 

variety of views, ahead of matters being considered by the Hearings 

Panel. 

  

 

Michael Renier Antonius Theelen  

18 November 2014 


