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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 ("CERA"). 

1.2 This is the third statement of evidence I have prepared on the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first statement of 

evidence was provided on the Strategic Directions Proposal1, and my second 

statement of evidence was provided on the Definitions Proposal2.  I continue 

to support the views I expressed in that evidence.  Rather than repeating that 

evidence I will adopt it for the purposes of this statement of evidence.   

1.3 My qualifications and experience are set out at paragraphs 1.1 to 1.8 of my 

first statement of evidence dated 25 November 2014.  

1.4 I have been engaged by the Crown (through CERA) to provide planning 

evidence in relation to the Crown's submission on Proposal 1 (Introduction) 

for the Replacement Plan ("Proposal 1").  I provided input to the Crown's 

submission on Proposal 1. 

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 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 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 I have been asked to provide evidence on Proposal 1.   

                                                
1
 Evidence of Stephen Timms on behalf of the Crown on the Strategic Directions Proposal, dated 25 November 

2014.  This statement is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-
directions-and-strategic-outcomes/ under the heading "Evidence".   
2
 Evidence of Stephen Timms on behalf of the Crown on the Definitions Proposal, dated 23 June 2015.  This 

statement is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-2-definitions-part/ under 
the heading "Submitter Evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-2-definitions-part/
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3.2 I have read and am familiar with: 

(a) the evidence of the witnesses for the Christchurch City Council 

("Council") for Proposal 1, particularly Alan Matheson's evidence dated 

9 June 2015; 

(b) the Hearings Panel's decision on Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 

(the "Strategic Directions decision"); 

(c) the Preliminary Usability Report3 on the Replacement Plan 

commissioned by the Hearings Panel (the "Usability Report");  

(d) Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS");  

(e) the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere 'Maraka Ōtautahi' 

("CCRP");  

(f) the Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

("LURP"); 

(g) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 ("the Order"), including the Statement of Expectations in 

Schedule 4 of the Order; 

(h) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy"); 

(i) the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (the "CER Act"); and 

(j) a decision from the Court of Appeal, Canterbury Regional Council v 

Independent Fisheries Ltd4. 

3.3 I have also been involved in a number of informal discussions, meetings and 

email exchanges with the Council and with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu ("Ngāi 

Tahu") regarding the content of Proposal 1.  Informal mediation for this topic 

was held on 17 June 2015 and I have read the informal mediation report. 

3.4 My evidence discusses: 

(a) the statutory framework;   

                                                
3
 Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan – Preliminary Usability Assessment dated 24 November 2014 

(prepared by Environmental Management Services Limited) which can be found at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/ under the heading 
"Evidence" ("Usability Report"). 
4
 Canterbury Regional Council v Independent Fisheries Ltd [2013] 2 NZLR 57 (CA). 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
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(b) the amendments that the Crown sought to Proposal 1 in its submission 

in order to ensure that it is more usable and clear; and  

(c) the agreed version of Proposal 1 and my reasons for supporting it.   

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown's submission on Proposal 1 sought a number of amendments to 

ensure that it is clear, usable and easy to understand in order to be 

consistent with the Statement of Expectations, particularly clauses (a) and (i). 

4.2 Annexure A to Mr Matheson's evidence addressed some of the amendments 

sought by the Crown that had not already been addressed in the Strategic 

Directions decision.  However, in my opinion, further amendments were 

required to give effect to the relief sought by the Crown, and be consistent 

with the Statement of Expectations.   

4.3 Subsequently, the Crown, the Council and Ngāi Tahu have reached an 

agreed position on Proposal 1 which addresses the Crown's concerns.  I 

support these changes and consider that they will result in a Proposal that is 

consistent with clauses (a) and (i) of the Statement of Expectations, 

implements Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision, and better 

achieves the purpose of the RMA.  

5. STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 

5.1 I consider that clauses (a) and (i) of the Statement of Expectations, which 

direct clarity, conciseness and usability in the Replacement Plan, are 

particularly relevant.  These directives are also reflected in Objective 3.3.2 of 

the Strategic Directions decision.  

5.2 My first statement of evidence outlines other relevant components of the 

statutory framework, including the Recovery Strategy, the LURP, and 

section 32 and Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA"). 

5.3 The agreed version of Proposal 1 better reflects and explains the statutory 

framework, and provides a clear and concise explanation for the reader. 

Links to other statutory documents are provided, which will assist those who 

require more detailed information.  
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6. CROWN'S SUBMISSION  

6.1 The Crown's submission on Proposal 1 focussed on ensuring that the 

Proposal provides a clear explanation of how the Replacement Plan works 

and why it is required, particularly for those relatively unfamiliar with the 

Christchurch District and RMA processes.  

6.2 I addressed the importance of clarity5 and using plain English6 in my 

evidence for the Strategic Directions Proposal.  The Usability Report also 

highlighted the need for the Replacement Plan to be clear, concise and easy 

to use in accordance with clause (i) of the Statement of Expectations7. 

6.3 The amendments the Crown sought were as follows:  

(a) clearly describe the role of the Replacement Plan, including an 

explanation as to where the Replacement Plan fits within the statutory 

and regulatory framework for Christchurch, and its place in the 

hierarchy of recovery and planning documents;  

(b) ensure relevant resource management documents and strategic plans 

referred to are specific to the district rather than a repeat of relevant 

sections of the statutory framework;  

(c) use diagrams and plain language to explain the relationship between 

relevant resource management documents and strategic plans; 

(d) remove any text that could be included in the section 32 report or the 

second phase of the review; 

(e) expand on how the district has changed and how it will develop in the 

future;  

(f) address the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998;  

(g) amend section 10 to identify what the proposals in the next stage of the 

Replacement Plan will address, recognising that this section may be 

unnecessary in the operative plan; and 

(h) delete section 9 Strategic Outcomes from the Replacement Plan and 

transfer to objectives in the Strategic Directions Proposal. 

                                                
5
 Evidence of Stephen Timms on behalf of the Crown dated 25 November 2014, at section 9. 

6
 Evidence of Stephen Timms on behalf of the Crown dated 25 November 2014, at section 10. 

7
 Usability Report at section 1, page 1. 
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6.4 I anticipate that Proposal 1 will evolve as the remainder of the Replacement 

Plan is heard and decided.  It is important that Proposal 1 achieves its 

purposes and is a robust and user friendly introduction to, and explanation of, 

the Replacement Plan that endures over the 10 year life of the Replacement 

Plan.   

6.5  As discussed above, I have read the evidence of Mr Matheson and agree 

that the Crown's submission points set out in paragraphs 6.3(e) and (f) were 

addressed in the Strategic Directions decision8.  The Strategic Directions 

decision also:  

(a) addressed the submission point at paragraph 6.3(h)9; and  

(b) deleted and replaced section 5 ("The relationship between the District 

Plan and other Resource Management Planning Documents") in the 

notified version of Proposal 110. 

6.6 Annexure A to Mr Matheson's evidence also went some way to addressing 

the other submission points listed above.  However, in my opinion, further 

amendments were required to Annexure A to ensure Proposal 1 is clear and 

usable.     

7. AGREED VERSION OF PROPOSAL 1   

7.1 The Crown has now reached an agreed position on Proposal 1 with the 

Council and Ngāi Tahu.  A copy of the agreed version of Proposal 1 is 

attached as Appendix SRT1 to my evidence ("Agreed Version").  The 

Agreed Version includes the tracked changes in Annexure A to the evidence 

of Mr Matheson on behalf of the Council11 and therefore represents a marked 

up version of the notified version of Proposal 1.   

7.2 In my opinion, the Agreed Version addresses the Crown's outstanding 

submission points and I support it for the following reasons:  

(a) The Agreed Version uses consistent terms and tense.  The notified 

version of Proposal 1 referred to the Replacement Plan in a variety of 

different ways (e.g. "Operative Christchurch District Plan", "currently 

operative district plan", and "Proposed Christchurch Replacement 

                                                
8
 Evidence of Mr Alan Matheson on behalf of the Council dated 9 June 2015, at paragraphs 4.8 and 4.10 

9
 Strategic Directions decision, Schedule 1, page 80.   

10
 Strategic Directions Decision, Schedule 1, pages 80 to 81.   

11
 Evidence of Mr Alan Matheson on behalf of the Council dated 9 June 2015, Annexure A.  These track changes 

reflect agreements reached with submitters on Proposal 1. 
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District Plan") and used past, present and future tense to describe the 

Replacement Plan.   

(b) The Agreed Version clearly describes the role of the Replacement 

Plan, including where it fits within the statutory and regulatory 

framework for Christchurch, and its place in the hierarchy of recovery 

and planning documents.  The explanations use plain English and are 

easy to understand.  I agree with Mr Matheson that a diagram to 

explain the relationships may not be helpful to the reader of Proposal 1 

in a few years’ time, due to the transitions that will be made in 201612. 

(c) The Agreed Version includes a clearer explanation of: 

(i) the LURP, CCRP and Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan; 

(ii) recovery, consistent with both: 

(1) the Strategic Directions decision13; and 

(2) a Court of Appeal decision14 which provides a useful 

explanation of the purposes of the CER Act. 

(d) The Agreed Version is specific to the district, rather than generic, 

because the sections in the notified version which simply repeated 

relevant sections of the RMA have been deleted.     

(e) Text that could be included in the section 32 report or the Proposals to 

be notified in future phases of the review has been deleted.  For 

example, summaries of all proposals, including those that have or will 

be notified in future stages, have been deleted.    

(f) The chapter summaries in section 10 ("Guide to the District Plan") have 

been deleted.  I support this change because the summaries:  

(i) will need to be updated regularly as new proposals are notified 

and as decisions are made on the Proposals; and  

(ii) do not assist with the usability of the Replacement Plan.  In my 

opinion, users are likely to identify the relevant chapter for their 

needs by reading the chapter headings, rather than Proposal 1.  

                                                
12

 Evidence of Mr Alan Matheson on behalf of the Council dated 9 June 2015, paragraph 4.4. 
13

 See Schedule 1, page 85, section 3.2.2. 
14

 Canterbury Regional Council v Independent Fisheries Ltd [2013] 2 NZLR 57, in particular paragraph 32 which states: 
the focus of the Act is on the recovery of all aspects of the “well-being” of the communities of greater Christchurch; 
and paragraph 38 which states: The Act is designed to confer adequate powers on the Executive to achieve the 
full social, economic, cultural and environmental recovery of greater Christchurch in the widest sense.   
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(g) The Agreed Version is much more concise than the notified version 

and, in my opinion, is easier to read and use. 

(h) I agree that section 10.3 ("How to use the District Plan") can appear at 

the end of Proposal 1, after all relevant explanations have been given 

about the Replacement Plan and the statutory framework.  However, 

this section could work equally well at the start of Proposal 1 after the 

first section ("What is a District Plan?").  In my opinion, both 

approaches work equally well.  

7.3 The amendments recorded in the Agreed Version result in a Proposal that is, 

in my opinion, consistent with clauses (a) and (i) of the Statement of 

Expectations, implements Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

decision, and better achieves the purpose of the RMA. 

 

Stephen Ronald Timms 

30 June 2015 
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