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Abstract	of	a	Dissertation	submitted	in	partial	fulfilment	of	the	

requirements	for	the	Degree	of	Bachelor	of	Environmental	Management	

(Honours).	

Abstract	

Sink	or	swim?	The	planner’s	predicament	in	a	changing	Christchurch	

by	

Anna	L.	Reddish	

	

The	world	is	constantly	changing.	Christchurch,	New	Zealand,	has	recently	experienced	drastic	

changes	after	earthquakes	struck	the	city.	The	earthquakes	caused	the	city	to	physically	shake,	and	

the	land	to	sink	in	some	places	and	rise	in	others.	Now	further	change	is	forcast	and	parts	of	

Christchurch	could	be	under	water	by	2115	according	to	experts.	

Climate	change	induced	sea	level	rise	is	recognised	as	a	international	issue	with	potential	impacts	for	

coastal	communities	all	over	the	world.	The	Chrischtchurch	City	Council	is	required	to	have	a	100-

year	planning	horizon	for	sea	level	rise	and	this	means	planning	for	at	least	one	meter,	and	possibly	

up	to	two	meters,	of	sea	level	rise	by	2115.	This	dissertation	investigates	the	planning	response	to	

slow	onset	disasters,	change,	and	uncertainty,	using	the	example	of	sea-level	rise	in	Christchurch,	

and	it	examines	the	role	of	public	participation	in	this.	To	achieve	this,	the	ways	in	which	planning	

theory	and	practice	acknowledge	uncertainty,	and	cope	with	change,	were	critically	analysed	along	

with	the	Christchurch	City	Council’s	response	to	the	Tonkin	and	Taylor	predictions	and	modelling.	

Semi-structured	interviews	with	professionals	in	natural	hazards	risk	reduction,	policy,	and	planning	

were	conducted,	and	the	previous	and	proposed	Christchurch	City	District	Plans	were	compared.		

Planning	for	sea	level	rise	in	Christchurch	provides	an	example	of	how	planners	may	cope	with	slow	

onset	change.	The	results	of	this	dissertation	suggests	that	the	favoured	risk	reduction	strategy	for	

coastal	communities	in	Christchurch	is	an	adaptation	strategy,	and	at	present	there	is	no	sign	of	

managed	retreat	being	employed.	The	results	also	suggests	using	a	planning	approach	that	involves	

public	participation	for	best	results	when	planning	for	change,	uncertainty	or	slow	onset	disasters.		

Keywords:	planning	theory,	planning	practice,	public	participation,	change,	uncertainty,	sea	level	

rise,	Christchurch,	slow	onset	disaster,	managed	retreat,	adaptation	strategy.	
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Chapter	1	

Introduction	

We	live	in	a	world	that	is	constantly	changing,	shifting,	adapting	and	evolving.	Christchurch,	New	

Zealand,	has	recently	experienced	drastic	changes	after	earthquakes	struck	the	city.	The	earthquakes	

caused	the	city	to	physically	shake;	destroying	homes	and	business	and	tragically	taking	lives.	

Liquefaction	bubbled	to	the	surface	and	the	land	also	tilted;	sinking	in	some	places	and	rising	in	

others.	Now	further	change	is	forcast	for	Christchurch	and	parts	of	the	city	could	be	under	water	by	

2115	according	to	sea	level	rise	predictions.	

“Sea	level	rise	is	an	inevitable	consequence	of	a	warming	world	and	will	continue	long	after	

global	average	temperatures	may	have	been	stabilised.	Nonetheless,	planning	for	sea	level	

rise	is	difficult	because	no	practical	upper	bound	for	sea	level	rise	over	the	twenty-first	

century	can	be	given	at	present…	Decisions	on	how	to	manage	climate-related	coastal	

hazards,	therefore,	have	to	remain	responsive	not	only	to	changing	societal	and	

environmental	pressures	but	also	to	new	information	about	future	risks”	(Reisinger,	

Lawrence,	Hart	&	Chapman,	2015,	p.	285-286).		

Sea	level	rise	can	be	identified	as	a	slow	onset	disaster.	As	opposed	to	rapid	onset	disasters	that	

happen	with	no	warning,	slow	onset	disasters	occur	slowly,	over	a	longer	period	of	time,	but	still	

must	be	considered	disasters	because	of	the	devastation	they	can	cause.	The	gradual	changes	over	a	

significant	period	of	time	can	potentially	have	damaging	effects	for	vulnerable	communities	in	the	

long	term.	Planning	for	slow	onset	disasters	now	can	reduce	the	risk	for	these	effected	communities	

and	make	them	more	resilient	to	changes	and	uncertainties.		

Planning	theory	and	practice	has	developed	over	its	history,	to	be	more	accepting	of	changes	that	

may	occur	in	the	environment,	and	acknowledge	that	certainty	cannot	be	guaranteed.	But	no	single	

theory	or	approach	to	planning	has	ever	been	established.	This	may	be	messy	and	confusing	for	

planners,	or	it	may	give	them	the	flexibility	to	apply	an	approach	that	best	suits	the	community	they	

are	planning	for	and	with.	To	add	to	the	vast	repertoire	of	the	planner,	the	disaster	risk	reduction	

field	has	exploded	in	recent	years.	Programmes,	many	of	which	are	non-statutory,	such	as	the	Hyogo	

Framework	for	Action,	have	begun	to	emerge;	aiming	to	increase	the	resilience	of	communities	and	

nations	to	disasters.	There	is	no	one	way	to	plan	for	change,	however	beginning	planning	now	can	

reduce	the	risk	for	vulnerable	communities.	
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1.1 The	issue	

Parts	of	coastal	Christchurch	could	be	inundated	by	sea	water	by	2115	if	sea	level	rise	eventuates	to	

the	predicted	levels.	Tonkin	and	Taylor	(2013)	have	predicted	a	one	meter	rise	in	sea	level	in	the	next	

100	years,	with	the	possibility	of	up	to	two	meters	of	sea	level	rise	in	some	areas.	The	Christchurch	

City	Council	is	required	to	plan	for	sea	level	rise	over	the	next	100	years	under	the	New	Zealand	

Coastal	Policy	Statement	(NZCPS)	2010.	They	are	using	Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	predictions	and	modelling	

to	plan	for	the	expected	impacts	of	sea	level	rise	on	communities.	This	includes	using	this	new	

information	to	update	the	coastal	hazards	planning	provisions	in	the	Proposed	Christchurch	

Replacement	District	Plan,	which,	in	2015	has	been	going	through	a	fast-tracked	district	plan	review	

process	under	the	Canterbury	Earthquake	Response	and	Recovery	Act	2010.	The	Christchurch	City	

Council	put	hazard	zones	on	the	planning	maps	and	hazard	information	on	Land	Information	

Memoranda.	However	there	was	huge	public	dissatisfaction	about	this	new	sea	level	rise	information	

and	about	the	Council’s	response.	As	a	result,	the	Natural	Hazards	chapter	was	removed	from	the	

Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	in	September	2015,	and	it	will	be	reviewed	outside	

of	the	fast-tracked	district	plan	review	process,	under	a	normal	Resource	Management	Act	1991	

process	in	20161.	

The	management	of	sea	level	rise	is	difficult,	not	only	because	of	the	uncertainties	surrounding	the	

scale	and	magnitude	of	the	issue,	but	also	because	the	coast	is	a	valued	environment	for	many.	

Planning	for	sea	leve	rise	is	therefore	a	contenious	and	emotive	issue.	Planning	for	change	is	clearly	

not	easy,	however	lessons	can	be	learned	from	the	Christchurch	example.	This	dissertation	aimed	to	

investigate	planning	response	to	slow	onset	disasters,	change	and	uncertainty	using	the	example	of	

sea-level	rise	in	Christchurch.	To	address	this	aim	planning	theory	and	practice	was	analysed	in	light	

of	how	it	copes,	or	fails	to	cope,	with	change	and	uncertainty.	This	dissertation	also	investigated	

Christchurch	City	Council’s	response	to	the	Tonkin	and	Taylor	sea	level	rise	predictions	in	relation	to	

how	they	intend	to	plan	for	this	change	and	effectively	reduce	the	vulnerability	of	communities	to	

coastal	hazards.		

The	scope	of	this	research	did	not	cover	the	science	behind	climate	change	induced	sea	level	rise	or	

the	mechanics	of	coastal	process	like	inundation	or	erosion.	Sea	level	rise	has	been	identified	as	a	

potential	global	issue,	an	uncertain	one	at	that,	but	one	that	is	happening,	and	will	continue	to	

happen.	Therefore	this	dissertation	focused	on	how	local	authorities	can	plan	for	that	uncertainty,	

																																																													
1	This	dissertation	has	been	completed	whilst	the	district	plan	review	process	has	been	live.	It	is	ironic	that	this	
dissertation,	on	planning	in	a	changing	environment,	has	been	subject	to	its	own	problem.	However,	it	does	
prove	the	relevance	of	this	research	and	emphasises	how	imperative	it	is	that	planning	recognises	and	
accommodates	change	and	uncertainty.	
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and	if	it	does	eventuate	to	the	levels	that	are	predicted,	how	to	sensibly	plan	to	pre-empt	and	avoid	

disaster.	

This	dissertation	firstly	discusses	the	arguments	in	the	current	literature	about	the	messy	and	

contentious	field	that	is	planning;	how	planning	theories	and	practices	acknowledge	change	and	

public	participation;	the	reasonably	new	field	of	disaster	risk	reduction;	and	the	benefits	and	

challenges	of	coastal	management	approaches.	Then	Christchurch’s	changing	environment	will	be	

described.	Following	that,	the	qualitative	research	strategy,	including	the	use	of	semi-structured	

interviews	and	comparative	document	analysis,	will	be	explained.	Next,	the	research	findings	will	

describe	Christchurch	City	Council’s	planning	response	to	change.	Finally,	these	results	will	be	

discussed	in	light	of	the	identified	literary	arguments	about	how	planning	approaches	acknowledge	

change,	uncertainty	and	the	role	of	public	participation	in	planning.	
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Chapter	2	

Literature	Review	

This	literature	review	contains	four	sections.	The	first	section	covers	the	history	of	planning	theory	

and	how	change,	uncertainty	and	public	participation	have	been	acknowledged	in	theory	and	

practice.	The	second	section	describes	disaster	management	and	planning	approaches,	namely	

disaster	risk	reduction	and	climate	change	adaptation.	The	third	section	of	the	literature	review	will	

discuss	managed	retreat	as	a	coastal	risk	reduction	strategy.	Finally,	two	case	studies	will	be	

described	to	give	practical	understanding	to	the	theoretical	debates.	

	

2.1 The	messy,	contentious	field	that	is	planning	

This	first	section	identifies	how	decades	worth	of	planning	literature	defined	planning	theory	and	

practice.	Through	this	planning	literature,	the	history	of	planning	and	what	it	is	meant	to	achieve	

becomes	clear.		To	avoid	repeating	some	of	planning’s	fundamental	theory	and	history	texts,	such	as	

Faludi’s	1973	reader,	this	account	of	planning	history	and	theory	aims	to	focus	on	what	planning	is	

meant	to	achieve	and	how	successfully	it	copes	with	change.	

2.1.1 Defining	Planning	theory	

If	anything	is	clear	within	planning	theory,	it	is	that	there	is	no	single	theory	in	planning.	To	define	

planning	is	difficult	(Keeble,	1959),	and	to	confine	it	to	a	single	definition	is	treacherous	(Brown	&	

Sherrard,	1951).	Campbell	&	Fainstein	(2003)	called	planning	“an	elusive	subject	of	study”	(p.	1)	that	

does	not	have	a	single	defining	paradigm	and	is	influenced	by	many	diverse	disciplines.	Thompson	

(2012),	questioned	if	it	is	“because	the	theory	and	practice	of	planning	emerged	from	several	

disciplinary	areas	and	have	evolved	from	different	soci-political,	economic	and	historical	contexts”	(p.	

12),	that	the	problem	of	defining	planning	exists.		

The	difficulty	in	defining	planning	theory	has	four	key	explanations	according	to	Campbell	and	

Fainstein	(2003).	Firstly,	fundamental	concerns	with	planning	are	embedded	within	the	decisive	role	

of	the	state	in	social	and	spatial	change.	Secondly,	there	is	not	an	exclusive	boundary	between	

planners	and	non-planners;	“planners	don’t	just	plan,	and	non-planners	also	plan”	(Campbell	&	

Fainstein,	2003,	p.	2).	Thirdly,	planning	has	two	different	sets	of	theorectical	questions	and	priorities	

because	there	are	those	who	define	the	field	by	object	(natural	and	built	environment)	and	those	

who	define	by	it	method	(decision-making	process).	Finally,	its	methodologies	are	diverse	and	taken	
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from	a	range	of	disciplines	making	the	theorectical	base	of	planning	hard	to	determine	from	its	

analytical	tools.		

As	a	result	of	the	abstract	characteristics	of	planning	theory,	there	are	disagreements	over	both	

scope	and	function	in	the	practice	of	planning,	meaning	some	planners	disregard	it	(Campbell	&	

Fainstein,	2003).	Allmendinger	(2009)	identified	this	theory-practice	gap,	likening	it	to	a	

battleground;	“a	battle	over	the	creation	of	knowledge	and	theory,	a	battle	over	the	distribution	and	

(mis)use	of	power,	and	a	battle	over	the	translation	of	theory	into	practice”	(p.	25).	While	some,	like	

Watson	(2008),	Glass	(1959)	and	Reade	(1987),	were	concerned	about	there	being	a	lack	of	cohesion	

between	planning	theory	and	contextualised	planning	practices	(in	Allmendinger,	2009,	p.	24),	

others,	like	Alexander	(1997),	questioned	whether	the	existence	of	the	theory-practice	gap	is	such	a	

burden.	Alexander	(1997)	argued	that	it	allowed	practitioners	to	‘pick	and	choose’	theories,	using	the	

diversity	and	abundance	of	theories	to	their	advantage.		

What	planners	‘do’	in	this	already	fogging	field	is	redefined	with	every	new	theory	that	emerges	

(Sandercock,	1998).	Despite	the	contentious	realm	of	planning	theory	and	the	absence	of	a	single	

planning	paradigm	in	planning	literature,	Thompson	(2012)	stated	that	the	theorectical	evoultion	of	

planning	is	still	important	to	understanding	the	contemporary	nature	of	planning.	It’s	diversity	and	

flexibility	may	allow	planning	practice	to	cope	better	with	the	changing	world.	

2.1.2 What	is	planning	meant	to	achieve?	

The	different	planning	paradigms	have	different	implementation	methods	and	different	goals.	

Planning	initially	came	out	of	the	Enlightenment	of	the	18th	Century	and	brought	with	it	a	deeper	

scientific	understanding	of	how	to	control	the	environment	to	the	human	advantage	(Taylor,	1998).	

The	aim	of	planning	was	to	control	the	physical	environment	to	improve	the	quality	of	human	life.	

“Planning	is	intervention	with	an	intention	to	alter	the	existing	course	of	events”	(Campbell	&	

Fainstein,	2003,	p.	6).	Originally	this	intervention	was	of	a	physical	nature;	focusing	on	the	form	and	

structure	of	settlements.		

Campbell	and	Fainstein	(1996),	and	Thompson	(2012),	argued	that	planning	emerged	from	the	

garden	city	movement,	the	city	beautiful	movement	and	public	health	reforms	at	the	beginning	of	

the	19th	Century.	Drawing	on	the	engineering	and	architecture	professions,	and	influenced	heavily	by	

the	rational	and	functional	emphasis	of	modernist	thought,	early	planning	was	concerned	with	the	

ability	to	create	and	control	the	physical	environment.	Planning	as	an	aesthetic	activity,	was	defined	

by	Keeble	(1959)	as,	“the	art	and	science	of	ordering	the	use	of	land	and	the	character	and	sitting	of	

buildings…	to	secure	the	maximum…	degree	of	economy,	convenience	and	beauty”	(p.	9).		
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The	modernist	desire	to	“rationally	order	and	control	land-use	and	development”	(Thompson,	2012,	

p,	15),	to	achieve	a	comprehensive	vision	was	typically	achieved	through	land-use	zoning	and	master	

planning.	Master	plans	took	into	account	function,	as	well	as	economic	aspects	of	the	urban	activities	

and	their	relationship	with	aesthetics	and	spatial	design	(Beauregard,	1989).	“Master	planners…	

often	wanted	to	see	themselves	as	a	kind	of	superman,	righting	wrongs	and	creating	the	ideal	city”	

(Rydin,	2011,	p.	8).	Modernist	planners	were	the	experts,	controlling	and	manipulating.	‘Planning	is	

part	of	the	modern	“struggle	to	make	ourselves	at	home	in	a	constantly	changing	world”’	(Berman	

1988,	p.	6	in	Beauregard,	1989,	p.	218).	The	early	justification	for	planning,	being	to	control	the	

relationship	between	the	physical	conditions	(slum	housing)	and	its	social	implications	(ill	health)	

(Allmendinger,	2009),	shows	there	is	more	to	planning	than	the	physical	environment	and	

“modernist	planners	believe	in	a	future	in	which	social	problems	are	tamed”	(Beauregard,	2009).		

Modernist	planning	as	a	process	is	characterised	by	aspirations	to	a	comprehensive	approach,	

taking	all	factors	into	account	in	devising	the	plan.	It	assumes	a	great	deal	of	prior	knowledge	

about	current	situatuons	and	future	trends,	as	well	as	command	over	the	means	of	

implementing	the	plan	(Rydin,	2011).	

The	rational	comprehensive	model	of	planning	is	the	fundamental	modernist	planning	approach.	

Advocates	of	the	rational	comprehensive	planning	paradigm	argued	that	all	courses	of	action	are	

identified	and	evaluated	against	all	relevant	ends	so	that	there	will	be	no	uncertainties	(Faludi,	1973).	

The	comprehensiveness	provided	by	modernist	rational	planning	approaches	is	often	the	justification	

for	planning.	However,	rational	comprehensive	planning	has	been	critiqued	for	its	naivety	and	its	

assumption	of	certainty.	Rational	planning	assumes	a	prior	knowledge	(Rydin,	2011)	and	that	this	

information	will	be	applied	to	meet	the	specific	aims	of	a	plan.	But	as	Rydin	(2011)	argues,	planners	

seldom	have	all	the	information	they	need	and	therefore	assumptions	have	to	be	made.	It	is	“niether	

possible	nor	desirable	to	perform	such	a	comprehensive	evaluation”	(Faludi,	1973,	p.	153).	

For	some,	the	hope	of	rational	planning	is	simply	to	replace	the	uncertainty	of	the	market	

with	the	logic	of	the	plan.	Yet	others	hold	the	reverse	belief:	that	the	logic	of	the	market	

should	replace	the	chaos	left	by	planning	(Campbell	&	Fainstein,	2003,	p.	6).		

However,	Gleeson	&	Low	(2000)	argued	that	planning	is	needed	even	in	a	market	society.These	

different	debates	raise	the	question	for	planning	of	whether	and	how	to	intervene,	for	whom,	and	

using	what	justification?		

When	the	complexities	of	the	urban	environment	and	the	need	for	planning	to	be	interconnected	

(Thompson,	2012)	was	realised,	planning	as	an	“abstract	model	of	perfect	rationality	in	social	
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decision	making”	(Banfield,	1955	in	Friedmann,	1973,	p.	345)	was	extended.	As	a	result,	planning	

approaches	that	incorporated	complexities	and	the	interconnectedness	of	the	environment	were	

established.	For	example,	McLoughlin’s	(1969)	systems	approach,	which	was	“charcterised	by	

interconnectivity	and	continuous	review,	and	conceptualised	planning	as	a	series	of	phases	in	a	

cycle”	(Thompson,	2012,	p.	19).	Systems	are	dynamic,	they	adapt,	shift	and	evolve	and	therefore	

they	are	a	good	planning	approach	for	managing	change	(Allmendinger,	2009).	Allmendinger	(2009)	

stated	that,	“plans	should	not	be	static	documents	but	rather	as	dynamic	and	changing	as	the	

systems	themselves”	(p.	55).	Although	acknowledging	that	change	could	not	be	predicted	with	

certainty,	McLoughlin’s	(1969)	approach	was	still	an	example	of	strong	rational	decision-making	in	

planning.	Taylor	(1998)	argued	that	the	systems	view	of	planning	and	the	rational	process	view	of	

planning	emerged	with	the	faith	in	science	and	that	they	shared	the	modern	assumption	of	

controlling	the	environment	for	human	progress	that	Giddens	(1994,	in	Taylor,	1998,	p.	73)	called	the	

‘cybernetic’	model	of	control.	Allmendinger	(2009)	agreed	that	systems	and	rational	approaches	

predict	and	control;	the	planner	is	the	‘helmsman	steering	the	city’	(McLoughlin,	1969,	p.	86	in	

Allmendinger,	2009).		

Incrementalism	and	strategic	planning	are	responses	to	the	critiques	of	rational	planning.	“Both…	

share	a	frustration	with	the	unwieldiness	and	inefficiencies	of	comprehensive	planning”	(Campbell	&	

Fainstein,	1996,	p.	261).	Incrementalism	challenges	the	essence	of	complex,	large	scale	planning	

through	its	more	modest	approach	of	comparing	only	limited	policy	changes	in	decision	making	

(Campbell	&	Fainstein,	1996).	Similarily,	strategic	planning,	which	has	corporate	and	military	roots,	

moves	away	from	focusing	on	broad	goals	of	comprehensive	planning	to	a	focus	on	specific	tasks	

achieved	in	a	streamlined,	effiecient	way	(Campbell	&	Fainstein,	1996).	Chambers	and	Taylor	(1999)	

argued	that	the	“basic	role	of	strategic	planning	is	to	act	as	a	‘lookout’”	(p.	27).	The	future	is	not	

fixed;	there	are	many	possible	alternative	futures	and	the	one	that	eventuates	will	be	constructed	by	

the	choices	and	actions	of	humans	(Chambers	&	Taylor,	1999).	Because	of	this,	Chambers	and	Taylor	

(1999),	argued	that	“planning	is	not	an	end	in	itself,	it	is	the	means	to	an	end”	(p.	86).		

Faludi	(1973)	offered	the	blueprint	model	of	planning	as	an	alternative	to	the	rational	planning	

approach,	and	the	process	model	of	planning	to	replace	the	incremental	approach.	The	blueprint	

model	of	planning	is	similar	to	the	rational	approach	in	that	it	avoids	uncertainties	and	achieves	its	

desired	outcomes	by	gathering	all	information	and	ideas	at	the	start	of	the	decision	making	process.	

In	blueprint	planning	“a	planning	agency	operates	a	programme	thought	to	attain	its	objectives	with	

certainty…	modification	during	implementation	is	not	anticipated”	(Faludi,	1973,	p.	131).	In	contrast,	

in	the	process	mode	of	planning,	“programmes	are	adapted	during	their	implementation	as	and	

when	incoming	information	requires	such	changes”	(Faludi,	1973,	p.132).	Faludi	(1973)	favoured	the	

process	model	because	“planning	is	not	about	the	production	of	glossy	plans	and	the	unswerving	
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execution	of	proposals	they	contain”	(p.	131),	but	rather	the	process	by	which	planning	is	done.	In	

this	model,	Faludi’s	(1973)	process	planning	was	in	agrement	with	Chambers	and	Taylor	(1999)	who	

said	it	is	the	process	of	planning	rather	the	techniques	of	planning	that	is	important.	

In	the	1980s	came	the	emergence	of	post-modernist	ideas.	Post-modernism	represented	a	skeptism	

towards	rational	planning	(Beauregard,	1989)	and	the	comprehensive	plan,	and	wanted	to	move	

away	from	these	in	favour	of	multiple	discourses	(Campbell	&	Fainstein,	1996).	Planning	transitioned	

from	the	modernist,	rationalist,	and	comprehensive	approach	to	one	which	emphasised	

collaboration	and	consensus	building	amongst	stakeholders	(Rydin,	2011;	Thompson,	2012).	

Communicative	Rationality	and	Collaborative	Planning	

Communicative	and	collaborative	planning	are	the	principle	post-modernist	planning	approaches.	

The	communicative	approach	to	planning	took	its	foundations	from,	and	built	upon,	Habermas’	ideas	

of	communicative	rationality.	Habermas	aimed	to	add	to	the	ideas	of	modernity	rather	than	

dismissing	them,	by	rethinking	the	concept	of	reason	from	an	individualised,	subject-object	reason	

into	intersubjective	communicative	reasoning	(Healey,	1992).	Central	to	Habermas’	communitcative	

rationality	is	the	“role	of	language	and	the	search	for	the	undistorted	communitcation	as	a	basis	for	

consensus	and	action”	(Tewdwr-Jones	&	Allendinger,	1998,	p.	1976).	Healey	(1992)	explained	that	in	

Habermas’	communicative	rationality,	“living	together	but	differently”	(p.	242),	causes	us	to	agree	on	

ways	to	act	on	common	concerns.	Critics	have,	according	to	Healey	(1992),	argued	that	Habermas’	

theory	in	fact,	holds	onto	modernity’s	reasoning	and	there	are	differences	in	class,	gender,	race	and	

culture	which	cannot	be	solved	through	debte,	only	through	power	struggles.	Habermas	justified	

adding	to	modernity’s	concept	of	reason,	rather	than	wholey	dissmissing	it,	because	in	order	to	

debate	and	argue,	each	individual	needs	their	own	reasoning	to	engage	and	therefore	collective	

reasoning	is	informed	by	different	‘lifeworlds’	(Healey,	1992).	Healey	(1992),	herself,	critiqued	

Habermas	by	identifying	that	there	are	differences	in	the	ways	we	communicate,	which	need	to	be	

acknowledged,	rather	than	just	acknowledging	different	social	and	economic	wants	and	needs,	and	

Habermas’	communicative	rationality	could	result	in	the	dominant	ways	of	being,	knowing	and	

valuing	reflecting	in	decision	making.	We	have	differing	systems	of	meaning,	which	may	change	and	

evolve	through	our	interactions	with	others.	Therefore,	where	Habermas’	communicative	rationality	

was	‘living	togther,	but	differently’,	Healey	(1992)	argued	this	new	way	in	planning	is	about	

intersubjective	communication;	“living	together	differently	through	struggling	to	make	sense	

together”	(p.	245).		

Tewdwr-Jones	and	Allmendinger	(1998)	stated	that	many	terms	such	as	Forester’s	‘communicative	

planning’	and	‘arguementative	planning’,	and	Healey’s	‘planning	through	debate’,	‘inclusionary	

discourse’	and	‘collaborative	planning’,	have	been	used	in	planning	literature	to	convert	Habermas’	
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ideas	of	communicative	rationality	into	something	workable	in	planning	practice.	Healey	(1992,	in	

Tewdwr-Jones	&	Allemndinger,	1998)	presented	10	conditions	of	the	communicative	rational	

planning	aproach	as:	

1. Planning	is	an	interactive	and	interpretive	process.	

2. Planning	is	undertaken	among	diverse	and	fluid	discourse	communities.	

3. The	methods	require	respectful	interpersonal	and	intercultural	discussion.	

4. Focuses	rest	on	the	“arenas	of	struggle”	(Healey,	1993,	p.	84)	where	public	discussion	occurs	

and	where	problems,	strategies,	tactics	and	values	are	indentified,	discussed,	evaluated,	and	

where	conflicts	are	mediated.	

5. There	are	multifarious	claims	for	different	forms	and	types	of	policy	development.	

6. A	reflective	capacity	is	developed	that	enables	participants	to	evaluate	and	re-evaluate.	

7. Strategic	discources	are	opened	up	to	include	all	interested	parties	which,	in	turn,	generates	

new	planning	discources.	

8. Participants	in	the	discourse	gain	knowledge	of	other	participants	in	addition	to	learning	new	

relations,	values,	and	understandings.	

9. Participants	are	able	to	collaborate	to	change	existing	conditions.	

10. Participants	are	encouraged	to	find	new	ways	of	practically	achieving	their	planning	desires,	

not	simply	to	agree	and	list	their	objectives.		

(Healey,	1992,	in	Tewdwr-Jones	&	Allemendinger,	1998,	p.	1976)	

Tewdwr-Jones	and	Allmendinger	(1998)	believed	that	converting	communicative	rationality	into	a	

workable	planning	practice,	commonly	collaborative	planning	or	communicative	planning,	has	failed	

or	three	accounts:	theory;	practice;	and	value.	Firstly,	Tewdwr-Jones	and	Allmendinger	(1998)	

questioned	the	theorectical	foundations	of	collaborative	planning	saying	it	“is	not	so	much	a	theory,	

rather	it	could	be	described	as	a	‘life	view’	based	a	participatory	perspective	of	democracy	and	a	

dislike…	of	free-market	economies”	(p.	1978).	Habermas’	theory	assumed	consensus	can	be	reached,	

however	it	is	questioned	how	these	different	‘life	worlds’	that	are	involved,	as	well	as	diiferent	

discourses	of	power,	will	want	to	reach	consensus.		

Secondly,	plagued	by	practical	problems,	communicative	rationality	has	struggled	to	translate	into	

real	projects	and	has	been	more	focused	on	process	rather	than	outcome	(Tewdwr-Jones	&	

Allmendinger,	1998).	Building	on	the	point	above,	it	is	wrong	to	assume	different	stakeholders	will	be	

striving	for	enhanced	democracy	or	share	a	desire	to	make	sense	together	and	come	up	with	a	

solution.	As	Tewdwr-Jones	and	Allmendinger	(1998)	argued,	different	adgends	and	different	

objectives	form	the	argumentation	process	of	planning,	so	one	cannot	assume	those	attending	will	

be	striving	for	consensus.	Other	challenges	of	putting	communicative	rationality	into	practical	
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planning,	according	to	Tewdwr-Jones	and	Allmendinger	(1998),	include,	(a)	the	assumption	that	the	

whole	community	can	be	included	in	collaborative	planning,	or	that	all	stakeholders	can	be	

indentified,	is	unworkable;	(b)	planners	are	not	meant	to	be	experts,	but	in	this	case	there	would	be	

no	one	to	facilite	discussion;	(c)	it	cannot	be	assumed	that	through	building	trust,	stakeholders	

eliminate	power	bases	and	finally;	(d)	it	is	naïve	to	omit	the	possibility	that	individuals	may	obscure	

facts	to	benfit	their	argument.		

In	their	third	account	of	failure,	Tewdwr-Jones	and	Allmendinger	(1998)	were	dissatisfied	that	

communicative	rationality	is	fulfilling	its	promises	and	it	is	hard	for	some	planners	to	be	neutral	in	

their	values	in	the	process.	

Tewdwr-Jones	&	Allmendinger	(1998)	argued	therefore	that	communicative	rationality	as	a	planning	

approach	is	too	idealistic	in	terms	of	how	values	are	formed	and	how	stakeholders	engage	in	

argumentation	and	it	doesn’t	recogise	power	relations.		

Healey’s	(1992)	response	to	these	concerns	was	that	any	planning	approach	has	antidemocratic	

potential	and	in	her	experinces	it	can	be	sucessful.		

Environmental	planning	can	be	understood,	in	light	of	the	communicative	approach,	“as	a	process	for	

collaboratively,	and	interactively,	addressing	and	working	out	how	to	act,	in	respect	of	shared	

concerns	about	how	far	and	how	to	“manage”	environmental	change”	(Healey,	1992,	p.	245).	Due	to	

the	complex	nature	of	planning	for	change	and	acknowledging	uncertainty,	all	stakeholders	must	be	

invited	to	engage	in	talk	and	debate,	to	figure	out,	together,	how	to	manage	that	change.		

2.1.3 Participation	in	Planning		

The	role	that	public	participation	plays	in	planning	is	determined	principally	by	the	planning	approach	

being	initiated.	As	planning	paradigms	have	evolved,	democratic	governance	has	become	more	

important	and	public	participation	has	therefore	played	a	bigger	role	in	some	of	these	later	

paradigms.	Lane	(2005)	argued	that	“the	way	in	which	planners	and	policy-makers	define	their	field	

and	approach	their	work	is	to	a	large	extent	indicated	by	the	role	they	provide	to	non-planners”	(p.	

284).		

Lane’s	(2005)	work	placed	planning	models	on	Arnstein’s	famous	continuum	of	public	participation	

or	‘ladder’.		
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Figure	1:	Ladder	of	public	participation	(Arnstein,	1969)	

	

Arnstein’s	(1969)	ladder	(Fig.	1)	showed	the	succession	of	the	level	of	participation,	and	the	amount	

of	power	and	control,	that	participants	can	have	in	problem	solving	and	shaping	outcomes.		

The	bottom	rungs	of	the	ladder,	therapy	and	manipulation,	are	where	Arnstein	(1969)	placed	non-

participation.	Lane	(2005)	associated	the	blueprint	model	of	planning,	“the	cornerstone	of	the	

rational	comprehensive	approach”	(p.	288),	to	this	level	of	participation.	This	model	of	planning	

produced	blueprints	or	master	plans,	and	focused	on	the	end	products	rather	than	a	continuous	

planning	process.	This	desired	end	state	was	achieved	by	planners,	the	experts,	through	the	

assumption	of	certainty.	There	was	no	scope	for	public	input	or	participation	in	this	planning	regime	

(Lane,	2005).		

The	next	group	on	Arnstein’s	(1969)	ladder	are	‘degrees	of	tokenism’,	including	informing,	

consultation,	and	placation.	Lane	(2005)	discerned	that	incrementalism	and	systems	planning	are	

aligned	with	this	level	of	citizen	participation.	The	systems	planning	process	included	professional	

planner-led	consultation	with	the	public,	representing	the	first	of	its	kind	in	planning	and	a	significant	

development	on	blueprint	planning.	However,	Lane	(2005)	did	acknowledge	that	the	systems	

approach	still	held	onto	many	aspects	of	the	rational-comprehensive	approach.	A	comprehensive	

understanding	of	urban	and	environmental	systems	was	required	in	order	to	develop	goals	and	

strategies.	Lane	(2005)	argued	that	“public	participation	was	constrained	to	providing	a	commentary	
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on	the	goals	of	planning”	(p.	290).	Healey	(1992),	agreed	that	“citizens	contribute	to	the	process,	but	

only	by	‘feeding	in’	their	rationalized	goals,	rather	than	debating	the	understandings	through	which	

they	come	to	have	their	goals”	(p.250).	

Incrementalism	marked	an	important	shift	towards	acknowledging	the	pluralist	interests	in	planning,	

and	those	stakeholders	outside	the	formal	planning	and	policy-making	arena.	While	participation	was	

still	limited	to	consultation,	Lindblom’s	(1959)	ideas	about	the	“science	of	muddling	through”	began	

to	understand	that	there	is	not	just	one	unified	interest	that	contributes	to	decision-making	in	

planning.	

According	to	Arnstein	(1969),	partnership,	delegated	power	and	citizen	control	are	the	highest	forms	

of	citizen	participation,	which	can	be	grouped	as	‘degrees	of	citizen	power’.	Lane	(2005)	aligned	

these	top	rungs	of	Arnstein’s	ladder	with	the	many	planning	models	that	emerged	as	criticisms	of	the	

rational	comprehensive	model,	including	the	communicative	approach	to	planning.	The	

intersubjective	communicative	nature	of	this	planning	approach,	“infers	a	substantial	role	for	public	

participation”	(p.	295).	Communicative	planning	engages	a	diverse	range	of	stakeholders	in	dialogue,	

argumentation	and	discourse,	therefore	moving	beyond	consultation	and	placation,	to	participation	

involving	negotiation,	bargaining	and	debating.	Public	participation	is	fundamental	to	the	

communicative	planning	approach	(Lane,	2005).	

The	model	of	planning	being	used	is	the	fundamental	determinant	of	the	role	of	public.	The	

definition	of	the	planning	problem,	the	kinds	of	knowledge	used	in	planning	practice,	and	the	

conceptualisation	of	the	planning	and	decision-making	context	determine	the	extent	of	

participation	offered	to	the	public	(Lane,	2005,	p.	297).	

Not	only	do	different	planning	theories	acknowledge	change	differently,	but	they	also	recognise	

public	participation	differently.	

2.1.4 Planning	for	Change	

Ward	(2004)	stated	that	“town	planning,	by	its	nature,	is	essentially	concerned	with	shaping	the	

future”	(p.	1).	Therefore	planners	must	find	ways	of	managing	and	accommodating	change	

(Allmendinger,	2009).	The	different	approaches	to	planning	have	had	different	ways	of	viewing	and	

managing	change.	In	early	modernist	planning,	the	aim	was	to	fix	aspects	of	the	city	to	improve	its	

physical	form	and	function.	Despite	theory	suggesting	otherwise,	the	actual	practice	of	planning	has	

been	accused	of	being	too	reactive;	a	process	of	catching	up	with	the	development	that	has	already	

occurred	rather	than	leading	future	change	(Rydin,	2011).	Advocates	of	the	systems	planning	

approach,	like	Allmendinger	(2009),	argued	that	“plans	should	not	be	seen	as	static	documents	but	

rather	as	dynamic	and	changing	as	the	systems	themselves”	(p.	55).	Similarly,	strategic	planning	
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recognised	change	through	its	roots	in	rapidly	changing	and	growing	corporations,	which	needed	to	

plan	and	manage	their	own	future	in	times	of	uncertainty	(Kaufman	&	Jacobs,	1987).	Communicative	

planning	and	collaborative	planning	go	a	step	further	than	these	approaches.	Rather	than	simply	

recognising	that	planning	must	allow	room	for	change,	collaborative	planning	and	communicative	

planning	engage	stakeholders	in	talk	and	debate	to	collectively	work	out	how	to	plan	for	change.	

Healey	(1992),	describes	planning,	in	light	of	the	communicative	approach,	“as	a	process	for	

collaboratively,	and	interactively,	addressing	and	working	out	how	to	act,	in	respect	of	shared	

concerns	about	how	far	and	how	to	‘manage’	environmental	change”	(p.	245).	

The	planning	approaches	discussed	in	this	literature	review,	acknowledge	and	deal	with	change	and	

uncertainty	differently.	Each	approach’s	perception	of	change	and	uncertainty,	and	its	level	of	public	

participation,	has	been	summarised	in	table	1.		

Table	1:	Summary	of	how	planning	approaches	incorporate	change	and	public	participation		

Planning	Approach	 Perception	of	change	and	
uncertainty	

Level	of	public	participation	

Modernist	planning/	Rational	
Comprehensive	Model/	
Blueprint	planning/	master	
planning	

• Desire	to	rationally	order,	and	
create	and	control	the	
changing	physical	
environment	
anthropocentrically 

• All	courses	of	action	are	
identified	and	evaluated	
against	all	relevant	ends	to	
avoid	uncertainties 
• Modification	of	a	plan	during	
implementation	is	not	
anticipated	

• No	scope	for	public	input	

• Planners	were	the	experts	
who	had	all	the	prior	
knowledge	to	make	decisions	
and	to	create	the	ideal	city	

• Aligned	with	the	bottom	
rungs	of	Arnstein’s	ladder	–	
therapy	and	manipulation	
(Lane,	2005) 

Strategic	planning		 • Planning’s	role	is	to	act	as	a	
‘lookout’.	Future	is	not	fixed;	
there	are	many	possible	
futures	that	could	be	
constructed.		

• Recognises	uncertainty	

• Planner-led	consultation	at	
stages	decided	at	the	
beginning	of	the	process	if	
desired	

Systems	Planning	 • Recognition	that	the	world	is	
complex	and	it	has	lots	of	
interconnected	parts.		

• Acknowledges	that	change	
cannot	be	predicted	with	
certainty.		

• Plans	should	not	be	static	
documents	but	should	be	
dynamic	and	flexible	like	the	
environment	they	are	
planning		
 
 

• Degree	of	tokenism	(Lane,	
2005)		

• Planner-led	consultation	

• However,	consultation	
constrained	to	commentary	
on	the	goals	of	the	planning	
project	

• Public	can	only	fed	in	their	
rationalised	goals	
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Incrementalism	 • Acknowledges	uncertainty	
and	that	change	may	occur.	

• Small	changes	may	be	made	
to	implementation	of	a	plan	

• Degree	of	tokenism	(Lane,	
2005)	

• Begin	to	acknowledge	more	
than	one	idea	and	a	wide	
range	of	interests	in	planning	
decision-making.	

• Public	can	only	fed	in	their	
rationalised	goals	

Process	Model	of	planning	 • Focus	is	on	the	process	by	
which	planning	is	done,	rather	
than	the	outcome,	therefore	
plans	can	change	if	new	
information	is	received		

• Not	defined	but	can	be	as	
inclusive	of	public	opinion	as	
the	process	allows.	It	is	
assumed	it	will	include	public	
input	because	the	focus	is	on	
the	planning	process	rather	
than	the	outcome.	 

Collaborative	planning/	
Communicative	planning 

• Planning	is	an	interactive	and	
interpretive	process	where	
you	work	out	how	to	respond	
to	change	together	

• Acknowledges	change	and	
uncertainty	through	
acknowledging	different	
opinions 

• Not	a	homogenous	public 
• Engages	a	wide	range	of	
stakeholder	in	dialogue,	
argumentation	and	discourse 

• Goes	beyond	consultation	
and	placation	to	participation	
that	involves	negotiation	and	
debate	to	find	the	best	
solution. 
• Degree	of	citizen	control	
(Lane,	2005) 

	

Each	planning	approach	recognises	new	information	differently.	Initially,	the	rational	planning	

approach	was	top-down	and	driven	by	experts.	Now,	all	approaches	often	incorporate	monitoring,	

evaluation	and	review	and	explicitly	include	public	consultation	at	certain	stages,	however,	like	

Healey	(1992),	Lane	(2005)	argued	for	the	systems	and	incremental	approaches,	this	type	of	

consultation	only	allows	the	public	to	feed	in	their	rationalised	goals	that	relate	to	the	end	goals	of	

the	project,	rather	than	debating	how	these	goals	came	to	be.	Apart	from	early	modernist	planning,	

all	approaches	have	an	element	of	focus	on	the	process	of	planning,	rather	than	a	set	outcome.	Rydin	

(2011)	argued	that,	“planning	is	not	just	an	intervention	in	processes	of	urban	change;	it’s	part	of	

urban	change”	(p.	11).		Therefore,	Healey	(1992)	advocated	for	high	levels	of	citizen	participation	and	

argued	that	everyone	must	work	out	how	best	to	manage	change	together.		

	

2.2 Disaster	management	and	planning	

Resilience	planning	and	disaster	risk	reduction	are	reasonably	new	fields	that	fit	under	the	

overarching	planning	profession.	Two	of	these	main	approaches	for	managing	and	planning	for	
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climate-change-induced	slow	onset	disasters	are	Disaster	Risk	Reduction	and	Climate	Change	

Adaptation.	These	approaches	will	now	be	discussed.		

2.2.1 Disaster	Risk	Reduction	

Disaster	Risk	Reduction	(DRR)	is	defined	by	United	Nations	International	Strategy	for	Disaster	Risk	

Reduction	(UNISDR)	as	“the	systematic	development	and	application	of	policies,	strategies	and	

practices	to	minimise	vulnerabilities,	hazards	and	the	unfolding	of	disaster	impacts	throughout	a	

society,	in	the	broad	context	of	sustainable	development”	(p.3).	Thus	it	aims	to	reduce	risk	through	

reducing	exposure	to	threats,	making	people	and	property	less	vulnerable,	managing	the	land	and	

environment	more	wisely	and	becoming	more	prepared	for	events	(Begum,	Sarkar,	Jaafar	&	Pereira,	

2014).		

DRR	is	a	part	of	disaster	management.	Typically,	disaster	management	has	four	focus	areas	or	four	

phases.	Begum	et	al.	(2014)	called	these	‘mitigation’	(preplanning),	‘preparation’,	‘response’	and	

‘recovery’.	In	New	Zealand,	these	are	commonly	referred	to	by	Civil	Defence	and	Emergency	

Management	as	reduction,	readiness,	response	and	recovery.	While,	DRR	primarily	focuses	on	the	

first	of	these	four	stages,	‘reduction’,	it	doesn’t	disregard	the	other	three.	DRR	is	a	broad	approach	to	

hazard	management	by	incorporating	the	“wider	social,	political,	environmental	and	economic	

environments	in	which	a	hazard	is	situated”	(Mercer,	2010).	Mercer	(2010)	added	that	considering	

risk	reduction	and	the	wider	influencing	factors	of	hazards	and	disasters	is	a	huge	development	from	

the	previous	view,	which	saw	disasters	as	‘natural	events’	that	could	not	be	avoided.		

From	knowledge	to	action	

Despite	the	wealth	of	knowledge	in	DRR,	Gaillard	and	Mercer	(2012)	argued	there	is	a	gap	between	

knowledge	and	action	in	DRR	and	there	is	a	need	for	a	more	integrative	process	if	DRR	is	to	be	

successfully	implemented.	Thus	they	liken	the	relationship	between	knowledge	and	action	to	a	

battlefield.	Gaillard	and	Mercer	(2012)	assumed	“that	the	escalating	occurrence	of	disasters…	reflect	

an	inability	to	bridge	the	gap	between	local	and	scientific	knowledge,	and	bottom-up	and	top-down	

actions	in	DRR”	(p.94).	National	DRR	mostly	follows,	a	top-down	and	command	and	control	model	

that	relies	on	expert	knowledge	and	government	intervention	while	disregarding	local	knowledge	

and	action	(Gaillard	&	Mercer,	2012).	However,	practitioners	and	non-government	organisations	are	

beginning	to	understand	the	importance	and	usefulness	of	local	knowledge	are	advocating	for	

community-based	DRR	that	involves	those	directly	affected	by	the	hazard	(Gaillard	&	Mercer,	2012).	

Gaillard	and	Mercer	(2012)	presented	a	DRR	“roadmap	for	integrating	knowledge,	action	and	

stakeholders”	(p.95),	which	is	shown	in	figure	2.	
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Figure	2:	Roadmap	to	disaster	risk	reduction	(Gaillard	&	Mercer,	2012)	

Gaillard	and	Mercer’s	(2012)	roadmap	started	with	a	risk	assessment	which	is	inclusive	and	

recognises	that	different	types	of	knowledge	are	valuable.	Next,	multiple	stakeholders	are	engaged.	

DRR	is	multi-scalar	and	multi-dimensional	therefore	the	full	range	of	affected	stakeholders	must	be	

engaged	and	work	collaboratively;	one	knowledge	is	not	to	be	perceived	as	better	than	another	

(Gaillard	&	Mercer,	2012).	Finally,	top-down	and	bottom-up	strategies	need	to	be	combined	for	

effective	DRR	actions.	Mercer	(2010)	argued	that	grassroots	initiatives,	top-down	strategies,	from	

international	or	national	level,	and	local	government	interventions	should	all	be	linked	to	ensure	

sustainability	is	achieved.	It	also	means	that	all	levels	of	knowledge	can	be	incorporated.		

Gaillard	and	Mercer	(2012)	argued	the	biggest	difficulty	in	turning	DRR	knowledge	into	action	is	

establishing	trust	between	stakeholders	and	therefore	creating	space	for	that	dialogue	to	happen	is	a	

crucial	component	in	DRR.	

Hyogo	Framework	for	Action	

The	Hyogo	Framework	for	Action	is	a	strategy	that	recognises	an	uncertain	world	and	uses	

knowledge	and	education	to	increase	resilience	to	change.	The	Hyogo	Framework	for	Action	(HFA)	

2005-2015,	titled	‘Building	the	Resilience	of	Nations	and	Communities’	was	created	by	the	United	

Nations	International	Strategy	for	Disaster	Reduction.	It	was	debated	and	adopted	at	the	World	

Conference	on	Disaster	Risk	Reduction,	held	in	Kobe,	Hyogo,	Japan,	in	2005,	by	over	162	countries.	

The	HFA	is	a	ten-year	strategy	to	build	the	resilience	of	countries	and	communities,	and	reduce	the	
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risks	to	society,	the	economy	and	the	environment	from	disasters	(Zhou,	Perera,	Jayawickrama	&	

Adeniyi,	2014).	Zhou	et	al.	(2014)	call	the	HFA	an	“international	blueprint	for	disaster	risk	reduction”	

(p.	578).	Conversely,	Begum	et	al.	(2014)	describe	it	as	a	“road	map	for	DRR”	(p.	364),	focusing	on	the	

process.	

The	five	priorities	for	the	HFA	are	identified	by	UNISDR	(2005,	p.	1)	as:	

• Ensure	that	disaster	risk	reduction	(DRR)	is	a	national	and	a	local	priority	with	a	strong	

institutional	basis	for	implementation.	

• Identify,	assess	and	monitor	disaster	risks	and	enhance	early	warning		

• Use	knowledge,	innovation	and	education	to	build	a	culture	of	safety	and	resilience	at	

all	levels		

• Reduce	the	underlying	risk	factors		

• Strengthen	disaster	preparedness	for	effective	response	at	all	levels		

Twigg	(2005,	in	Khou	et	al.,	2014)	simplifies	these	priorities	into	the	five	themes	that	can	be	

identified	as	fragments	of	resilience;		governance,	knowledge	and	education,	risk	management	and	

vulnerability	reduction,	risk	assessment,	and	disaster	preparedness	and	response.	The	HFA	increased	

the	worldwide	awareness	of	the	concept	of	resilience	as	it	is	the	fundamental	principle	of	the	

strategy	(Djalante,	Thomalla,	Sinapoy	&	Carnegie,	2011).	Resilience	is	defined	as:		

The	ability	of	a	system,	community	or	society	exposed	to	hazards	to	resist,	absorb,	

accommodate	to,	and	recover	from,	the	effects	of	a	hazard	in	a	timely	and	efficient	manner,	

including	through	the	preservation	and	restoration	of	its	essential	basic	structures	and	

functions	(UNISDR,	2009,	p.	24).	

Four	things	were	suggested	by	Berkes,	Colding	and	Folke	(2003)	as	imperative	to	increasing	

resilience:	learning	to	live	with	uncertainty	and	change;	nurturing	various	types	of	ecological,	social	

and	political	diversity	for	increasing	options	and	reducing	risks;	increasing	the	range	of	knowledge	for	

learning	and	problem-solving;	and	creating	opportunities	for	self-organisation,	including	the	

strengthening	of	local	institutions	and	building	cross-scale	linkages	and	problem-solving	networks.	

Resilience	is	commonly	grouped	with	words	such	as	vulnerability,	adaptation	and	adaptive	capacity	

therefore	deeming	it	a	key	concept	in	DRR	(Djalante	et	al.,	2012).	DRR	is	about	reducing	the	

underlying	stresses	and	causes	of	disasters,	therefore	reducing	vulnerability	and	increasing	the	

community’s	resilience	and	ability	to	‘bounce	back’.	These	concepts	recognise	uncertainty	and	
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change.	It	is	about	being	prepared	for	change	and	recognising	that	change	is	uncertain,	and	thus	

having	measures	in	place	to	deal	with	that.		

However,	the	HFA	has	been	criticised	by	Gaillard	and	Mercer	(2012)	for	being	a	non-binding	

agreement	that	is	too	vague	and	has	no	set	targets,	and	therefore	will	not	reap	any	concrete	

outcomes.	

Enia	(2013)	argued	that	implementation	of	the	HFA	has	been	‘spotty’		despite	the	increasing	number	

of	disasters,	worldwide,	since	2005,	and	quotes	the	HFA’s	2011	Mid-Term	review,	which	concludes	

that	the	progress	throughout	the	world	in	implementing	it	has	been	irregular.	Enia	(2013)	used	the	

public	goods	framework	to	explain	why	cooperation	and	coordination	of	the	HFA	may	be	difficult,	

and	implementation	patchy.	Improving	resilience	and	decreasing	vulnerability	to	reduce	the	risk	to	

communities	is	ultimately	concerned	with	improving	public	goods.	Because	of	the	non-rival	and	non-

excludable	nature	of	public	goods	no	person	has	incentive	to	improve	public	goods.	For	example,	

fully	complying	with	the	building	code	in	a	hazard	zone	produces	a	public	good	and	the	neighbouring	

properties	will	benefit	from	having	a	safe,	suitable	building	next	to	them	regardless	of	whether	they	

have	contributed	to	the	public	good	themselves	(Enia,	2013).		

Zhou	et	al.	(2014),	identified	education	as	an	important	priority	of	the	HFA,	but	also	one	that	

provides	challenges	for	the	strategy	beyond	2015.	Priority	three	promotes	the	use	of	knowledge,	

innovation	and	education	to	improve	resilience.	Zhou	et	al.	(2014)	argued	that	education	is	a	key	

factor	of	reducing	the	risk	and	impacts	of	disasters,	however	a	lack	of	education	is	also	a	major	

challenge	of	DRR.	Similarly,	Gaillard	and	Mercer	(2012)	argued	that	education	is	needed	in	order	to	

convert	DRR	planning	and	policy	into	action.	Because	DRR	incorporates	this	level	of	public	education	

of	change	and	uncertainty,	it	overcomes	critiques	of	being	an	ineffective,	non-binding	strategy,	and	

proves	it	can	still	achieve	its	goals	in	implementation.	

Formal	and	informal	education,	at	international,	national,	regional	and	local	levels,	is	needed	post-

HFA,	in	2015	and	beyond,	if	DRR	is	the	be	successful	(Zhou	et	al.,	2014).		

Post-2015	Framework	for	Disaster	Risk	Reduction	

The	Sendai	Framework	for	Disaster	Risk	Reduction	2015-2030	replaced	the	HFA	in	March	2015	at	the	

Third	United	Nations	World	Conference.	At	this	conference	the	progress	of	the	HFA	and	the	next	

steps	for	disaster	risk	management	were	discussed.	The	HFA	established	awareness	of,	generated	

commitment	to,	and	developed	actions	for,	disaster	risk	reduction	and	building	resilience	(United	

Nations,	2015).	However	disasters	have	continued	to	occur,	many	of	which	are	exacerbated	by	

climate	change,	and	slow-set	disasters	being	particularly	devastating	to	communities.	Therefore,	“it	

is	urgent	and	critical	to	anticipate,	plan	for,	and	reduce,	disaster	risk	in	order	to	more	effectively	
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protect	persons,	communities	and	countries,	their	livelihoods,	health,	cultural	heritage,	

socioeconomic	assets	and	ecosystems,	and	thus	strengthen	their	resilience”	(United	Nations,	2015,	

p.10).	This	became	the	aim	of	the	Sendai	Framework	for	Disaster	Risk	Reduction.	To	achieve	this	

outcome,	the	following	four	priority	areas	were	set:	

Priority	1:	Understanding	disaster	risk.		

Priority	2:	Strengthening	disaster	risk	governance	to	manage	disaster	risk.		

Priority	3:	Investing	in	disaster	risk	reduction	for	resilience.		

Priority	4:	Enhancing	disaster	preparedness	for	effective	response	and	to	“Build	Back	Better”	

in	recovery,	rehabilitation	and	reconstruction.	(United	Nations,	2015)	

It	is	too	early	to	be	able	to	assess	the	Sendai	Framework,	as	it	has	only	just	been	established.	

However,	the	priority	areas	it	identifies,	build	on	the	HFA	and	therefore	disaster	risk	reduction	

should	continue	in	a	positive	direction	with	implementation	of	the	Sendai	Framework.	

	

2.2.2 Climate	Change	Adaptation	

Disaster	risk	reduction	strategies	are	usually	focused	on	sudden	shocks,	for	example	earthquakes,	

volcanic	eruptions	or	flash	flooding.	Climate-change-induced	hazards,	tend	to	be	over	a	longer	term	

and	slow	onset	disasters,	however	sudden	shocks	can	be	exacerbated	by	climate	change.	Climate	

change	adaptation	therefore	covers	a	broader	suite	of	sudden	shocks	and	long	emergencies.	

Climate	change	adaptation	(CCA)	has	the	same	agenda	as	disaster	risk	reduction	(DRR);	to	ultimately	

reduce	vulnerability	to	risks	and	increase	resilience.	However	the	fields	have	developed	separately.	

CCA	is	“the	adjustment	of	natural	or	human	systems	in	response	to	actual	or	expected	climatic	

stimuli	or	their	effects,	which	moderates	harm	or	exploits	beneficial	opportunities”	(Begum	et	al.,	

2014).	Adapting	to	climate	change	is	important	for	risk	reduction	of	climate-change-induced	hazards,	

or	impacts	that	are	exacerbated	by	climate	change,	and	it	may	help	to	increase	future	resilience	

(Begum	et	al.,	2014).	Adaptation	requires	many	different	actions	across	different	scales	and	involves	

multiple	stakeholders.	CCA	aims	to	decrease	vulnerability	by	changing	the	exposure	or	reducing	the	

sensitivity	of	a	system	to	risks,	or	by	increasing	a	system’s	capacity	to	adapt	to,	or	accommodate,	risk	

(Begun	et	al.,	2014).		
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2.2.3 Similarities	and	differences	between	DRR	and	CCA	

There	are	some	key	similarities	between	CCA	and	DRR,	despite	being	developed,	and	operating,	

separately.	The	fundamental	commonality	is	that	both	CCA	and	DRR	aim	to	reduce	the	vulnerability,	

and	increase	the	resilience,	of	communities	to	climate	change	related	hazards	and	disasters	(Begum	

et	al.,	2014).	The	key	similarities	and	differences	in	the	approach	to	DRR	and	CCA	are	briefly	shown	in	

figure	3,	an	extract	of	a	box	constructed	by	Thomalla,	Downing,	Spanger-Siegfried,	Han	&	Rockstrom	

(2006).		

	

Figure	3:	General	characterisation	of	the	climate	change	adaptation	and	disaster	risk	reduction	
communities	(Thomalla	et	al.,	2006)	

	

Thomalla	et	al.	(2006),	in	figure	3,	identify	that	climate	change	adaptation	is	a	longer	term	risk	

management	approach	because	disasters	of	this	nature	tend	to	be	long	emergencies.	In	their	opinion	

climate	change	adaptation	requires	a	strong	reliance	on	science,	a	top-down	approach,	over	a	global	

scale	and	is	interdisciplinary.	Conversely,	Thomalla	et	al.	(2006)	identify	disaster	risk	reduction	as	a	

shorter	term	approach	for	sudden	shocks,	which	is	focused	at	a	local	scale	and	therefore	is	more	

community-based,	focuses	on	awareness	and	preparedness,	and	incorporates	both	engineering	and	

natural	sciences.		

2.2.4 Integration	of	DRR	and	CCA	

Disasters	are	occurring	more	frequently	and	will	be	exacerbated	by	climate	change	(Begum	et	al.,	

2014).	Due	to	this	relationship,	plus	the	common	concepts	of	vulnerability	and	resilience	it	is	

beneficial	to	link	DRR	and	CCA	approaches	for	improved	risk	reduction	and	disaster	management	

(Begum	et	al,	2014;	Thomalla	et	al.,	2006;	Mercer,	2010).	Integration	of	DRR	and	CCA	would	help	

achieve	disaster	management	for	long	emergencies	and	sudden	shocks,	and	would	therefore	achieve	

holistic	management	of	disasters	and	hazards	(Begum	et	al.,	2014).		
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Begum	et	al.	(2014)	identified	the	key	benefits	of	integration	as:		

• Better	use	of	resources.	For	example,	duplicated	efforts	and	administrative	inefficiencies	

would	be	avoided	and	approaches	could	become	more	cost-effective.	

• Better	quality	data	and	predictions	for	climate	change,	and	also	more	knowledge	and	

experience	in	both	CCA	and	DRR,	due	to	the	wide	range	of	government	organisations,	NGOs,	

experts,	international	entities	and	local	entities	involved.		

• Less	loss	related	to	climate	change	due	to	the	involvement	of	DRR	measures.	

• Accelerated	reduction	in	disaster	risk	and	adaptation	to	climate	change.	

• Contribution	to	sustainability	through	achieving	a	better	environment	for	present	and	future	

generations.	

The	fundamental	concept	of	DRR	is	reduction	and	the	first	step	is	prevention.	To	effectively	reduce	

vulnerability	of	both	hazards	and	climate	change	a	wide	range	of	stakeholders	must	be	incorporated	

and	actions	must	be	implemented	at	all	levels	of	governance	from	international	organisations	to	

community	groups	(Begum	et	al.,	2014).	Mercer	(2010)	argued	that	DRR	involves	both	top-down	and	

bottom-up	approaches,	while	CCA	is	driven	by	top-down,	international	policy	that	is	far	removed	

from	the	effected	communities.	Thus,	“DRR	provides	a	natural	entry	point	for	adaptation”	(Begum	et	

al.,	2014,	p.	368).	More	specifically,	community-based	DRR	could	be	a	good	place	to	inject	CCA	and	

connect	international	climate	policy	with	community	risk	reduction	work,	which	Mercer	(2010)	

explained	had	successfully	been	achieved	in	Papua	New	Guinea,	an	island	nation	facing	the	effects	of	

climate	change.		

	

2.3 Coastal	Hazards	and	Risk	Management	

This	section	investigates	hazard	management	approaches	in	the	coastal	environment,	looking	at	the	

common	protect,	accommodate	and	retreat	approaches	to	risk	reduction,	but	focusing	on	the	

benefits	and	challenges	of	managed	retreat,	and	adaptation	as	an	alternative.	

“Climate-change-induced	coastal	impacts	are	fundamentally	altering	the	field	of	coastal	management	

planning	by	accelerating	the	need	for	innovative	strategies	to	combat	the	associated	storm	surge,	

erosion,	salinization	and	flooding”	(Dyckman,	St.	John	&	London,	2014).	New	coastal	hazards	will	not	

present	themselves	as	a	result	of	climate	change;	climate	change	will	however	change	the	driving	

forces	of	coastal	hazards,	resulting	in	the	nature	and	extent	of	current	hazards	being	enhanced	
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(Ministry	for	the	Environment,	2009).	Dyckman	et	al.	(2014)	argued	that	climate-change-induced	

coastal	hazards	have	three	main	sources:	ongoing	development	of	coastal	areas;	long-term	shoreline	

changes;	and	sea	level	rise.	

Sea	level	rise	is	predicted,	by	the	2014	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change	(IPCC)	report,	to	

range	between	0.27m	and	1m,	but	it	will	differ	across	the	world	(IPCC,	2014).	However,	a	lot	of	

uncertainty	surrounds	sea	level	rise	predictions	(Parliamentary	Commissioner	for	the	Environment,	

2014;	Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).		

The	management	of	coastal	hazards	that	are	exacerbated	by	sea	level	rise	falls	into	three	categories:	

protect,	accommodate	and	retreat	(Nicholls,	&	Shih,	2007;	Alexander,	Ryan,	&	Measham,	2012;	

Kousky,	2014;	Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).	Alexander	et	al.	(2012),	identify	protection	with	hard,	

engineered	defences;	accommodation	with	a	reduction	in	sensitivity	or	exposure	to	coastal	hazards;	

and	retreat	with	the	landward	relocation	of	vulnerable	properties	and	infrastructure.		

Protection	from,	and	accomodation	to,	current	hazards,	is	traditionally	the	common	aproach	in	

coastal	management.	Cooper	(2003)	recognised	that	in	England,	hard	defences	are	the	standard	

approach.	He	sees	this	approach	as	a	short-sighted	and	piecemeal	solution	which	can	have	negative	

effects	for	other	locations	along	the	coast.	Similarly,	Reisinger	et	al.	(2015),	stated	that	New	Zealand	

has	traditionallly	taken	a	‘hold	the	line’	approach	or	an	accommodation	to	current	hazards.	Reisinger	

et	al.	(2015)	called	this	a	static	response	that	may	become	increasingly	fruitless	due	to	a	lack	of	

recognition	of	the	dynamicity	of	the	coastal	environment.		

While	hard	defences	have	been	the	classic	mitigation	tool	for	coastal	hazards,	“as	the	thrreat	of	

human-induced	climate	change	and	sea-level	rise	become	more	pronounced,	a	wider	range	of	

adaptation	options	have	to	be	considered”	(Nicholls	&	Shih,	2007,	p.	1525)	and	a	more	dynamic,	

flexible	approach	is	needed	(Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).			

2.3.1 Managed	Retreat	

Managed	retreat	is	a	“strategic	decision	to	withdraw,	relocate	or	abandon	private	or	public	assets	

that	are	at	risk	of	being	impacted	by	coastal	hazards”	(Ministry	for	the	Environment,	2009,	p.	28).	It	is	

a	long-term,	proactive	method	of	adaptive	management	to	coastal	hazards	rather	than	the	

alternative	of	hard	protection	(Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).	Dyckman	et	al.	(2014)	called	managed	retreat	

“an	academic	ideal”	(p.	213).	The	literature	shows	managed	retreat	is	“unquestionably	controversial”	

(p.	101).	Although	it	has	been	used	in	practice	in	Grantham,	Australia,	after	the	2011	flash	floods,	and	

various	suburbs	of	Staten	Island,	New	York,	after	Hurricane	Sandy	in	2012.	It	is	most	controversial	in	

developed	Western	countries,	where	land	rights	make	it	harder	to	retreat	because	land	is	‘owned’	by	

individuals.	However	in	nomadic	communities,	or	where	land	rights	are	tenuous,	people	are	
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displaced	or	choose	to	leave	routinely.	Thus,	managed	retreat	is	laden	with	legal	and	culture	values,	

making	it	somewhat	contested.	

Alexander	et	al.	(2012)	recognised	that	“it	is	expected	that	coastal	locations	with	highly	valued	and	

immovable	assets,	such	as	cities,	will	mitigate	sea	level	rise	risks	by	investing	in	expensive	protection	

and	accommodation	strategies”	(p.	410).	Ministry	for	the	Environment	(2009)	guidance	suggested	

that	coastal	hazards	be	avoided	as	a	precaution.	Planning	controls	can	be	implemented	to	locate	

proposed	new	development	beyond	the	coastal	hazard,	and	education,	land-use	planning,	rules,	

building	controls	and	consents,	and	non-statutory	strategies	are	mechanisms	that	can	be	used	to	

avoid,	reduce	and	manage	hazards	in	developed	areas	(Ministry	for	the	Environment,	2009).	

Dyckman	et	al.	(2014)	agreed	that	avoidance	may	be	the	best	response	to	coastal	hazards	in	

undeveloped	areas,	but	they	disagreed	with	Alexander	et	al.	(2012)	and	instead	concluded	that	in	

developed	areas,	landward	relocation	of	assets	may	be	preferential	(Dyckman	et	al.,	2014).	Reisinger	

et	al.	(2015)	agreed	that	managed	retreat	can	be	“an	additional	tool	to	promote	the	resilience	of	

highly	developed	capital	regions	and	to	increase	the	flexibiltiy	of	local	response	options”	(p.	285).		

Benefits	

There	are	considerable	benefits	of	managed	retreat.	Nicholls	and	Shih	(2007)	suggested	that	

managed	retreat	is	widely	recognised	for	improving	coastal	defence	and	reducing	future	risk,	

enhancing	and	protecting	habitats	and	therefore	being	a	sustainable	coastal	mananagement	

approach.	Cooper	(2003)	also	recognised	the	benefits	of	managed	retreat.	The	three	significant	

benefits	suggested	by	Cooper	(2003)	are:	(1)	that	managed	retreat	is	a	more	efficient	and	effective	

option	for	flood	defence	and	coastal	management;	(2)	that	it	helps	the	issue	of	coastal	squeeze	

where	natural	habitats	are	lost	due	to	rising	sea	levels	consuming	the	space	before	the	protection	

structure	and;	(3)	that	it	is	economically	advantageous	for	places	where	it	is	becoming	uneconomical	

to	maintain	hard	defences	compared	to	the	value	of	assets	at	risk.	Mananged	retreat	also	takes	into	

account	the	safety	of	the	whole	coastal	community	because	it	is	a	planned,	strategic	process	as	

oppossed	to	ad	hoc	protection,	accommodation	or	relocation	measures	by	individuals	as	and	when	

they	please	(Cooper,	2003).	Individual	reactive	and	autonomous	responses	to	sea	level	rise	are	also	

likely	to	impose	costs	on	the	whole	community	(Kousky,	2014).	Over	the	long-term,	managed	retreat	

is	cheaper	than	protection	or	accomodation	responses	(Alexander	et	al.,	2012),	however,	it	is	not	

cost	free	(Cooper,	2003).	

“Planning	is	more	effective	and	less	costly	over	the	long	term,	than	reacting	to	events	when	they	

occur”	(Ministry	for	the	Environment,	2009).	Thus	recognition	of	uncertainty	and	proactively	

planning	for	change	is	preferred	to	being	reactive	to	change.	
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Challenges	

Managed	retreat	faces	ideological	and	practice	challenges	and	barriers	in	its	implementation.		

Firstly,	managed	retreat	can	have	significant	financial	costs	associated	with	it,	especially	if	the	area	is	

already	fully	developed.	Managed	retreat	does	not	have	the	ongoing	costs	that	protection	and	

adaptation	approaches	have	in	maintaning	infrastructure.	However,	managed	retreat	does	have	

significant	one-off	costs	associated	with	clearing	the	area	and	compensating	property	owners	and	

managed	retreat	can	also	be	highly	disruptive	to	the	community	(Reisinger	et	al.,	2014).	If	managed	

retreat	is	proposed	for	already	developed	areas,	market	uncertainty	may	increase,	and	reduce	land	

values	(Alexander	et	al.,	2012).	Cooper	(2003)	identified	that	another	economic	barrier	to	managed	

retreat	is	the	issue	of	compensation	for	lost	land	or	property.	Compensation	issues	are	the	most	

prominent	reason	for	a	conservative	use	of	managed	retreat	strategies	in	the	UK	(Cooper,	2003).	

However,	improvements	to	compensation	issues	and	guidance	on	how	to	deal	with	it	could	lead	to	

more	consideration	of	managed	retreat	in	coastal	management	(Cooper,	2003).		

In	conjunction	with	barriers	to	managed	retreat	in	practice	or	regulation,	the	most	difficult	

challenges	may	be	the	underlying	ideologies	and	values	associated	with	the	coastal	environment	and	

development.	Nicholls	and	Shih	(2007)	recognised	that	along	the	Thames	Estaury	in	London:	

The	view	that	open	space	always	needs	to	be	used	for	development	is	one	that	needs	to	be	

challenged,	so	that	space	reserved	for	realignment	is	perceived	as	a	real	planning	benefit	

rather	that	just	a	small-scale	experimental	planning	option	(Nicholls	&	Shih,	2007,	p.	1533).	

It	is	clear	that	ownership	rights	and	the	ideal	of	economic	development	are	barriers	that	managed	

retreat	must	overcome.	

2.3.1..1 Challenges	for	managed	retreat	in	New	Zealand		

New	Zealand	is	an	island	nation	situated	in	the	Pacific	Ocean.	“New	Zealand’s	coast	line	measures	

18,000	km	in	length”	(Makgill,	2011,	p.	78).	Much	of	the	coastline	is	occupied	for	economic	activity	

such	as	ports	for	international	trade,	tourism	and	mostly	urban	development	(Makgill,	2011).	“As	

population	and	technological	capability	grow,	so	too	will	the	competition	for	occupation	rights	and	

access	to	the	coastal	marine	area”	(Makgill,	2011,	p.	78),	thus	having	further	implications	for	the	

implementation	of	managed	retreat.	New	Zealand’s	fundamental	legislation	for	managing	natural	

and	physical	resources,	including	the	coastline,	is	the	Resource	Management	Act	1991	(RMA).	The	

primary	aim	of	the	RMA	is	to	sustainably	manage	natural	and	physical	resources	to	meet	the	needs	

of	current	and	future	generations.		
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As	well	as	the	challenges	outlined	in	the	above	section,	which	will	effect	all	communities	considering	

managed	retreat	no	matter	where	they	are	located,	there	are	some	challenges	specific	to	New	

Zealand	because	of	the	planning	framework	in	place.	

The	RMA	promotes	devolved	planning,	where	the	effects	are	managed	as	close	as	possible	to	the	

source.	This	means	that	local	authorities	play	an	important	role	in	planning	in	New	Zealand.	

Therefore	a	challenge	planners	and	decision-makers	in	New	Zealand	have,	in	considering	managed	

retreat,	is	there	is	a	lack	of	a	best	practice	model	or	guidance	on	how	to	implement	such	a	response	

(Cooper,	2003).	Barnett	et	al.	(2014)	stated	that	“local	governments	are	not	adapting	to	sea-level	rise	

because	it	is	difficult	to	build	consensus	on	the	need	for	change	and	the	best	way	to	implement	it”	(p.	

1103).	Reisinger	et	al.	(2015)	reinforced	that	managed	retreat	requires	local	authorites	to	be	

committed	to	a	consistent	strategy	and	decision-making	over	the	long	term,	based	on	community	

support.	They	therefore	identify	the	short	planning	cycles	in	New	Zealand	local	governments	as	a	

challenge	to	managed	retreat	implementation.	Coupled	with	the	pressures	from	individual	property	

owners,	who	are	likely	to	only	have	short	term	planning	horizons	and	prefer	community	funded	

protection,		councils	are	faced	with	difficult	decisions	and	therefore	central	government	legislation,	

guidance	and	support	are	esstential	(Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).	

Existing	use	rights,	as	in	section	10	of	the	RMA,	are	recognised	in	some	literature	as	another	barrier	

to	managed	retreat	(Ministry	for	the	Environment,	2009;	Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).	However	these	can	

be	managed	by	regional	plan	provisions	under	section	12	of	the	RMA	that	control	hazards	and	the	

coastal	marine	area	(Ministry	for	the	Environment,	2009).	Another	regulatory	challenge	according	to	

Reisinger	et	al.	(2015)	is	that	provisions	in	the	RMA	and	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	have	not	

been	fully	effective	in	stopping	ribbon	development	along	the	coast.	Despite	the	New	Zealand	

Coastal	Policy	Statement	2010	now	identifying	the	use	of	hard	engineered	protection	as	a	last	resort,	

the	current	approach	in	New	Zealand	is	generally	to	hold	the	line	or	accommodate,	which	is	achieved	

through	zoning,	set	backs	and	minimum	floor	levels	(Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).	Reisinger	et	al.	(2015)	

descibed	setbacks	metaphorically	as	a	“double-edged	sword”	(p.	302).	Hazard	zones	are	necessary	to	

signal	risks	and	can	be	a	sucessful	regulatory	tool	if	they	are	used	in	a	dynamic	management	

approach	where	they	are	used	to	shift	develpoment	over	time.	However	if	they	are	just	used	

statically	to	prevent	developmement	in	a	high	hazard	area	they	may	encourage	intensification	in	an	

area	that	may	be	subject	to	the	hazard	in	the	future,	at	which	time	the	risk	will	be	increased	because	

of	the	extensive	development.		

Due	to	the	cultural	and	legal	challenges	and	its	highly	contested	nature,	managed	retreat	is	often	not	

a	preferred	option	for	coastal	hazards	management.	Adaptation	is	a	more	preferred	option	and	can	

incorporate	managed	retreat	as	a	long	term	measure.		
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2.3.2 Strategic	Adaptation	

Many	recognise	that	successful	coastal	management	requires	a	strategic	adaptive	management	

approach,	of	which	managed	retreat	is	a	part.	Barnett	et	al.	(2014)	argued	that	adaptation	pathways	

can,	in	theory,	build	consensus	on	the	need	to,	and	the	process	for,	change.	Adaptation	pathways	

consist	of	a	vision	that	is	achieved	through	a	series	of	incremental	steps	that	are	each	triggered	by	

environmental	or	social	change.	The	fundamental	principle	of	Barnett	et	al.’s	(2014)	adaptation	

pathways	is	that	change	will	not	eventuate	from	a	single	action	but	rather	adaptation	is	a	process	

that	occurs	over	time	through	strategic	decisions	that	initially	can	have	low	regrets	and	impacts	and	

keep	it	open	for	future	generation	as	the	environment	triggers	further	action.			

Kousky	(2014)	presented	a	three-part	strategy	for	the	implementation	of	proactive	managed	retreat	

which	prevents	new	development,	removes	or	modifies	existing	development	and	uses	disasters	as	

opportunities	for	retreat.	Alternatively,	the	market	could	be	left	to	implement	retreat.	When	

inundation	occurs	or	erosion	causes	extensive	damage,	property	values	should	theoretically	decrease	

and	people	would	move	landward	away	from	the	hazard	(Kousky,	2014).	But	Kousky	(2014)	argued	

that	ad	hoc	market	retreat	would	not	be	optimal.	It	would	likely	be	that	the	affluent	would	retreat,	

but	the	area	with	decreased	property	values	could	become	populated	with	poorer	people	who	can	

only	afford	to	live	in	areas	such	as	that.	Leaving	the	market	to	decide,	and	allowing	poorer	people	to	

populate	the	area	under	threat,	further	increases	the	vulnerability	of	that	community	and	defeats	

the	purpose	of	managed	retreat.		Proactive,	planned	retreat	that	reduces	new	development,	

removes	or	modifies	existing	development	in	high	risk	areas,	and	recognises	disasters	as	

opportunities	(Kousky,	2014).	

The	first	part	in	Kousky’s	(2014)	three-part	managed	retreat	strategy	is	to	reduce	or	prevent	new	

development	from	occurring	in	high	hazard	coastal	areas.	Reisinger	et	al.	(2015)	stated	that	this	is	

the	common	approach	of	local	government	in	New	Zealand.	Development	is	restricted	through	static	

responses	such	as	hazard	zones	and	set	back	lines	that	do	not	recognise	the	dynamics	of	the	

environment	(Reisinger	et	al.,	2015).	Similarly,	Kousky	(2014)	stated	that	hazard	zones	have	potential	

as	a	regulatory	tool	but	their	simplicity	may	“mask	variations	in	risk	levels	and	can	create		“white	

lines”	that	appear	to	separate	risky	from	safe,	when	risk	is,	in	reality,	changing	continually	across	the	

landscape”	(p.	12).		

Secondly,	Kousky	(2014),	argued	that	modification	or	removal	must	be	considered	for	existing	

development.	This	involves	“relocating	infrastructure	inland	in	advance	of	any	inundation”	(Kousky,	

2014,	p.	14).	However,	managed	retreat	is	a	contentious	process	especially	when	private	property	is	

involved.		
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Thirdly,	“storm	events	can	be	windows	of	opportunity	for	change	because	they	create	a	forced	

turnover	in	capital	stock	and	a	chance	to	rebuild	differently”	(Kousky,	2014),	or	not	rebuild	at	all.	In	

this	case,	planning	can	occur	pre-disaster	so	that	policies	for	retreat	are	in	place	before	the	event	

occurs,	or	alternatively,	planning	occurs	post-disaster,	most	commonly	in	the	form	of	buyouts	of	

effected	properties	(Kousky,	2014).		

There	are	many	examples	of	post-disaster	managed	retreat	processes.	Post-disaster	managed	retreat	

could	be	seen	as	being	reactive,	however	some	may	see	it	still	as	a	proactive	strategy	because	it	is	

pre-empting	future	events.		

	

2.4 Case	Studies	

2.4.1 Grantham,	Queensland,	Australia	

Grantham,	Queensland,	is	a	case	study	of	a	successful	community-led	managed	retreat	process.	

Grantham	is	a	small	town	in	rural	Brisbane,	in	the	Lockyer	Valley	region.	In	January	2011,	most	of	the	

town	was	destroyed	by	flash	flooding	that	took	lives,	homes	and	businesses.	What	emerged	after	the	

disaster	was	an	Australian-first,	voluntary	land-swap	process.	The	Strengthen	Grantham	Project	was	

led	by	the	Lockyer	Valley	Regional	Council,	however,	it	“has	shown	community	collaboration	like	no	

other”	(Simmonds	&	Davies,	n.d.),	and	it	engaged	the	public	straight	after	the	event	to	figure	out	a	

solution	together,	making	the	project	a	success.	

Managed	retreat,	or	‘land-swap’	as	it	was	termed	in	Grantham,	was	an	appropriate	option	for	the	

town	after	the	flooding	because	residents	made	it	clear	they	wanted	to	rebuild	in	Grantham,	but	did	

not	want	to	be	flooded	again	in	the	future	(Simmonds	&	Davies,	n.d.).	Okada,	Haynes,	Bird,	van	den	

Honert	&	King	(2014)	described	how	after	the	event	the	Mayor	and	the	Council	were	thinking	that	it	

would	not	be	a	good	idea	to	rebuild	on	the	same	site	because	the	flooding	has	happened	before	and	

could	happen	again,	and	they	wanted	to	build	back	stronger.	The	planning	solution	was	not	to	simply	

mitigate	future	risk,	but	it	was	to	avoid	it	altogether.	The	Lockyer	Valley	Regional	Council	purchased	

935	acres	of	land	adjacent	to	the	flooded	township	that	was	higher	and	therefore	uneffected	by	the	

flooding	(Okada	et	al.,	2014).	This	parcel	of	land	was	large	enough	to	accommodate	the	rebuild	but	

also	for	future	growth	of	Granthan.	The	project	aimed	to	have	residents	relocated	into	new	homes	

within	a	12month	period	and	therefore	required	a	fast-tracked	planning	reponse	under	the	

Queensland	Reconstruction	Authority	Act	2011	(the	QldRA	Act)	(Simmonds	&	Davies,	n.d.).	Under	the	

QldRA	Act,	Grantham	was	declared	a	Reconstruction	Area,	which	enabled	rapid	planning	processes	
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and	the	Council’s	master	plan	for	the	rebuild	area	was	transferred	into	a	Proposed	Development	

Scheme	which	provided	the	regulatory	framework	for	the	project	to	go	ahead	quickly.			

The	community	was	fully	engaged	in	the	relocation	project	and	they	were	included	in	decisions	of	

how	the	town	should	be	rebuilt.	Consultation	and	community	meetings	began	immediately	after	the	

event	and	ideas	from	these	were	incorporated	into	a	master	plan,	which	was	then	presented	back	to	

the	community	for	their	comment	(Okada	et	al.,	2014).	Firstly	there	were	the	visioning	sessions,	

which	were	weekly	community	meeting	and	one	on	one	interviews	to	prioritise	what	the	Grantham	

community	wanted	from	the	relocation,	and	to	establish	the	master	plan	(Simmonds	&	Davies,	n.d.).	

Then	design	workshops	with	the	community	presented	some	options	for	the	rebuild	and	community	

could	review	these	(Simmonds	&	Davies,	n.d.).	The	community	involvment	ensured	high	participation	

by	residents	in	the	scheme	and	demonstrated	a	wide	acceptance	of	it	by	residents	(Okada	et	al.,	

2014).		

Participation	in	the	land-swap	was	voluntary.		Eligible	residents	were	able	to	nominate	their	first,	

second	and	third	options	for	a	section	of	similar	size	to	their	damanged	one,	and	the	final	allocations	

were	made	by	ballot.	The	usual	Council	planning	costs	were	removed	for	residents	and	grants	of	

$35,000	from	the	state	government	could	also	be	applied	for	(Okada	et	al.,	2014).	

The	success	of	the	Grantham	land-swap	is	credit	to	the	Lockyer	Valley	Regional	Council,	who	were	

“committed	to	work	on	the	Grantham	land-swap	project	in	an	innovative	manner,	with	a	community	

–led	focus”	(Okada	et	al.,	2014,	p.30).	Community	involvement	from	the	beginning	and	political	

support	allowed	Grantham	to	recover	from	the	flood	event	in	2011,	but	it	also	ensured	that	they	

built	back	stronger	and	will	now	be	more	resilient	to	future	events	because	they	have	moved	to	

higher	ground.		

2.4.2 Wellington,	New	Zealand	

Wellington,	New	Zealand,	is	a	case	study	for	an	effective	non-statutory	risk	communication	project.	

Wellington	is	situated	at	the	bottom	of	the	North	Island	of	New	Zealand.	It	is	the	capital	city	of	New	

Zealand,	extensively	developed,	and	home	to	the	main	governmental	buildings.	The	region	is	a	

seismic	area	and	a	major	fault	line,	the	Wellington	Fault,	runs	straight	through	the	city.	

Wellington’s	most	extensive	investigations	to	date	on	the	region’s	earthquake	risk,	have	been	a	

project	established	in	2006,	called	“It’s	Our	Fault”.	With	the	ultimate	goal	of	increasing	resilience	in	

the	Wellington	region,	the	“It’s	our	fault”	project	studies	the	likelihood	of	events	and	the	effects	of	

an	earthquake	to	people	and	the	environment.	The	project	findings	have	“been	used	for	better	city	

and	civil	defence	emergency	management	planning,	as	well	as	influencing	negative	perceptions	that	



	 29	

have	a	flow	on	effect	to	investment	and	insurance	premiums”	(Pepperell,	2012.	p.	1).	The	outcomes	

of	the	investigations	have	resulted	in	probability	and	frequency	statistics,	three-dimensional	

modelling	and	the	mapping	of	faults	and	their	impacts	on	coastal	hazards	such	as	tsunami.	However	

these	“findings	to	date	are	challenging	long	held	assumptions	about	the	behaviour	of	fault	lines	in	

the	Wellington	region	and	highlight	the	need	to	revise	the	basis	of	Wellington’s	planning	and	

preparedness	for	earthquake”	(Pepperell,	2012,	p.	1),	therefore	communicating	these	results	to	the	

public	is	a	challenge	of	the	project.		

Community	meetings,	titled	“Wellington	Rocks”,	were	designed	to	inform	the	public	of	the	results	of	

the	“It’s	our	fault”	project.	These	presentations,	and	other	risk	information	released	to	the	

community,	used	analogies	and	humour	to	engage	the	public.	Three	key	analogies	were	used	

(McBride,	Van	Dissen,	Langridge,	Brown	&	Neely,	2013):		

• The	game	of	Russian	roulette	was	used	to	show	earthquake	risk	in	Wellington	had	gone	

down,	but	it	was	still	dangerous	–	“the	gun	is	still	loaded	but	there	are	now	fewer	bullets”	

(GNS	Science,	2013).	

• Stiletto	high	heels	were	compared	to	black	boots	and	they	were	likened	to	how	the	building	

standards	must	differ	between	Auckland	and	Wellington.	Stilettos	may	be	more	stylish,	but	

black	boots	are	more	practical	and	stable	for	the	level	of	risk	Wellington	faces	compared	to	

Auckland.	

• To	explain	the	changes	in	the	Building	Code,	chocolate	bars	were	used	to	illustrate	the	types	

of	buildings.	Crunchie	Bars	were	compared	to	Moro	Bars	to	show	that	one	is	more	ductile	

than	the	other	and	Moro	Bar-like	buildings	are	needed	in	Wellington.	

The	analogies	contextualised	the	risk	for	the	community	who	had	little	technical	knowledge	of	the	

issues	and	risks.	Through	explaining	risk	and	building	resilience	in	ways	that	the	community	could	

relate	to,	they	“seemed	to	gain	a	better	understanding”	(McBride	et	al.,	2013)	and	the	feedback	from	

the	community	presentations	suggested	they	were	popular	additions	to	the	presentations.	

Communicating	risk	information	to	the	Wellington	public,	as	part	of	the	‘It’s	Our	Fault’	programme,	

also	consisted	of	advertisements	where	the	fault	line	was	displayed	above	ground.	A	big	orange	

sheet	above	ground,	showed	where	the	fault	ran;	through	people’s	houses	and	backyards,	

motorways	and	more.	This	emphasised	to	the	community	that	everyone	would	be	effected	and	it	

made	the	usually	invisible	fault,	‘real’.		
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2.5 Literature	Review	Summary	

The	literature	review	was	collated	into	four	sections.	The	first	section	reviewed	the	messy	and	

contentious	field	that	is	planning	and	explained	what	the	intentions	of	each	planning	theory	are.	

Section	one	then	summarised	how	planning	approaches	incorporate	change	and	public	participation.		

The	second	section	compared	disaster	risk	reduction	for	sudden	shocks,	and	climate	change	

adaptation	for	long	emergencies.	Both	of	these	approaches	are	relatively	new	considerations	for	

planners	in	risk	reduction	planning	and	it	is	clear	that	these	approaches	encourage	public	

participation	in	order	to	turn	knowledge	into	action.		

The	third	section	investigated	the	literature	on	coastal	risk	management	approaches.	It	focused	on	

the	benefits	and	challenges	of	managed	retreat	and	suggested	adaptation	as	an	alternative	strategy.	

Finally,	the	literature	review	presented	two	case	studies	to	demonstrate	the	theory	in	action.	Firstly,	

Grantham,	Queensland	provided	an	explanation	for	how	community-led	managed	retreat	can	be	

successful	in	moving	communities	to	a	less	vulnerable	area	and	increasing	their	risk	resilience.	

Wellington,	New	Zealand	was	the	second	case	study	and	it	illustrated	how	non-statutory	risk	

communication,	before	statutory	enforcement,	can	be	effective	in	increasing	a	community’s	risk	

resilience.	

The	literary	debates	have	raised	the	following	questions	for	my	research:	

• How	is	the	Christchurch	City	Council	planning	for	slow	onset	change?	What	does	that	say	

about	how	planning	theory	copes	with	change	and	uncertainty	in	practice?	

• What	is	the	role	of	the	public	in	planning	for	slow	onset	changes?	

These	questions	have	formed	the	basis	of	my	research	objectives	and	have	guided	the	results	and	

discussion	chapters	that	follow.	
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Chapter	3	

New	Zealand	Legislation	Review	

This	section	explains	where	planning	for	change	occurs	in	New	Zealand’s	planning	framework	and	

how	policy	is	related	to	planning	practice.	An	understanding	of	the	New	Zealand	planning	framework	

is	important	to	understand	planning	theory	in	practice.	New	Zealand’s	legislation	that	is	relevant	to	

the	management	of	natural	hazards,	particularly	to	coastal	hazards,	climate	change	induced	sea	level	

rise	and	managed	retreat,	is	outlined	in	Appendix	A.	

3.1 Planning	hierarchy	

Langridge	&	Beban	(2011)	argue	there	are	five	key	pieces	of	legislation	for	the	management	of	

natural	hazards	in	New	Zealand;	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	(LGA),	Resource	Management	Act	

1991	(RMA),	Building	Act	2004,	Local	Government	Official	Information	and	Meetings	Act	1987	and	

Civil	Defence	and	Emergency	Management	Act	2002	(CDEM).	The	interaction	between	these	statutes	

and	their	subsequent	plans,	as	well	as	the	hierarchical	level	of	them,	is	illustrated	in	figure	4.	

	

Figure	4:	New	Zealand’s	legislative	framework	for	managing	hazards	(Langrigde	&	Beban,	2011)		
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The	Resource	Management	Act	1991	(RMA)	is	New	Zealand’s	fundamental	legislation	for	sustainably	

managing	natural	and	physical	resources.	The	RMA	heads	a	hierarchy	of	planning	documents	and	it	

requires	plans	and	policies	to	be	prepared	for	the	management	of	the	coastal	environment	as	shown	

in	Figure	5.	

	

Figure	5:	Planning	framework	under	the	RMA	for	the	coastal	environment	(Ministry	for	the	
Environment,	2008)	

The	New	Zealand	Coastal	Policy	Statement	guides	regional	and	district	councils	in	preparing	regional	

policy	statements,	regional	coastal	plans,	and	district	plans.		

Non-statutory	plans	or	strategies,	such	as	iwi	management	plan,	risk	reduction	plans	or	natural	

hazards	strategies	are	also	available	in	the	New	Zealand	planning	framework	and	can	play	an	

important	role	in	planning	for	change.		

	

3.2 Responsibilities	

The	relationship	between	the	various	pieces	of	legislation	is	complex,	as	shown	in	figure	4.	In	order	

to	plan	for	change	effectively,	these	statutory	provisions	must	work	together	and	the	plans	under	the	

RMA	must	complement	each	other.	Because	of	the	complex	framework,	the	different	levels	of	

government	operating	under	these	various	Acts,	must	work	together	to	plan	for	change.	

Regional	councils’	responsibilities	cover	those	aspects	that	ensure	the	sustainability	of	the	region.	

Their	responsibilities	include,	(a)	effects-based	management	of	freshwater,	land,	air,	coastal	waters	

and	the	beds	of	lakes	and	rivers,	through	regional	policy	statements	and	resource	consents;	(b)	civil	

defence	and	emergency	management	for	the	region;	(c)	regional	land	transport	planning	and;	(d)	

maintaining	and	enhancing	water	quality,	ecosystems	and	soil	(Department	of	Internal	Affairs,	2011). 
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Sustainability	of	the	district	is	the	responsibility	of	the	territorial	authority	(city	and	district	council).		

Responsibilities	of	city	or	district	councils	include,	(a)	local	infrastructure	such	as	water	supply,	

wastewater,	storm	water	and	roads;	(b)	managing	the	effects	of	land	use,	subdivision,	discharge	of	

contaminants,	noise	and	activities	on	the	surface	of	lakes	and	rivers	and;	(c)	district	level	civil	defence	

and	emergency	management	(Department	of	Internal	Affairs,	2011).	

There	are,	therefore,	potential	overlaps	in	regional	and	territorial	responsibilities	that	can	have	

implications	for	managing,	and	planning	for,	change.	There	are	also	potential	contradictions	between	

the	Acts	that	manage	change	in	New	Zealand,	for	example,	between	the	Civil	Defence	and	

Emergency	Management	Act	2002	(CDEM	Act)	and	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	(LGA).	The	CDEM	

Act’s	purpose	(as	in	Appendix	A),	is	to	improve	and	promote	the	sustainable	management	of	hazards	

in	a	way	that	contributes	to	the	social,	economic,	cultural,	and	environmental	well-being	and	safety	

of	the	public	and	also	to	the	protection	of	property.	Thus	the	CDEM	Act	recognises	the	impact	of	

environmental	change	on	the	well-being	of	the	community.	In	contrast,	the	LGA’s	purpose	is	to	

provide	for	local	authorities	to	play	a	broad	role	in	meeting	the	current	and	future	needs	of	their	

communities	for	good-quality	local	infrastructure,	local	public	services,	and	performance	of	

regulatory	functions.	Thus	the	LGA	focuses	on	managing	change	through	infrastructure	provisions.	

These	Acts	create	the	potential	for	conflict	because	in	times	of	disaster,	under	the	CDEM	Act,	local	

government	is	required	to	be	responsible	for	the	well-being	of	the	community;	something	that	is	not	

their	responsibility	in	peace	time.	This	could	potentially	add	pressure	to	local	government	in	disaster	

times	because	they	would	be	required	to	take	on	a	responsibility	that	they	are	not	able	to	practice	

day-to-day	under	the	LGA.		
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Chapter	4	

Context	-	Christchurch	Changing	

Christchurch,	New	Zealand,	has	had	a	history	of	change	in	which	the	geology	of	the	area	has	always	

been	an	influential	factor.	The	site	now	known	as	Christchurch	was	occupied	as	early	as	1000	AD	by	

Polynesians	for	moa-hunting	(Rice,	1999)	and	by	1800	the	area	was	inhabited	by	Ngāi	Tūāhuriri	of	

Ngāi	Tahu	and	valued	for	its	food	resources	(Christchurch	City	Libraries,	n.d.).	The	first	major	changes	

occurred	in	the	mid	1800’s	when	European	settlers	begun	to	occupy	the	area	and	establish	

Christchurch.		

‘Christchurch	is	a	planned	city’	(Castle,	1971).	It	was	believed	that	Christchurch	town	could	be	

organised	like	towns	in	England	and	planned	before	settlers	arrived	(Christchurch	City	Libraries,	n.d.).	

The	grid	structure	was	planned	around	a	central	square	and	bounded	by	four	tree-lined	avenues	

(Castle,	1971).	The	site	for	the	square-mile	grid	town	was	chosen	in	1849	(Brown,	Beetham,	

Patterson	&	Weeber,	1995).	It	was	mainly	swamp,	had	the	Avon	River	cutting	through	it	and	was	

behind	beach	dune	sand,	estuaries	and	lagoons	(Brown	et	al.,	1995).	The	geographic	setting	of	

Christchurch	also	means	it	is	concerned	with	flooding	from	the	Waimakariri	River,	viable	foundations	

because	of	the	swamp,	instability	of	the	Port	hills,	coastal	erosion	and	siesmic	activity	(Brown	et	al.,	

1995).		

Human	intervention	on	these	geological	constraints	has	changed	the	land	to	make	it	suitable	for	

settlement.	The	swamps	were	drained	early	in	Christchurch’s	settlement	history	and	shortly	after	the	

city’s	establishment	the	Waikmakiriri	River	was	realigned	and	stopbanks	were	created	to	stop	the	

river	flooding	Christchurch.	Brown	et	al.	(1995),	recognised	that	the:		

…original	coastal	floodplain	environment	of	the	Christchurch	urban	area	has	been	altered	so	

much	by	drainage	and	infilling	of	swamps	that	its	description	as	‘a	city	built	on	a	swamp’	

although	historically	correct,	is	no	longer	apparent	to	the	casual	observer	(Brown	et	al.,	

1995).	

Christchurch’s	geography	also	means	it	is	prone	to	sprawl.	The	south	of	the	city	is	constrained	by	the	

Port	Hills,	the	east	by	the	sea	and	the	north	is	constrained	by	marshlands	(Swaffield,	2102).	But	the	

Canterbury	Plains	that	expand	to	the	west	and	south	west	provide	vast	opportunity	for	sprawl	with	

no	natural	feature	to	contain	the	city.	

Flooding	and	coastal	erosion	have	long	been	issues	for	Christchurch’s	coastal	floodplain	environment	

and	the	effects	of	climate	change	are	no	recent	discovery.	Bashier,	Hicks,	McSaveney	and	
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Whitehouse	(1988,	in	Brown	et	al.,	1995),	identified	that	climate	change	could	result	in	greater	

frequency	of	flooding	in	low-lying	coastal	areas,	inundation	from	storm	surges,	changes	in	erosion	

and	accretion	processes,	and	higher	groundwater.		

Christchurch	has	recently	undergone	more	drastic	change	following	significant	seismic	sequences	

beginning	in	2010	and	consisting	of	two	major	earthquakes;	the	first,	a	magntude	7.1	earthquake	on	

4th	September	2010	and	then	a	magnitude	6.3	earthquake	on	22nd	February	2011.	As	well	as	

extensive	land,	property	and	infrastructure	damage,	the	earthquakes	have	caused	the	land	to	

subside	by	more	than	0.5m	along	the	Avon	River	and	rise	by	approximately	0.45m	in	the	Avon-

Heathcote	Estuary	(Tonkin	&	Taylor,	2013).	Changes	in	the	orientation	of	the	land	may	have	slightly	

different	implications	for	how	sea	level	rise	will	effect	coastal	Christchurch	communities.	

In	New	Zealand,	councils	are	required	to	plan	for	the	long	term	interests	of	communities.	In	2013,	

the	Christchurch	City	Council	commissioned	Tonkin	and	Taylor	to	assess	the	potential	effects	of	sea	

level	rise	for	Christchurch,	update	the	1999	sea	level	rise	assessment	and	account	for	the	land	

changes	the	occurred	as	a	result	of	the	earthquakes.	The	resulting	report	predicts	that	by	2115,	

Christchurch	can	expect	a	rise	in	sea	level	by	up	to	one	meter,	and	the	report	does	not	eliminate	the	

possibility	of	this	increasing	to	two	meters	in	some	areas	(Tonkin	&	Taylor,	2013).		

Reisinger	et	al.	(2015),	argued	that	because	of	the	ongoing	nature	of	sea	level	rise,	sooner	or	later	

managed	retreat	will	become	imperative	along	many	parts	of	the	New	Zealand	coastline.	Tonkin	and	

Taylor	(2013)	recognised	this	in	their	report	and	outlined	managed	retreat	as	a	possilbe	planning	

response	to	sea	level	rise.	However	they	also	recognised	it	is	politically	difficult.	However,	the	key	

recommendations	from	Tonkin	and	Taylor,	for	the	Christchurch	City	Council,	in	the	2013	report	that	

are	relevant	to	this	dissertation	are	that	they	adopt	a	Sea	Level	Rise	Adaptation	Strategy	and	that	

future	studies	regarding	coastal	hazards	consider	the	effects	of	1m	of	sea	level	rise	to	the	year	2115.	

Tonkin	and	Taylor	(2013)	explained	that	managed	retreat	requires	a	number	of	different	planning	

responses	which	can	be	incorporated	into	the	adaptation	strategy	and	result	in	managed	retreat	in	

the	long	term.		
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Chapter	5	

Methodology	

5.1 Introduction	

This	dissertation	aims	to	investigate	planning	response	to	slow	onset	disasters,	change	and	

uncertainty	using	the	example	of	sea	level	rise	in	Christchurch.	More	specifically,	the	following	

research	questions	have	been	set:	

• How	is	the	Christchurch	City	Council	planning	for	slow	onset	change?	What	does	that	say	

about	how	planning	theory	copes	with	change	and	uncertainty	in	practice?	

• What	is	the	role	of	the	public	in	planning	for	slow	onset	changes?	

The	setting	for	this	research	is	Christchurch,	New	Zealand,	during	the	year	2015.	Data	collection	and	

analysis	have	taken	place	in	this	setting	exclusively	and	the	setting	will	also	be	used	for	the	

application	of	the	findings.	The	research	setting	is	further	considered	in	Chapter	4	Christchurch	

Context.	It	is	interesting	to	note	that	the	Christchurch	City	district	plan	review	process	has	been	

underway	this	year	and	therefore	this	research	took	place	in	a	changing	planning	environment.	The	

natural	Hazards	chapter	of	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	was	withdrawn	from	

the	proposed	plan	in	September	2015,	to	be	dealt	with	outside	of	the	fast-tracked	review	process	in	

2016.	Researching	how	planning	copes	with	change	has	been	most	interesting	during	this	live	

process	because	things	could	change	on	a	daily	basis	and	there	were	many	uncertainties	to	be	

managed;	just	as	in	planning	practice.		

This	methodology	section	explains	the	research	design	and	data	analysis	that	have	been	used	to	

achieve	the	aim	and	objectives	of	this	dissertation.		

	

5.2 Qualitative	Research	Methods	

Qualitative	methods	have	been	chosen	for	this	dissertation	because	unlike	quantitative	methods,	

which	provide	“large	aggregates	of	data	and	the	statistical	testing	of	empirical	hypotheses”	(Berg	&	

Lune,	2012,	p.	15),	qualitative	methods	provide	detailed,	in-depth	analysis	of	a	few	cases	(Flick,	

2011).	The	qualitative	research	process	doesn’t	necessarily	have	to	begin	from	a	theoretical	

perspective	or	hypotheses	(Flick,	2011)	but	rather	can	start	with	an	issue.	The	data	collected	in	this	

research	generated	naturally,	and	was	allowed	to	speak	for	itself,	rather	than	routinised	data	
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collection	and	the	moulding	of	it	into	prescribed	frameworks	as	quantitative	research	does.	Denzin	

and	Lincoln	(2000)	described	qualitative	research	as:	

…a	situated	activity	that	locates	the	observer	in	the	world.	It	consists	of	a	set	of	interpretive,	

material	practices	that	makes	the	world	visible.	These	practices…	turn	the	world	into	a	series	

of	representations…	At	this	level,	qualitative	research	involves	an	interpretive,	naturalistic	

approach	to	the	world.	This	means	that	qualitative	researchers	study	things	in	their	natural	

settings,	attempting	to	make	sense	of,	or	interpret,	phenomena	in	terms	of	the	meanings	

people	bring	to	them.	(Denzin	&	Lincoln,	2000,	p.	3)	

Qualitative	methods	were	used	so	I	could,	get	a	deeper	insight	into	how	planning	is	coping	with	

change	in	Christchurch	in	regards	to	sea	level	rise,	and	using	Blumer’s	(1969)	words,	‘explore’	and	

‘inspect’	the	issue.	

5.2.1 Literature	Based	Research	

Literature	based	research	was	conducted	at	the	outset	in	the	form	of	a	literature	review	(chapter	

one).	This	allowed	for	a	theoretical	analysis	of	planning	theory	and	the	history	of	planning	practice,	

what	planning	is	meant	to	achieve,	and	how	the	various	planning	paradigms	cope,	or	fail	to	cope	

with,	change.	It	also	allowed	me	to	explore	the	disaster	risk	reduction	field	and	coastal	management	

strategies,	such	as	managed	retreat.	From	this	analysis	of	existing	literature,	questions	were	raised	

about	how	this	theory	related	to	Christchurch’s	management	of	change	and	uncertainty	in	planning.	

5.2.2 Emperical	Research	

Semi-structured	interviews	were	used	in	this	research	to	gain	an	insight	into	the	views	of	the	

individual	interviewees.	Semi-structured	interviews	were	used	because	they	provided	a	median	

between	formal,	structured	interviews	and	informal,	non-directive,	unstructured	interviews	(Berg	&	

Lune,	2012).	Six	semi-structured	interviews	were	conducted.	The	interviewees	were	professional	

Planners,	Policy	Advisors	or	Disaster	Risk	Reduction	Specialists.	The	interviewees	were	chosen	

because	of	their	knowledge	on,	and	close	relationship	to,	the	topic	and	the	snowballing	technique	

was	used	where	one	interview	usually	lead	to	another	possible	interviewee	being	identified.	The	

interviews	were	guided	by	an	interview	schedule,	but	they	remained	flexible	in	that	questions	could	

be	adjusted,	added	or	removed.	The	semi-structured	interview	questions	were	open,	or	semi-

structured,	and	they	avoided	being	suggestive	to	the	interviewee	(Flick,	2011).	One	of	the	central	

tenets	of	semi-structured	interviews	is	that	the	interviewer	can	probe	to	gain	deeper	depth	from	the	

discussion	therefore	making	it	more	beneficial	to	this	research	than	structured	interviews	where	the	

interview	cannot	vary	from	the	pre-prepared	script.	Probes	were	used	in	these	interviews	to	get	a	
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deeper	understanding	of	themes	such	as	change,	uncertainty	and	planning	practice	in	Christchurch,	

as	well	as	to	get	the	interviewees	to	provide	examples	to	back	up	their	answers.		

Ethical	considerations	were	accounted	for	in	this	empirical	research.	The	planners	and	policy	advisors	

from	the	public	and	private	sector	were	interviewed	in	their	professional	capacity.	Interviewees	were	

contacted	via	phone	or	email	to	ask	for	permission	to	interview	and	set	a	meeting	time	and	location.	

At	the	interview,	interviewees	were	required	to	sign	a	confidentiality	agreement	which	established	

the	level	of	anonymity	they	wanted	and	the	conditions	for	their	quotes	being	included	in	the	final	

published	work.		

5.2.3 Case	Study	Research	

Berg	and	Lune	(2012)	pointed	out	that	there	are	many	different	ways	of	defining	the	case	study	

method.	Simply	put,	case	studies	are	the	“in-depth,	qualitative	studies	of	one	or	a	few	illustrative	

cases”	(Hagan,	2006,	p.	240).	Case	studies	reveal	the	characteristics	of	that	specific	phenomenon,	

community	or	individual,	and	allow	the	researcher	to	uncover	some	of	the	hidden	interactions	and	

features	that	other	research	methods	may	overlook	(Berg	&	Lune,	2012).	“Many	good	theories	are	

based	on	exemplary	or	otherwise	‘telling’	cases,	not	on	abstract	notions	about	how	variables	per	se	

ought	to	behave”	(Ragin	&	Schneider,	2011)	

Flyvbjerg	(2001)	advocated	for	the	case	study	method	by	revising	five	common	misconceptions	of	the	

method.	Firstly,	he	argued	that	the	“practical,	concrete	knowledge	gained	from	case	studies	is	more	

valuable	than	general	theoretical	knowledge	and	vain	universals”	(p.	73).	Secondly,	Flyvbjerg	(2001)	

countered	the	critique	that	generalisation	cannot	be	made	from	a	single	case	by	saying,	not	only	that	

generalisations	can	be	made,	but	generalisations	are	also	overvalued	in	scientific	development	and	

“the	power	of	a	good	example”	(p.	77)	is	not	given	enough	credit.	Thirdly,	it	is	conceived	that	case	

studies	are	only	valuable	at	the	outset	of	research	in	generating	a	hypothesis,	but	Flyvbjerg	argues	

that	it	is	useful	at	all	research	stages.	Flyvbjerg	(2001)	corrects	the	fourth	misconception	that	case	

studies	verify	the	researcher’s	preconceived	ideas	by	saying	that	the	case	study	method	is	no	more	

bias	than	any	other	and	actually	the	case	study	method	contains	more	bias	to	falsification	than	

verification.	Finally,	rather	than	being	difficult	to	devise	general	theories	from	specific	case	studies,	

Flyvbjerg	(2011)	argued	that	is	a	fault	of	the	case,	not	the	method.	

Gerring	(2001)	identified	four	types	of	cases:	extreme-cases	(studied	for	their	stark	difference	or	for	

dichotomising	a	group	of	similar	cases);	typical-cases	(studied	because	they	are	the	most	

representative	of	a	population);	crucial-cases	(studied	because	they	are	exemplary	or	best	practice	

models);	and	counterfactual	cases	(fictional	but	conceivable	cases	that	are	studied	to	test	out	a	
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hypotheses).	Because	of	the	relative	youth	of	‘managed	retreat’	it	is	hard	to	choose	the	best	type	of	

case	study	based	on	Gerring’s	(2001)	four	types.		

Case	studies	have	been	used	in	this	research	because	they	seek	understanding,	rather	than	the	

prediction	that	is	sought	after	in	positivist	scientific	method.	This	research	was	based	in	Christchurch,	

New	Zealand.	Christchurch	provides	a	good	case	setting	for	this	research	because	the	City	is	currently	

faced	with	the	issue	of	how	to	recognise	uncertainty	and	plan	for	change	in	regards	to	rising	sea	

levels.	Although	the	results	are	set	in	Christchurch,	other	case	studies	have	been	drawn	on	to	get	an	

understanding	of	how	planning	for	change	and	uncertainty	can	occur	in	practice.	Wellington,	New	

Zealand	provides	a	great	case	study	of	how	non-statutory	risk	communication	strategies	can	improve	

public	perception	of	disaster	risk	and	uncertainties	around	it.	While,	Grantham,	Queensland,	

Australia,	provides	an	explanatory	case	of	how	community-led	managed	retreat	can	be	successful	

when	supported	by	local	and	state	policy.		

5.2.4 Secondary	Research	

	“Content	analysis	is	a	careful,	detailed,	systematic,	examination	and	interpretation	of	a	particular	

body	of	material	in	an	effort	to	identify	patterns,	themes,	biases,	and	meanings”	(Berg	&	Lune,	2011,	

p.	349).	Content	analysis	is	a	form	of	unobtrusive	research	where	a	situation	can	be	studied	without	

it	being	affected	(Babbie,	2013).	Coffey	(2014)	argued	that	document	analysis	can	enrich	qualitative	

research	and	can	provide	insight	not	only	through	content	(what	is	contained	within	the	documents)	

but	also	through	how	the	documents	were	produced	and	are	used.	The	content	of	the	previous	

Christchurch	City	District	Plan	was	compared	to	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	

to	find	similarities	and	differences	in	how	change	is	acknowledged	and	more	specifically	to	see	if	the	

recent	earthquakes	and	Tonkin	and	Taylor	sea	level	rise	predicitions	have	triggered	any	changes	to	

the	provisions	on	natural	hazards	

	

5.3 Data	Analysis	

Data	collection	and	data	analysis	occurred	simultaneously.	Interviews	were	transcribed	verbatim	and	

initially	memo-ed	to	identify	themes,	interesting	points,	or	further	questions.	The	data	collection	and	

analysis	therefore	took	a	snowball	effect	and	informed	each	other.	For	example,	an	interview	was	

memo-ed	with	interesting	points	or	questions	that	arose	and	then	these	memos	may	have	informed	

questions	in	the	next	interview.	Interview	transcripts	and	the	district	plans	were	then	annotated	and	

coded	identifying	common	recurring	themes.		
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Chapter	6	

Results	

This	results	chapter	answers	the	following	research	questions	that	were	set	out	in	Chapter	3	

Methodology:	

• How	is	the	Christchurch	City	Council	planning	for	slow	onset	change?	What	does	that	say	

about	how	planning	theory	copes	with	change	and	uncertainty	in	practice?	

• What	is	the	role	of	the	public	in	planning	for	slow	onset	changes?	

	

6.1 Response	to	the	Tonkin	and	Taylor	Report	

The	2015	District	Plan	review	process	has	made	it	clear	that	the	Christchurch	City	Council	are	taking	

coastal	hazards	into	account	and	are	taking	steps	to	plan	for	these,	despite	the	contentious	nature	

that	the	response	has	brought.	The	Proposed	Replacement	District	Plan	considers	natural	hazards	at	

greater	depths	than	the	previous	District	Plan.	

My	review	of	the	previous	plan	revealed	that	it	considered	natural	hazards	in	Section	2,	on	the	

natural	environment,	in	Objective	2.5;	to	avoid	or	mitigate	adverse	effects	of	loss	or	damage	to	life,	

property,	or	other	parts	of	the	environment	from	natural	hazards.	This	objective	is	given	effect	to	

through	policies,	of	which	Policy	2.5.1.	Presence	of	Natural	Hazards,	2.5.2	Limitations	on	

development,	2.5.4	Sea	level	rise	and	2.5.8	Flooding	mitigation,	are	relevant	to	this	analysis.	These	

provisions	control	development	to	protect	life	and	investment,	limit	the	scale	and	intensity	of	

development	to	avoid	increasing	the	effects	of	hazards,	and	in	areas	subject	to	increased	floor	levels	

as	a	result	of	predicted	sea	level	rise,	avoid	high	density	development	and	adverse	effects	from	

inundation.	The	previous	District	Plan,	plans	for	half	a	meter	of	sea	level	rise	in	flood	management	

areas	which	are	mapped.	The	Building	Act	sets	floor	levels	to	deal	with	the	effects	of	inundation	for	

the	applicable	mapped	areas.	

My	comparison	of	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	and	the	previous	Plan	

revealed	that	the	Replacement	District	Plan	contains	a	more	in	depth	response	to	natural	hazards	

and	in	particular	coastal	hazards.	Where	the	previous	Plan	contains	an	objective	for	natural	hazards	

amongst	the	Natural	Environment	chapter,	the	Replacement	Plan	contains	a	whole	chapter	

dedicated	to	natural	hazards,	most	likely	as	a	response	to	the	2010	and	2011	earthquakes.	Chapter	5	

Natural	Hazards,	of	the	Replacement	Plan,	has	three	natural	hazards	objectives	and	then	general	
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hazards	policies,	policies	for	flooding,	geotechnical	hazards,	slope	instability,	coastal	hazards	and	

multiple	hazards,	and	then	rules	that	apply	to	each	mapped	area.	Of	the	three	objectives	for	the	

natural	hazards	chapter,	the	following	are	relevant	to	this	dissertation:	reducing	risk	to	people,	

property,	infrastructure	and	the	environment	from	the	effects	of	inundation	from	the	sea	and	storm	

surge,	coastal	erosion,	and	exacerbation	of	hazards	due	to	climate	change	and	sea	level	rise;	and	

increasing	public	awareness	of	the	range	and	scale	of	natural	hazards.	In	giving	effect	to	these	

objectives,	it	is	important	to	mention	the	general	natural	hazards	policies	and	the	policies	for	coastal	

hazards.		

The	general	hazards	policies	in	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	include:	

• Avoid	new	subdivision,	use	or	development	where	there	is	unacceptable	or	intolerable	risk.	

• Critical	infrastructure	should	be	located	away	from	significant	hazards	where	possible	

• Control	land	use	depending	on	risk	

• Take	a	precautionary	approach	to	hazard	management,	taking	into	account	uncertainty	in	

likelihood	and	scale,	cumulative	effects	of	multiple	hazards	and	where	there	is	potential	for	

serious	effects	from	hazards.	

• Ensure	hazard	mitigation	does	not	worsen	a	known	hazard,	create	a	new	hazard	or	transfer	

the	risk	to	other	people,	property,	infrastructure	or	environment.	

• Maintain	natural	mitigation	features	such	as	natural	ponding	areas,	coastal	dunes,	wetlands	

and	waterway	margins.	

• Ensure	people	are	informed	and	encourage	resilient	building	

• Ensure	climate	change	is	considered	in	risk	assessment	when	new	subdivision,	use	or	

development	is	being	considered.	

There	are	two	policies	specific	to	coastal	hazards,	which	illustrate	Christchurch	City	Council’s	

management	of	coastal	hazards	following	the	Tonkin	and	Taylor	reports.		

The	first	is	Policy	5.6.1,	which	is	for	coastal	erosion	and	sea	water	inundation.	This	policy	aims	to	

reduce	the	risk	of	coastal	hazards	to	people,	property	and	critical	infrastructure	by:	avoiding	

subdivision	and	development	in	high	risk	areas	over	the	next	50	years;	control	subdivision	and	

development	in	areas	that	will	be	affected	by	coastal	hazards	in	the	next	50-100	years;	and	over	the	

next	100	years	enable	the	modification	of	existing	buildings	to	reduce	risk.	This	policy	recognises	
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planning	timeframes	for	change	and	the	possibility	of	worsening	effects	from	climate	change.	This	

policy	is	much	more	specific	than	any	policy	in	the	previous	Plan	and	recognises	change.	In	the	

previous	Plan,	there	was	no	mention	of	anything	similar	to	this	where	different	timeframes	are	

mentioned.		

The	other	policy	is	Policy	5.6.2,	for	coastal	hazard	mitigation	works.	This	policy	restricts	new	physical	

mitigation	structures	unless	they	are	deemed	absolutely	necessary.	This	notion	of	no	more	hard	

protection	is	new	to	the	Replacement	District	Plan.		

The	approach	taken	in	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	is	that	all	hazards	are	

mapped.	The	maps,	as	well	as	their	planning	functions,	are	meant	to	raise	awareness	of	the	hazards	

present	in	certain	locations.	The	Christchurch	City	Council	has	an	online	tool	where	anyone	can	

search	a	property	and	the	resulting	map	will	depict	all	hazards	zoned	for	that	location.	My	results	

suggest	that	these	maps	have	may	be	too	busy	for	the	public	to	understand.	It	is	hoped	this	online	

tool	will	be	helpful	to	the	community	but	it	doesn’t	come	with	any	explanation	and	therefore,	a	

planner	said	that	the	layperson,	“may	think	that	it	is	the	end	of	the	world	when	all	these	hazards	

appear	to	be	on	their	property”.	This	planner	also	acknowledged	that	you	can	put	all	the	facts	in	front	

of	people	but	you	cannot	always	affect	people’s	decisions.	

The	rules	in	the	Replacement	District	Plan	are	based	around	the	mapping	and	zoning	of	hazards.	

There	are	rules	for	floor	level	and	fill	management	areas,	high	hazard	management	areas,	coastal	

erosion	management	areas	and	coastal	inundation	areas.	In	the	Coastal	Erosion	Management	Areas	

and	Coastal	Inundation	Management	Areas	there	are	no	prohibited	activities.	A	planner	said	that	

“the	prohibited	activity	status	is	sparsely	used	[in	the	Replacement	District	Plan]	and	that	helps	with	

uncertainty	[of	sea	level	rise]	because	people	can	still	apply	for	[resource]	consents	on	a	case	by	case	

basis;	so	everyone	has	opportunity	unless	[sea	level	rise	or	a	coastal	hazard	event	is]	absolutely	

certain”.	

Subdivision	and	new	development	is	a	non-complying	or	restricted	discretionary	activity,	and	

modification	of	existing	buildings	is	restricted	discretionary	activity.	My	results	acknowledge	that	

clear	direction	is	provided	by	the	Canterbury	Regional	Policy	Statement	hazards	chapter,	which	a	

planner	explained	states	to	avoid	new	subdivision	and	development,	and	the	other	coastal	erosion	

and	inundation	provisions.	Only	the	repair	and	maintenance	of	critical	infrastructure	is	a	permitted	

activity.		
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6.2 Planning	options	for	sea	level	rise	

My	results	affirmed	that	planning	response	to	sea	level	rise	can	take	the	form	of	protection,	

accommodation,	retreat,	or	a	mix	of	these	three	approaches.		

6.2.1 Protect	

In	the	past,	the	Christchurch	City	Council	has,	as	have	other	local	authorities,	constructed	hard	

defence	structures	to	protect	against	the	effects	of	coastal	hazards.	There	is	no	denying	by	planners	

that	there	is	a	place	and	value	for	hard	defence	structures,	however	they	are	usually	used	where	

there	is	an	asset	behind	it,	which	is	valuable	enough	that	it	warrants	a	hard	protection	structure.	But	

generally	speaking,	Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor	said	that	Christchurch	City	

doesn’t	have	enough	at	stake	to	warrant	that	form	of	protection	as	a	blanket	approach.		

	

Figure	6:	Protective	sea	wall	structure	along	The	Esplanade,	Sumner,	Christchurch	(Source:	Author)	

	

Hard	protection,	as	a	mitigation	technique,	is	more	effective	as	short	term	measure,	“generally	

speaking,	they	[protection	structures]	don’t	do	the	job	in	the	long	run”	(Canterbury	Regional	Officer	in	

charge	of	reduction).	Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	said,	from	his	

observations	of	the	hard	mitigation	structures	that	Tonkin	and	Taylor	had	constructed,	the	way	these	
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were	constructed,	and	the	places	they	were	put	in,	would	not	be	practical	solutions	to	preventing	the	

effects	of	sea	level	rise.	He	added:	

“When	the	sea	level	rise	information	came	out	in	the	newspapers,	a	
common	response	by	the	public	was	that	sea	walls	should	be	built	to	
mitigate	the	effects.	Of	course,	you	can	engineer	these	structures,	and	on	
the	surface	they	may	appear	to	be	a	good	option.	But	there	are	other	effects	
of	sea	level	rise	that	are	not	so	apparent	and	cannot	be	simply	solved	by	
constructing	a	sea	wall”.		

For	example,	sea	level	rise	may	cause	the	ground	water	level	to	rise	in	coastal	locations.	A	sea	wall	

will	not	stop	the	effect	of	rising	groundwater	level	on	the	likes	of	storm	water	infrastructure.	So	

Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	said	it	is	important	to	look	at	the	cumulative	

effects	when	determining	the	planning	response.		

In	recent	times	there	has	been	a	shift	towards	holistic	management	and	soft	approaches.	Senior	

Planning	Academic	said	that:		

“There’s	a	lot	more	focus	on	understanding	coastal	processes	and	working	
with	those…	to	minimize	its	impacts,	and	in	many	respects	those	will	be	
visual	impacts	as	well”.	

Protection,	so	that	coastal	communities	can	continue	to	build	on	the	coast,	is	not	desired	as	the	sole	

solution	for	managing	sea	level	rise	in	Christchurch.		

6.2.2 Managed	Retreat	

Managed	retreat	is	the	opposite	approach	to	protection.	However,	my	results	have	demonstrated	

that,	like	protection,	managed	retreat	has	little	support	as	a	sea	level	rise	management	approach.	

When	asked	‘how	do	you	plan	for	sea	level	rise’,	most	planners	differentiated	between	management	

approaches	that	mitigate	the	problem	through	managing	the	sea,	or	managing	the	people	and	places	

impacted.		Canterbury	Regional	CDEM	Officer	in	charge	of	reduction	said:	

“Those	slow	onset	[disasters]	are	things	that	could	occur	over	a	longer	
period	of	time.	We	would	try	and	manage	[those]	through	reduction	and	
either	putting	mitigation	in	place	to	stop	the	hazard	from	impacting	on	
people,	or	remove	people	from	the	area	itself”.	

When	prompted	on	the	latter,	removing	people	from	the	area	vulnerable	to	the	effects	of	sea	level	

rise,	and	whether	this	would	mean	managed	retreat,	all	respondents	made	it	clear	that	retreat	alone,	

was	not	the	way	to	manage	sea	level	rise	in	Christchurch	just	yet.	“[‘Managed	retreat’]	is	a	

provocative	term…	Elected	people	are	generally	not	all	that	enthused	by	it…	It’s	not	a	good	thing,	

people	want	development”	(Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor).	This	is	especially	true	

for	people	in	Christchurch,	where	some	of	the	areas	subject	to	the	effects	of	sea	level	rise	are	those	
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that	were	worst	affected	by	the	earthquakes	in	2010	and	2011,	and	all	they	want	to	do	is	to	rebuild	

and	move	on.	

Using	terms	carefully	in	hazard	management	is	important	because	it	is	a	complex	issue	that	has	many	

emotions	attached	to	it.	Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	suggested	that:	

“Retreat	isn’t	a	very	good	word	to	use,	and	adaptation	is	a	better	word	to	
use.	So	it’s	really	just	a	sense	of	tempering…	what	the	consequence	of	a	
strategy	might	be…	[For	example],	retreat	is	basically	you	run	away	and	you	
give	everything	up,	whereas	adaptation,	if	you	set	it	out	properly,	provides	a	
bit	more	of	a	structured	way	of	being	able	to	work	with	the	hazard	for	a	
while	until	you…	have	to	potentially	accept	defeat	and	walk	away,	but	
retreat	right	at	the	upfront…	as	a	long	term	goal,	usually	kills	a	project”.	

There	is	also	a	lot	of	community	value	in	these	coastal	areas	at	risk,	which	makes	retreat	an	

unfavourable	option.	Public	Sector	Natural	Hazards	Principal	Advisor	thought	that	if	the	Christchurch	

City	Council	was	in	a	position	where	they	could	implement	a	buyout	or	take	away	existing	use	rights,	

then	they	could	go	down	that	track,	but	there	is	too	much	community	value	in	these	areas	to	

implement	retreat	on	a	large	scale	without	these.	Thus,	engagements	between	local	authorities	and	

private	consultants	have	typically	been	like	that	between	the	Christchurch	City	Council	and	Tonkin	

and	Taylor	where	the	private	consultants	are	commissioned	to	undertake	the	assessment	and	make	

suggestions	for	mitigation.	As	Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	said:		

“Typically	speaking	New	Zealand’s	not	really	at	the	stage	where	the	councils	
are	prepared	to	go	there	with	the	real	meaty	questions	or	issues	around	
implementing	mitigation	or	coming	up	with	different	strategies	which	might	
impact	on	people’s	property	rights	and	things	like	that”.		

The	other	possibility	is	that	retreat	will	happen	naturally.	Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	

Advisor	believed	that	the	issues	of	sea	level	rise	and	the	coastal	hazards	it	is	exacerbating,	is	not	a	

new	concept.		“Nothing	new	is	happening	other	than	sea	level	rise	is	happening	faster	and	we	will	

have	to	think	more	quickly”	(Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor).		

This	will	promote	incorporation	of	other	planning	methods	and	tools	for	sea	level	rise	that	are	

centred	on	being	more	resilient	to	coastal	processes;	not	running	away	from	the	sea,	but	also	not	

holding	the	sea	at	bay	instead	letting	the	coastal	environment	change,	and	accommodating	that.		

	New	rules	are	being	incorporated	into	the	Replacement	District	Plan	to	allow	for	the	modification	of	

existing	buildings	so	that	the	floor	level	could	be	raised	in	the	floor	level	and	fill	management	zones.	

So	in	a	sense	the	Replacement	District	Plan	allows	for	more	resilient	buildings.	However,	piecemeal	

changes,	where	only	part	of	the	neighbourhood	adapt,	and	others	leave,	is	not	the	intention,	

“because	then	you	get	the	issues	that	have	occurred	in	the	red	zone	in	Bexley	for	example,	the	where	
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council	is	faced	with	the	decision	whether	to	keep	services	going	to	only	a	few	residents2”	(Public	

Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor).	

6.2.3 Adaptation	strategy	or	a	mixed	approach	

My	results	indicated	that	planners	and	policy	makers	would	like	to	see	a	mixed	approach	for	

managing	sea	level	rise	in	Christchurch;	a	combination	of	protect,	accommodate	and	retreat	

responses.	Tonkin	and	Taylor	(2013)	suggested	a	Sea	Level	Rise	Adaptation	Strategy	which	would	be	

phased	and	flexible	in	its	implementation.	This	means	that	different	time	scales	or	planning	horizons	

would	be	developed	for	particular	management	methods.	Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	

Hazards	Specialist	gave	the	following	example	of	what	an	adaptation	strategy	might	look	like:	

“It	might	be	that	for	year	0-15	it’s	business	as	usual	and	that	people	just	get	
to	enjoy	their	properties	and	there’s	no	real	change	to	anything.	Between	
year	15	and	year	50…	you	might	prevent	further	development	of	the	lot	in	
terms	of	adding	significant	additions	to	the	house	or	new	development	
rights	in	terms	of	subdivision…	and	then	your	longer	term	ones	might	be,	for	
certain	areas…	the	people	just	retreat	from	them	because	the	water	is	
inundating	them	to	the	extent	that	their	property’s	not	really	viable	
anymore	and	it	doesn’t	make	sense	for	council	to	reticulate	that	
infrastructure	or	try	and	facilitate	onsite	wastewater	disposal	below	the	
ground	water	table,	and	all	those	sorts	of	things.	So	when	we	talk	about	
adaptation	strategies,	they’re	really	just	setting	out	pathways	for	getting	
people	to	buy	into	the	fact	that	long	term,	there	is	a	chance	they	may	not	be	
able	to	do	what	they’re	doing	now”.		

An	adaptation	strategy	would	promote	incorporation	of	other	planning	methods	and	tools	for	sea	

level	rise	are	centred	on	being	more	resilient	to	coastal	processes.	For	example	Tonkin	and	Taylor	

Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	said	he	had	seen	things	like	coastal	management	guidelines	

around	how	buildings	are	constructed	or	sited	to	be	more	resilient	to	coastal	processes,	in	terms	of	

their	foundations	and	their	locatability	and	things	like	reserve	areas	of	the	site	where	you	could	

relocate	a	building	to	and	still	have	a	viable,	developable,	occupiable	lot.	

An	adaptation	strategy	is	also	a	more	holistic	approach,	and	because	of	its	flexibility,	it	can	be	

adapted	and	applied	to	any	location.	Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	raised	the	

concern	that	in	Christchurch,	some	of	the	coastal	communities	are	faced	with	multiple	hazards.	For	

example,	Sumner	and	Ferrymead	are	sandwiched	between	coastal	hazards,	and	rock	fall	and	slip	

hazards.	So	Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	believed	that	in	thinking	about	the	

																																																													
2	Bexley	is	an	eastern	suburb	of	Christchurch	that	was	badly	damaged	by	earthquakes	in	2010	and	2011.	The	
suburb	was	zoned	as	‘red’,	meaning	it	had	widespread	land	and	infrastructure	damage	and	a	solution	to	repair	
the	land	would	be	uncertain,	costly	and	likely	to	be	highly	disruptive.	Residents	were	offered	a	pay-out	for	their	
damaged	land	and	property,	however	some	residents	chose	to	stay	in	their	homes.	This	caused	a	dilemma	for	
the	Christchurch	City	Council	on	whether	or	not	to	continue	providing	services	to	the	few	remaining	residents	
in	red-zoned	suburbs	such	as	Bexley.	
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longevity	of	some	of	these	coastal	communities,	all	hazards	have	to	be	considered	and	while	sea	

level	rise	might	be	a	starting	point,	it	may	be	that	another	hazard,	such	as	rock	fall,	might	have	a	

greater	potential	impact.	“So	that’s	why	that	adaptation	strategy	is	quite	a	good	idea	because	you	

can	mix	and	match,	and	change,	the	sort	or	mechanics	of	it	to	suit	the	particular	environment	and	set	

of	circumstances”	(Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist).	

The	benefit	of	an	adaptation	strategy,	rather	than	retreat,	is	that	you	can	monitor	changes	that	are	

occurring	and	respond	in	a	careful,	considered	manner,	based	on	the	results	of	that	monitoring.	If	

sea	level	rise	eventuates	at	the	lower	end	of	the	predictions	then	the	planning	response	in	this	

adaptation	will	be	quite	a	different	outcome	to	what	the	adaptation	strategy	will	be	at	the	higher	

end.	This	is	why	Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	likes	adaptation	strategies:	

“It’s	got	this	connotation	that	it’s	a	live	process	that	you’re	always	thinking	
about	and	you’re	always	updating”.		

Managed	retreat,	on	the	other	hand	has	negative	connotations	that	properties	will	be	inundated	and	

residents	will	have	to	move	elsewhere.	So	Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	

thinks	that	politically,	it’s	a	good	idea	to	use	the	term	‘adaptation	strategy’	because	then	it	is	about	

explaining	to	people	that	it	doesn’t	mean	they	will	be	evicted	from	their	homes	immediately,	but	

rather	that	it	is	the	worst	case	scenario	and	a	lot	can	happen	in	the	middle	so	it	is	more	of	a	‘wait	and	

see’	approach.	The	planning	process	therefore	incorporates	the	possibilities	for	change	rather	than	

setting	rigid	targets	which	have	to	be	achieved.	Not	only	does	this	live	process	help	planners	and	

policy	makers	to	make	the	best	decisions,	but	it	also	helps	those	people	affected	to	deal	with	it	

because	they	have	had	warning.	

My	results	indicate	that	there	is	no	sign	of	an	adaptation	strategy	being	included	in	the	plan	just	yet,	

despite	it	being	a	key	recommendation	of	Tonkin	and	Taylor	in	how	Christchurch	should	respond	to	

the	sea	level	rise	predictions.	There	is	a	chance	however	that	an	adaptation	strategy	of	sorts	may	

present	itself	in	a	Natural	Hazards	Strategy	that	is	proposed	for	the	future.	“The	purpose	of	the	

strategy	will	be	to	provide	a	framework	for	identifying	priorities	for	action,	and	to	define	where	

responsibilities	lie.		It	will	also	provide	a	policy	framework	for	managing	natural	hazards	across	a	wide	

range	of	council	roles	and	responsibilities”	(Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor).	“The	

Strategy	will	be	about	lessening	the	impact	of	hazards	when	an	event	does	occur,	saving	lives,	

reducing	damage	and	disruption,	and	enabling	faster	recovery”	(Christchurch	City	Council,	2015).	

“The	focus	will	be	on	risk	reduction	however	it	can’t	and	won’t	ignore	the	other	three	R’s;	readiness,	

response	and	recovery”	(Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor).	The	Strategy	will	take	an	

adaptive	management	approach	that	is	“balanced	along	with	defend	and	retreat.	I	treat	the	latter	as	

part	of	adaptation.		Over	time	we	have	moved	on	from	"keeping	the	water	away	from	the	people"	to	
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"keeping	people	away	from	the	water".		This	trend	continues,	but	obviously	can't	be	applied	

everywhere.		The	best	outcome	will	always	be	a	combination	of	defend,	adapt	and	retreat.		The	

question	is,	where	we	put	the	emphasis“(Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor).	

6.2.4 Mechanisms		

Planning	for	sea	level	rise	can	be	achieved	through	the	traditional	statutory	approach	to	land	use	

planning	under	the	Resource	Management	Act,	or	non-statutory	approaches.	My	results	suggest	that	

both	statutory	and	non-statutory	approaches	are	valuable	and	non-statutory	approaches	can	be	a	

little	more	innovative	and	incorporate	the	community	in	collaborative	planning.	

Statutory	land-use	planning		

Land	use	planning	is	traditionally	the	main	mechanism	for	planning	and	is	carried	out	under	the	RMA.	

Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	believed	that	the	RMA	and	particularly	the	

NZCPS	provide	a	sound	regulatory	framework	and	establish	the	mechanisms	to	plan	for	sea	level	rise	

such	as	erosion	hazard	zones	and	inundation	zones	in	district	plans.	

Slow	onset	disasters	are	managed	through	reduction	however	that	is	predominantly	achieved	

through	land	use	planning	at	regional	and	district	council	level.	Thus	from	a	Civil	Defence	and	

Emergency	perspective,	the	most	impact	they	would	have	would	be	by	influencing	the	writing	of	

regional	or	district	plans,	or	submitting	on	proposed	plans.		

In	planning	for	slow	onset	disaster	and	uncertain	change,	it	is	important	that	the	planning	framework	

is	continually	being	adjusted	and	adapted	based	on	the	best	available	science.	Regional	Council	

Senior	Planner,	believed	that	this	must	be	achieved	while	trying	to	keep	the	overall	regulatory	

burden	as	light	as	possible.	He	elaborated	further	by	explaining:		

“Every	time	you	get	a	resource	consent	from	the	council	that	resource	
consent	[should]	actually	[be]	managing	an	effect.	It’s	not	just	recording	
that	someone	is	there,	it’s	not	just	a	consent	that	is	a	rubber	stamp	
consent…	to	say	that	you	can	go	there…	[That]	doesn’t	cut	the	mustard	in	
terms	of	achieving	the	intent	of	the	Resource	Management	Act.	You	can	
certainly	justify	it,	but	it	doesn’t,	in	my	head,	achieve	it.	If	the	resource	
consent	said	that,	and	this	is	where	I	think	the	City	Council	is	going,	that	you	
need	to	ensure	that	the	house	is	relocatable,	that	if	you’re	going	to	relocate	
the	house,	you	relocate	it	landward	of	where	it	is.	So	I	think	they	are	trying	
to	use	the	consent	process	to	point	people	at	the	time	they	are	building,	to	
say	okay,	well	think	about	it,	the	sea’s	going	to	rise	and	you	might	need	to	
move	you’re	building	somewhere	else.	We	don’t	want	to	be	the	bad	guys	
saying,	‘no,	you	have	to	leave	your	property’,	but	at	the	same	time	we’ve	
got	to	look	after	you,	some	of	the	ways	we’re	going	to	look	after	you	is	by	
telling	you	now,	you	need	to	have	a	relocatable	dwelling,	you	need	to	be	
able	to	relocate	it	away	from	the	sea,	and	that	starts	to	build	for	me	a	
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picture	of	way	the	consenting	process	is	going	to	add	value	to	the	person	
who	is	actually	applying	for	the	consent”.	

Non-statutory,	community	led	strategies	

Non-statutory	approaches	are	also	available	to	plan	for,	and	manage,	sea	level	rise	and	coastal	

hazards,	which	are	also	effective	tools.	The	non-statutory	methods	are	based	around	collaboration,	

community	involvement	and	providing	good	quality	information.	The	adaptation	strategy	that	Tonkin	

and	Taylor	(2013)	refer	to	can	possibly	be	“regarded	as	a	non-statutory,	non-regulatory	document,	

but	if	the	community	is	involved	in	its	preparation	and	agrees	to	its	implementation,	it’s	probably	

quite	a	useful	thing”	(Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist).	

The	work	the	council	is	doing	around	sea	level	rise,	now	and	will	continue	to	do	in	the	future,	is	

contentious	work	and	highly	emotive.	All	interviewees	agreed	there	will	be	some	push	back	from	the	

community	as	a	result	of	any	of	this	work.		

Kapiti	Coast	District	Council	has	recently	been	through	the	same	district	plan	review	process	as	the	

Christchurch	City	Council	are	going	through	now.	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council	also	placed	hazard	

information	on	the	LIM	reports	of	vulnerable	properties.	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council	were	the	first	in	

New	Zealand	to	try	this	approach	and	they	received	a	lot	of	scrutiny	from	the	public.	Despite	the	

failed	attempt	in	Kapiti,	the	Christchurch	City	Council	still	choose	to	use	the	same	planning	response.	

Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	thought	that:	

“Given	this	is	the	first	time	[that	Christchurch	has]	started	to	have…	hazard	
lines	in	a	plan	that	takes	into	account	climate	change	in	a	much	more	
dynamic	way	than	what	ECan	was	doing	in	the	past,	I	do	see	that	there’ll	be	
some	push	back,	[and]	the	City	Council	and	the	Regional	Council	are	
probably	going	to	receive	quite	a	bit	of	flack”	(Regional	Council	Senior	
Planner).	

Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	agreed	that	talk	of	sea	level	rise,	inundation	

and	retreat,	doesn’t	sit	well	with	people,	but	he	also	thinks	that	non-statutory	approaches	that	share	

good	information	with	people	are	useful	to	overcome	this.		

Similarly,	Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	didn’t	think	the	rules	in	the	plan	were	the	most	important	

at	this	point	in	time.	He	didn’t	disregard	them	completely,	but	the	key	at	the	moment	in	his	mind	is	

holding	a	dialogue	with	the	coastal	communities.	He	believed	that	as	a	planner,	it	is	his,	and	the	

other	planners’	in	Christchurch,	obligation	to	tell	people	living	in	these	coastal	communities,	in	an	

unthreatening	way,	that	their	land	is	subject	to	1m	of	vertical	sea	level	rise,	which	result	in	a	certain	

distance	of	shoreline	retreat.	
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Involving	the	community	in	this	process	will	also	help	local	authorities	to	plan	for	uncertainties.	Due	

to	the	nature	of	sea	level	rise	the	predictions	and	hazards	may	change	in	scale	and	intensity.	It	is	

therefore	important	that	the	community	is	engaged	because	it	shows	the	communities	that	they	are	

not	just	being	evicted,	made	to	leave	or	told	they	cannot	build	or	develop	anymore,	but	Regional	

Council	Senior	Planner	believed,	there	will	be	a	level	of	trust	between	the	public	bodies	and	the	

communities,	which	they	serve,	that	shows	the	community	that	these	public	bodies	are	trying	to	do	

the	right	thing.	He	explained:	

“There’ll	be	a	level	of	trust	between	us	as	public	bodies	and	the	community	
that	we	serve	that	says	well	they’re	trying	to	do	the	right	thing.	We’ve	got	
to	a	point	where	there’s	a	problem,	we	haven’t	nailed	the	social	impact	of	
what	it	means	to	take	away	what	at	the	moment	is	17000	households’	
biggest	asset,	and	the	societal	impacts	of	that	are	pretty	huge.	So	it’s	easy	
to	put	a	rule	in	a	plan	that	says	no	you	can’t	live	here	anymore,	that	might	
help	someone	if	they’ve	got	somewhere	else	to	live,	but	I	don’t	believe	any	
rule	is	going	to	take	away	someone’s	home	unless	we	can	provide	them	
viable	alternative	options	to	live	somewhere”	(Regional	Council	Senior	
Planner).	

Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	and	Senior	Planning	Academic	agreed	that	because	this	effects	local	

communities,	it	is	important	that	they	have	the	opportunity	to	submit	and	be	heard,	and	that	is	a	

crucial	part	of	public	participation	under	the	RMA.	The	post-modern	planning	approach	of	the	RMA	

“…acknowledges	different	value	system,	different	ways	of	seeing	the	world,	different	ways	of	

approaching	it,	different	viewpoints”	(Senior	Planning	Academic).	Senior	Planning	Academic	further	

explained	public	participation	under	the	RMA:	

“A	lot	of	the	Resource	Management	Act	system…	is	based	on	[post-
modernism]	to	have	a	Habermsian	ideal	of	trying	to	create	as	close	to	an	
ideal	situation	as	possible	through	the	hearings	processes	and	through	the	
submissions	processes	and	so	on.	So	people	can…	make	submissions	in	
almost	any	form	they	want	provided	it’s	written	in	its	original	form.	So	you	
get	people	who	present	their	submission	in	the	form	of	dance,	or	poetry,	or	
artwork;	that’s	an	acceptable	way	of	dealing	with	it.	It’s	not	what	you’d	
expect	from	a	traditional	expert	rational	planning	sort	of	approach.	So	
people	are	able	to	perform	their	discourses,	pretty	much,	as	they	want	
under	the	postmodern	approach	and	that	is	done	under	the	Resource	
Management	Act	because	they	set	out	those	various	forums	whereby	you	
can	actually	do	that”.	

	Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	agreed	that	because	this	issue	has	huge	impacts	on	the	Christchurch	

community,	they	have	the	opportunity	to	submit	on	the	issue	and	be	heard.	In	his	mind,	it	is	this	

conversation	between	the	local	beachside	communities	and	the	Council	that	is	important,	and	that	

they	are	talking	about	the	likely	impacts	of	climate	change	and	how	they	will	adapt.		
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Collaboration	between	various	levels	of	government	and	the	communities	effected	is	required	for	

the	best	planning	approach	for	sea	level	rise.	However,	interviewees	agreed	collaboration	presents	

its	challenges.	Central	and	local	government	agencies	in	Christchurch	have	been	working	together	a	

lot	as	a	result	of	the	post-earthquake	situation.	Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	said:		

“At	the	moment,	despite	what	you	might	read	in	the	newspaper,	between	
CERA	(the	Crown),	us	(Environment	Canterbury)	and	the	City	Council,	there’s	
a	huge	amount	of	cooperation	and	collaboration	going	on	to	try	and	move	
us	forward	from	the	earthquake,	that	if	that	level	of	cooperation	continues	
into	the	future,	I	think	that	the	Councils	and	Government	will	get	on	really	
well	and	drive	a	really	good	solution.	If	we	end	up	going	back	to	the	
situation	where	the	City	Council	and	its	politicians,	were	arguing	irrationally,	
in	my	view,	with	the	ECan	politians,	who	were	also	arguing	irrationally	with	
central	government	and	no	one	was	achieving	anything”.	

Another	challenge	of	collaboration	is	engaging	with	the	community	and	providing	good	quality,	

useful	information.	A	planner	acknowledged	that	you	can	put	all	the	facts	in	front	of	people	but	you	

cannot	always	affect	people’s	decisions;	you	are	always	up	against	information	awareness.	Education	

is	also	not	just	a	one	off	thing.	The	community	always	needs	to	be	re-educated	and	information	

always	needs	to	be	re-presented	in	new	ways.	

Community	lead	or	government	intervention?	

Planning	for	slow	onset	disasters,	uncertainty	and	the	possibility	of	retreat,	is	complex	and	

contested.	So	who	decides	on	a	solution	and	when	to	implement	it?	Should	the	government	

intervene?	Is	it	up	to	councils	as	the	elected	local	authority	to	devise	a	solution,	or	should	it	come	

from	the	community?	These	are	all	questions	that	planning	professionals	are	grappling	with.	

Although,	my	results	showed	that	there	seems	to	be	consensus	that	the	current	regulatory	

framework	is	workable	and	therefore	councils	should	be	able	to	plan	for	sea	level	rise,	with	input	

from	the	community,	without	the	government	intervening.		

The	RMA	and	NZCPS	2010	already	provide	a	feasible	framework	for	planning	for	sea	level	rise	in	the	

opinion	of	Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist.	He	said:	

“The	regulatory	framework	is	actually	not	that	bad,	the	RMA	and	the	NZCPS	
and	court	decisions	have	already	said	that	coastal	hazards,	inundation	and	
erosion,	over	a	100	year	planning	horizon,	are	a	real	fundamental	thing	for	
New	Zealand,	so	I	think	it’s	not	really	that	broke	in	terms	of	the	systems	that	
are	there”.		

The	NZCPS	2010	provides	quite	clear	direction	from	central	government	because	councils	“blamed	

central	government	for	not	giving	them	clear	direction	[in	the	previous	NZCPS]	and	said	if	you’d	given	

us	clear	direction	we’d	have	known	what	to	do	and	got	on	with	it…	The	other	aspect	to	it	is	that	

without	clear	direction	saying	you	must	give	effect	to	these	particular	things,	then	the	councils	don’t	
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prioritise	their	budget”	(Senior	Planning	Academic).	The	current	level	of	central	government	guidance	

provided	by	the	NZCPS	2010	is	sufficient	and	there	is	consensus	that	a	prescriptive	set	of	national	

standards	for	manging	sea	level	rise	would	not	be	favourable.	Senior	Planning	Academic	further	

argued	that,	“national	standards	tend	to	be	set	more	at	the	lowest	common	denominator	and	they	

are	like	a	sledgehammer	to	crack	a	nut,	they	are	often	not	particularly	amenable	to	local	situations”.	

Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	added:	

“I	think	the	danger	with	coming	up	with	a	real	prescriptive	set	of	standards	
for	how	you	must	manage	sea	level	rise	would	be	that	in	each	case	the	
community’s	different,	in	terms	of	land	use,	in	terms	of	provision	of	
infrastructure,	in	terms	of	how	their	actual	physical	coastal	processes	are	
interacting	with	one	another.	So	I	don’t	think	I	would	advocate	for	a	set	of	
guidelines	that	you	roll	out	all	over	New	Zealand.	I	think	it	does	need	to	be	
more	of	a	settlement	risk	based	approach	to	what	you	need	to	do”.	

The	NZCPS	2010	provides	guidance	that	is	amenable	to	local	situations	because	it	is	given	effect	to	

through	local	and	regional	plans.	So	the	provisions	can	be	interpreted	and	implemented	in	a	way	that	

is	appropriate	in	individual	regions.	Whereas	a	straight	national	standard	would	apply	regardless	of	

the	local	situation.	

Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor	agrees	that	the	regions	are	different	and	the	risks	

are	different	and	therefore	didn’t	want	to	see	strict	standards	put	in	place.	He	also	indicated	that	

another	matter	that	needs	to	be	taken	into	consideration	is	what	the	community	wants	and	what	

they	are	willing	to	pay	for	in	their	rates.	Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	agreed	that	the	solution	to	

managing	sea	level	rise	needs	to	come	from	the	community	rather	than	district	or	regional	

authorities.	He	explained:	

“My	view	is	that	the	answer	has	to	come	from	the	community	and	it’s	our	
job	as	local	government	to	facilitate	the	discussion	and	then	help	the	
community	to	deliver	the	outcome	that	they’re	looking	for.	If	we	impose	it	
as	local	or	central	government,	it’ll	be	like	the	red	zone,	with	people	that	are	
not	terribly	happy	with	the	answer	that	we’ve	dreamt	up	for	them.	If	they’ve	
been	involved	in	the	conversation	and	they’ve	helped	us	to	shape	whatever	
solution	gets	put	into	a	plan,	hopefully	they’ll	buy	into	that	solution	because	
it’s	theirs,	not	something	that’s	imposed”.	

6.3 Planning	for	the	uncertainty	of	sea	level	rise	

It	is	clear	that	planning	for	sea	level	rise	is	a	complex	issue	because	of	the	uncertainty	involved	with	

the	predictions.	To	help	plan	for	uncertainty,	modelling	and	the	current	regulatory	framework,	

including	the	10	year	lifetimes	of	district	plans,	have	been	identified	as	beneficial	current	tools	or	

frameworks.		
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Modelling	has	certainly	been	recognised	as	helpful.	Tonkin	and	Taylor	Principal	Natural	Hazards	

Specialist	explained	his	view	of	the	world	is	that:	

	“Sea	level	rise	is	a	factor	which	aggravates	or	influences	the	extent	to	which	
coastal	erosion	or	coastal	inundation	will	be	an	issue,	so	it’s	not	really	a	
hazard,	but	it’s	an	influencing	factor	over…	hazards.	So	I	think	if	you	do	your	
modelling	right,	and	you	develop	your	rules	appropriately,	you	can	plan	for	
sea	level	rise.	But	it’s	just	important	to	get	those	basic	principles	right	
around	sea	level	rise”.		

However,	there	are	limitations	to	modelling.	Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	questioned,	“how	

inaccurate	are	our	actual	projections?”	He	added:		

“We	might	tell	someone	that	in	100	years’	time	you	will	be	faced	with	a	
meter,	but	in	30	years’	time,	or	20	years’	time	from	now,	we	could	be	telling	
people	quite	a	different	story.	The	story	that	we	tell	people	is	going	to	
evolve	and	change	over	time	[but]	the	direction	of	travel	is	only	one	way;	
the	sea	is	going	to	rise	more,	rather	than	the	sea	is	going	to	lower”.		

As	well	as	finding	new	information,	modelling	and	approaches	to	modelling	will	change	and	advance.	

But	as	Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor	acknowledged,	you	cannot	wait	for	the	

perfect	science;	you	have	to	do	something	at	some	point	and	therefore	you	have	to	start	

somewhere.	In	his	opinion,	the	Tonkin	and	Taylor	modelling	and	the	mapping	in	the	Replacement	

District	Plan	provide	a	starting	point	and	a	forum	for	further	modelling.		

In	terms	of	the	mechanics	of	how	you	can	actually	plan	for	uncertain	sea	level	rise,	in	a	regulatory	

sense,	Tonkin	and	Taylor’s	Principal	Natural	Hazards	Specialist	thinks	that	there	is	support	to	do	that	

through	the	regulatory	framework	provided	by	the	RMA	and	the	NZCPS.	He	explained:	

	“It’s	quite	a	complex	issue	sea	level	rise,	and	how	you	regulate	around	it.	
But	my	view	is	firmly	that	there	is	support	through	the	RMA	and	the	NZCPS	
and	even	some	of	the	regional	plans	are	already	doing	it,	and	you	could	
have	a	debate	about	how	effective	some	of	those	things	are,	but	at	least	
someone	is	doing	something”.	

Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	added	that	the	10	year	lifetimes	of	district	plans,	with	a	review	every	

five	years,	helps	when	planning	for	uncertainty.	He	explained:		

“This	district	plan	that	the	City	Council	is	doing	at	the	moment	will	only	last	
10	years	and	in	10	years	the	information	will	be	probably	different	from	
what	we	are	seeing	today.	When	we	come	to	review	in	future,	instead	of	it	
being…	17000	households	that	might	be	25000	households,	but	if	we’ve	
been	talking	with	our	community	over	that	time	period,	and	we’ve	been	
talking	to	them	about	how	climate	science	works,	or	why	it’s	uncertain…	
when	we	come	back	and	have	another	conversation	that	our	science	wasn’t	
quite	as	accurate	as	we	thought	it	was	10	years	ago,	there’ll	be	a	level	of	
trust	between	us	as	public	bodies	and	the	community	that	we	serve,	that	
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says	we’re	trying	to	do	the	right	thing,	and	they’re	not	just	telling	us	that	we	
can’t	build	or	redevelop	or	expand,	and	we	have	to	leave”.		

Regional	Council	Senior	Planner	hoped	that	this	foundation	of	trust	would	help	the	community	to	see	

the	councils	are	trying	to	do	the	right	thing	in	planning	for	sea	level	rise	and	they	are	not	just	saying	

people	cannot	develop,	or	that	they	are	forced	to	leave,	but	that	they	want	to	work	with	the	

community.	This	is	therefore	another	reason	in	his	mind	why	it	is	most	important,	in	the	stage	that	

the	council	is	in	now,	that	the	they	are	having	conversations	with	the	community	

Also,	resource	consents,	if	used	appropriately	can	help	plan	for	uncertainty	while	keeping	the	

regulatory	burden	as	light	as	possible.	A	Planner	said	that	the	prohibited	activity	status	is	sparsely	

used	in	the	Replacement	District	Plan	and	that	helps	with	uncertainty	because	people	can	still	apply	

for	resource	consents	on	a	case	by	case	basis,	so	everyone	has	the	opportunity	to	do	something	on	

their	land	unless	the	risks	are	absolutely	certain.		

Planning	for	uncertainty	doesn’t	come	without	its	challenges.	As	well	as	the	challenge	presented	by	

science,	predictions	and	the	limitations	of	models,	there	is	also	the	challenge	of	interpretation.	

Different	worldviews	in	society	means	that	sea	level	rise	means	different	things	to	different	people.	

Public	Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor	also	mentioned	the	as	well	as	having	different	

interpretations,	people	also	have	different	perceptions	of	the	risks	that	it	will	cause	and	how	

tolerable	those	risks	are.	He	said,	“Science	is	sometimes	as	much	an	art	as	it	is	a	science”	(Public	

Sector	Natural	Resources	Principal	Advisor).	Therefore	how	you	present	this	information	to	the	

community	and	explain	its	uncertainty	is	a	major	challenge.	

	

6.4 Summary	of	key	research	findings	

My	results	lead	us	to	believe	that	the	Christchurch	City	Council	is	considering	the	impacts	of	sea	level	

rise	and	how	they	will	plan	for	that,	although	no	drastic	measures,	such	as	manage	retreat,	have	

been	put	in	place	just	yet	in	response	to	the	Tonkin	and	Taylor	reports.		

The	proposed	planning	provisions	for	hazards,	and	particularly	those	for	sea	level	rise	induced	coastal	

hazards,	have	been	significantly	advanced	in	the	Replacement	District	Plan	from	the	previous	District	

Plan.	This	shows	the	City	Council	is	concerned	and	are	forward	thinking	and	planning	for	future	

uncertain	change.	The	policies	in	the	Replacement	District	Plan	for	natural	hazards	are	quite	

prescriptive,	using	words	such	as	“avoid”,	for	new	subdivision	in	high	risk	areas,	and	“control”	land-

use.	The	approach	is	also	to	map,	or	zone	land,	based	on	natural	hazards,	and	make	rules	specific	to	

these	zones.	My	results	suggest	that	risk	reduction	is	predominantly	being	managed	through	land	

use.		
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My	results	imply	that	the	management	response	for	sea	level	rise	will	not	be	a	blanket	protection	

approach	for	all	coastal	areas	in	Christchurch.	Retreat	also	has	very	little	support	because	of	its	high	

emotive	nature	and	the	legal	challenges	it	faces.	It	is	not	yet	clear	the	exact	method	the	City	Council	

will	take	to	plan	for	sea	level	rise	apart	from	using	land	use	controls	to	reduce	risk.	Most	of	the	

interviewees	working	within	the	hazard	space	advocate	for	an	adaptation	strategy	over	the	long	

term,	where	there	can	be	an	element	of	‘wait	and	see’	and	make	incremental	changes	as	the	

situation	changes.		

With	no	major	calls	for	Government	intervention	from	the	interviewees,	to	help	local	authorities	deal	

with	the	issue,	it	seems	the	regulatory	framework	is	workable.	My	results	would	suggest	that	

planning	for	change	can	be	done	effectively	within	the	current	legislation,	particularly	under	the	New	

Zealand	Costal	Policy	Statement	2010	for	sea	level	rise.	My	results	also	indicate	that	practitioners	

believe	the	best	planning	approach	for	dealing	with	change	and	uncertainty	is	one	that	can	change	

with	the	environment	and	incorporates	the	community	in	decision	making.		
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Chapter	7	

Discussion		

7.1 Introduction	

The	purpose	of	this	dissertation	was	to	investigate	planning	response	to	slow	onset	disasters,	change	

and	uncertainty	using	the	example	of	sea-level	rise	in	Christchurch.	To	address	this	aim,	the	following	

objectives	were	set	to	guide	the	research	process:	

• How	is	the	Christchurch	City	Council	planning	for	slow	onset	change?	What	does	that	say	

about	how	planning	theory	copes	with	change	and	uncertainty	in	practice?	

• What	is	the	role	of	the	public	in	planning	for	slow	onset	changes?	

This	chapter	interprets	and	discusses	the	results	of	this	research	and	compares	these	findings	to	the	

existing	body	of	literature.	The	common	themes	that	have	been	identified	by	integrating	the	literary	

findings	and	the	research	results	are	centered	on	planning’s	ability	in	practice	and	theory,	to	cope	

with	change,	and	the	role	of	public	participation	in	planning	for	change	and	uncertainty.		

The	adaptation	approach	that	has	been	taken	by	the	Christchurch	City	Council,	and	suggested	by	

other	professionals,	in	planning	for	sea	level	rise	tells	us	a	lot	about	how	planning	theory	can	be	put	

into	practice,	how	different	planning	theories	and	approaches	are	able	to	cope	with	change	and	

uncertainties,	and	the	role	of	public	participation	in	planning	for	change.	

	

7.2 A	planning	approach	for	change	

Planning	theory	has	struggled	to	find	one	all-encompassing	theory,	and	to	confine	it	to	such,	would	

be	treacherous	according	to	Brown	&	Sherrard	(1951).	Campbell	&	Fainstein	(2003)	called	planning	

“an	elusive	subject	of	study”	(p.	1)	that	does	not	have	a	single	defining	paradigm	and	is	influenced	by	

many	diverse	disciplines.	Alexander	(1997)	argued,	this	in	fact	may	allow	planners	to	pick	and	choose	

theories	to	their	advantage.	This	ability	to	choose	from	a	diverse	range	of	planning	theories,	in	

practice,	may	be	beneficial	for	disaster	risk	reduction	and	natural	hazard	planning	in	New	Zealand	

because	planners	are	able	to,	within	the	boundaries	of	legislation,	use	an	approach	that	suits	their	

locality.	Its	diversity	and	flexibility	may	allow	planning	practice	to	cope	better	with	the	changing	

world.	
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In	addition,	planning	practice	does	not	have	to	have	a	single	approach;	many	approaches	may	be	

incorporated	into	a	planning	regime	simultaneously.	Planning	is	not	rigid	and	local	governments	are	

not	requried	to	choose	a	planning	approach	and	stick	with	it.	Christchurch,	although	there	are	strong	

elements	of	rational	planning,	is	using	a	range	of	planning	approaches.	Table	1,	which	provided	a	

summary	of	how	each	planning	approach	acknowledges	change	and	uncertainty,	has	been	reviewed	

in	light	of	my	results,	and	has	been	repolutated	to	include	examples	from	Christchurch	and	create	

table	2.	Table	2	therefore	illustrates	planning	for	change	in	practice.	

Table	2:	Planning	approaches	and	their	perception	of	change	and	uncertainty	as	exemplified	in	
Christchurch.	

Planning	Approach	 Perception	of	change	and	
uncertainty	

Christchurch	examples	

Modernist	planning/	Rational	
Comprehensive	Model/	
Blueprint	planning/	master	
planning	

• Desire	to	rationally	order,	and	
create	and	control	the	
changing	physical	
environment	to	be	better	for	
humans 

• All	courses	of	action	are	
identified	and	evaluated	
against	all	relevant	ends	to	
avoid	uncertainties 
• Modification	of	a	plan	during	
implementation	not	
anticipated	

• Post-earthquake	recovery	
blueprint	plan	titled	
‘Christchurch	Central	
Recovery	Plan’.	This	aimed	to	
define	the	form	of	the	city	
and	set	locations	for	activities	
(Christchurch	Central	
Development	Unit,	2012).	

• Hazard	zones	in	the	Proposed	
Christchurch	Replacement	
District	Plan	and	the	drawing	
of	lines	on	maps	to	indicate	
the	extent	of	inundation.	

Strategic	planning		 • Planning’s	role	is	to	act	as	a	
‘lookout’.	Future	is	not	fixed;	
there	are	many	possible	
futures	that	could	be	
constructed.		

• Recognises	uncertainty	

• Prescriptive	planning	(zoning,	
activities	based	planning	and	
the	use	of	words	such	as	
‘avoid’)	construct	the	desired	
future	

Systems	Planning	 • Recognition	that	the	world	is	
complex	and	it	has	lots	of	
interconnected	parts.		

• Acknowledges	that	change	
cannot	be	predicted	with	
certainty.		

• Plans	should	not	be	static	
documents	but	should	be	
dynamic	and	flexible	like	the	
environment	they	are	
planning		
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Using	feedback	loops	-	
Requirement	to	monitor	and	
review	acceptable	levels	of	
risk	under	the	Civil	Defence	
and	Emergency	Management	
Act	2002.		
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Incrementalism	 • Acknowledges	uncertainty	
and	that	change	may	occur.	

• Small	changes	may	be	made	
to	implementation	of	a	plan	

• The	recommended	
adaptation	strategy	for	
managing	the	effects	of	sea	
level	rise	has	a	staged	
implementation	process	
where	the	next	level	of	the	
strategy	will	be	implemented	
when	monitoring	or	new	
information	indicated	the	
need	to	advance.			

Process	Model	of	planning	 • Focus	is	on	the	process	by	
which	planning	is	done,	rather	
than	the	outcome	and	
therefore	plans	can	change	if	
new	information	is	received		

• The	adaptation	strategy	
focuses	on	the	planning	
process	to	reduce	risk	rather	
than	identifying	a	defined	
outcome		

Collaborative	planning/	
Communicative	planning 

• Planning	is	an	interactive	and	
interpretive	process	where	
you	work	out	how	to	respond	
to	change	together	

• Acknowledges	change	and	
uncertainty	through	
acknowledging	different	
opinions 

• To	date	the	approach	has	not	
been	a	collaborative	or	
communicative	approach	as	
defined	by	Habermas	or	
Healey	(1992).	In	terms	of	a	
planning	for	sea	level	rise,	
interviewees	indicated	that	it	
must	come	from	the	
community	however	there	is	
no	evidence	of	this	just	yet.	

	

The	modernist	planning	regime,	exemplified	in	the	rational	comprehensive	model	of	planning	was	

concerned	with	the	ability	to	predict	and	control	the	physical	environment.	It	argued	that	all	courses	

of	action	are	identified	and	evaluated	against	all	relevant	ends	so	that	there	will	be	no	uncertainties	

(Faludi,	1973).	This	was	typically	achieved	through	zoning.	It	is	interesting	that	we	are	seeing	

elements	of	this	modernist	planning	regime,	and	the	rational	comprehensive	model	playing	out	in	

Christchurch,	in	planning	for	sea	level	rise.	The	approach	of	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	

District	Plan	is	to	map	all	hazards	and	then	control	land	use	in	these	zones	accordingly.		

Zoning	is	more	of	an	activities	based	planning	approach	than	the	effects	based	planning	intended	by	

the	Resource	Management	Act	1991.	Zoning	land	to	determine	what	rules	will	be	prescribed	for	that	

area,	is	rationally	determining	what	the	desired	outcomes	are	for	that	area	with	certainty.	In	

planning	for	change	and	uncertainty,	and	in	pre-empting	disasters,	Christchurch	may	have	taken	such	

an	approach	so	that	they	are	able	to	say	with	certainty	what	impacts	activities	on	that	land	will	have.	

An	enabling,	effects-based	approach	may	not	have	been	sufficient	because	although	the	effects	may	

not	be	adverse	at	the	moment,	in	the	future,	with	predicted	change,	they	may	have	quite	a	different	

effect.	In	planning	for	change	and	uncertainty	are	we	going	to	see	an	increasingly	prescriptive,	

activities-based	planning	approach,	thus	a	moving	away	from	the	RMA	and	back	towards	the	

approach	of	the	Town	and	Country	Planning	Act	1977?	
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Controlling	land-use	is	the	main	risk	reduction	planning	mechanism.	Risk	reduction	will	not	be	

achieved	through	managed	retreat	just	yet.	The	preferred	approach	by	professionals	working	in	risk	

reduction,	is	to	control	land-use	over	the	long	term	through	a	staged	implementation	of	planning	

methods	that	get	more	stringent	as	needed.	Thus	a	form	of	adaptation	strategy	would	be	

implemented,	by	incorporating	mixed	approaches	of	protect,	accommodate	and	retreat	as	the	issue	

progresses	and	things	become	more	certain.	An	adaptation	approach	appears	to	be	more	of	a	

flexible	plan	that	is	in	place	but	can	be	implemented	when	and	if	needed.	So	it	has	an	element	of	

‘wait	and	see’	and	making	incremental	changes	over	time.	There	will	be	no	drastic	move	to	pre-empt	

disaster	and	retreat	the	whole	coastal	community,	but	it	is	not	ignoring	change	either.	Uncertainty	is	

therefore	acknowledged.	

Despite	being	a	staged	implementation,	or	incremental	changes,	adaptation	strategy	still	has	

element	of	rationality.	It	is	still	a	long	term	strategy	that	has	a	desired	outcome	by	gathering	all	

information	at	the	start	of	the	decision	making	process.	The	monitoring	throughout	the	process	

would	just	determine	when	to	implement	the	next	stage	of	the	strategy,	it	would	not	change	the	risk	

reduction	the	next	stage.	Monitoring	as	part	of	a	feedback	loop	in	a	systems	approach	in	theory	is	a	

good	idea.	But	monitoring	and	reviewing	seems	to	be	more	scarce,	or	harder,	in	practice.		

Faludi’s	(1973)	rational,	blueprint	planning,	operates	programmes	that	would	achieve	its	objectives	

with	certainty.	Christchurch’s	central	city	recovery	document	is	a	blueprint	plan;	one	that	assumes	its	

objectives	will	be	achieved	with	certainty.	Even	recovery	planning	after	a	sudden	shock	is	not	

anticipating	future	change.	This	is	ironic	that	post-disaster	planning	is	still	assuming	certainty	in	a	

blueprint	plan.	If	a	disaster	is	not	proof	enough	that	certainty	cannot	be	assumed,	then	what	is?	

	The	Christchurch	planning	environment	is	looking	at	sudden	and	slow	change,	and	both	need	to	be	

incorporated.	The	earthquake,	a	sudden	shock,	has	triggered	investigations	of	the	land	sinking	and	

rising,	and	modelling	to	be	completed	on	the	effects	of	sea	level	rise.	Therefore	in	Christchurch	

disaster	risk	reduction	and	climate	change	adaptation	approaches	must	be	incorporated	and	a	

process	mode	of	planning	may	better	plan	for	change.	Faludi’s	(1973)	process	mode	of	planning,	

where,	“programmes	are	adapted	during	their	implementation	as	and	when	incoming	information	

requires	such	changes”	(p.	132),	and	the	focus	is	on	the	process	by	which	planning	is	done	rather	

than	the	outcomes	set	out	in	a	plan.	This	would	also	build	consensus	on	the	need	to,	and	process	for	

change,	as	Barnett	et	al.	(2014)	argued.		
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7.3 Level	of	public	participation	in	planning	for	change	

It	has	been	identified	that	public	participation	is	key	to	planning	for	sea	level	rise,	but	as	shown	in	the	

literature	review,	‘participation’	can	take	many	forms.	Table	1	in	the	literature	review	summarised	

the	role	of	public	participation	in	various	planning	approaches.	This	table	has	been	reviewed	and	

repopulated	to	create	table	3,	which	exemplifies	the	level	of	public	participation	in	Christchurch	

planning	approaches.		

Table	3:	Planning	approaches	and	their	level	of	public	participation	as	exemplified	in	Christchurch.	

Planning	Approach	 Level	of	public	participation	 Christchurch	examples	and	
application	

Modernist	planning/	Rational	
Comprehensive	Model/	
Blueprint	planning/	master	
planning	

• No	scope	for	public	input	

• Planners	were	the	experts	
who	had	all	the	prior	
knowledge	to	make	decisions	
to	create	the	ideal	city	

• Aligned	with	the	bottom	
rungs	of	Arnstein’s	ladder	–	
therapy	and	manipulation	
(Lane,	2005)	
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Council	tried	to	draw	hazard	
lines	on	planning	maps	
without	consultation	based	
on	expert	predictions	
 
 
 
 

Strategic	planning		 • Planner-led	consultation	at	
stages	decided	at	the	
beginning	of	the	process	if	
desired		

• It	is	assumed	this	is	where	the	
Christchurch	City	Council	is	
heading	with	the	
recommended	adaptation	
strategy.	Using	consultation	
to	get	public	and	stakeholder	
feedback.	

Systems	Planning	 • Degree	of	tokenism	(Lane,	
2005)		

• Planner-led	consultation	

• However,	consultation	
constrained	to	commentary	
on	the	goals	of	the	planning	
project	

• Public	can	only	fed	in	their	
rationalised	goals	
	

Incrementalism	 • Degree	of	tokenism	(Lane,	
2005)	

• Begin	to	acknowledge	more	
than	one	idea	and	a	wide	
range	of	interests	in	planning	
decision-making.	

• Public	can	only	fed	in	their	
rationalised	goals	
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Process	Model	of	planning	 • Not	defined	but	can	be	as	
inclusive	of	public	opinion	as	
the	process	allows.	It	is	
assumed	it	will	include	public	
input	because	the	focus	is	on	
the	planning	process	rather	
than	the	outcome.		

• Adaptation	pathway	to	build	
consensus	on	the	need	to,	
and	process	for,	change	

Collaborative	planning/	
Communicative	planning 

• Not	a	homogenous	public 

• Engages	a	wide	range	of	
stakeholder	in	dialogue,	
argumentation	and	discourse 

• Goes	beyond	consultation	
and	placation	to	participation	
that	involves	negotiation	and	
debate	to	find	the	best	
solution. 
• Degree	of	citizen	control	
(Lane,	2005) 
 

• This	would	be	the	ideal	
approach	for	public	
participation.	The	community	
would	lead	the	need	to	plan	
for	change	and	initiate	a	
series	of	solutions	that	they	
have	decided	together	with	
local	authorities.		

• Wellington’s	It’s	Our	Fault	
programme	

	

It	appears	that	community	involvement	in	planning	for	change	would	be	at	a	level	of	informing	and	

consultation.	Arnstein	(1969)	placed	these	forms	of	participation	half	way	up	her	ladder	of	public	

participation	and	labelled	them	as	‘degrees	of	tokenism’.	Lane	(2005)	aligned	incrementalism	and	

systems	planning	with	this	level	of	public	participation.	While	public	participation	is	recognised,	

incremental	and	systems	approaches	to	planning	still	hold	onto	the	rational	desire	to	understand	the	

environment	and	develop	goals	and	outcomes.	Both	Lane	(2005)	and	Healey	(1992),	argued	that	the	

public	could	only	participate	in	these	types	of	planning	by	contributing	their	rationalised	goals	and	

commenting	on	the	already	decided	goals	and	outcomes	of	a	plan.		

An	adaptation	strategy	could	be	seen	as	an	incremental	or	systems	planning	approach.	When	new	

information	about	sea	level	rise,	new	modelling,	or	feedback	from	the	system,	is	received,	the	next	

step	of	the	adaptation	strategy	is	implemented.	Allmendinger	(2009)	argued	that	systems	planning	is	

dynamic,	able	to	adapt,	shift	and	evolve,	and	therefore	it	acknowledges	environmental	change.	

However,	it	holds	on	to	the	modernist	belief	that	the	environment	can	be	controlled	and	certainty	

can	be	attained	as	a	result.	This	is	therefore	true	in	Christchurch	because	change	is	acknowledged	in	

an	adaptation	strategy	however	it	is	then	assumed	that	this	can	be	controlled	through	

implementation	of	a	staged	land-use	plan.				

Despite	it	being	identified	that	public	participation	is	key,	it	only	appears	to	be	token	informing	and	

consultation	with	the	community	to	see	how	they	think	sea	level	rise	could	be	managed	but	the	

community	does	not	appear	to	be	gaining	any	decision	making	power	in	planning	for	sea	level	rise.	

Therefore,	despite	calling	it	a	collaborative	process	and	saying	the	solution	will	have	to	come	from	
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the	community,	it	does	not	appear	to	reach	the	highest	forms	of	public	participation	that	

collaborative	and	communicative	planning	actually	require.	Lane	(2005)	argued	that	collaborative	

and	communicative	planning	required	partnership,	delegated	power	or	citizen	control,	not	just	

consultation	with	the	public.	Communicative	planning	engages	a	diverse	range	of	stakeholders	in	

dialogue,	argumentation	and	discourse,	therefore	moving	beyond	consultation	and	placation,	to	

participation	involving	negotiation,	bargaining	and	debating.	Tewdwr-Jones	and	Allmendinger	(1998),	

argued	that	converting	Habermas’	communicative	rationality	theory	into	a	workable	planning	

practice,	commonly	called	collaborative	planning	or	communicative	planning,	has	failed.	Similarly,	

the	approach	may	fall	short	in	Christchurch.	Gaillard	&	Mercer	(2012)	argued	that	there	is	a	gap	

between	local	and	scientific	knowledge,	and	bottom-up	and	top-down	actions	in	DRR	planning	that	is	

causing	an	increasing	occurrence	of	disasters,	despite	the	explosion	of	DRR	literature	and	research.		

Gaillard	&	Mercer’s	(2012)	roadmap	for	translating	knowledge	into	action	relies	heavily	on	

incorporating	different	types	of	knowledge,	engaging	a	range	of	stakeholders,	and	integrating	

grassroots	initiatives	with	top-down	interventions.	The	most	crucial	element	for	successful	

implementation	in	their	opinion	is	participation	from	all	effected	stakeholders,	but	it	is	also	the	

hardest	to	achieve	effectively.	In	planning	space	for	dialogue	to	occur	is	important	in	order	to	get	

results	and	so	there	is	community	support	for	action	to	occur.	Christchurch	planners	recognise	this	

and	the	need	for	it,	but	like	Tewdwr-Jones	&	Allmendinger	(1998)	I	am	sceptical	how	successful	it	will	

be	and	whether	their	so	called	‘collaborative	planning’	will	be	what	Healey	(1992)	intended.		

7.3.1 Non-statutory	approaches	not	given	enough	credit	in	planning	for	change	

An	adaptation	strategy	seems	the	most	likely,	and	favoured	planning	response	that	can	be	expected	

in	Christchurch	in	the	future,	rather	than	protection	or	retreat.	An	adaptation	strategy	would	most	

likely	be	a	non-statutory	strategy.	The	current	regulatory	framework	is	workable	and	provides	

enough	direction	with	the	NZCPS,	so	government	intervention	in	the	form	of	prescriptive	standards	is	

not	needed.		However,	it	is	recognised	that	for	a	non-statutory	strategy	to	work,	the	community	

need	to	be	involved	in	it	and	buy	into	it.	

Non-statutory	risk	reduction	strategies,	such	as	Wellington’s	‘It’s	Our	Fault’	Project,	can	be	

successful.	‘It’s	Our	Fault’	communicated	risk	information	to	the	public	in	such	a	way	that	it	could	be	

understood	by	the	public,	and	then	if	the	time	comes	that	more	drastic	planning	measures	are	

needed,	people	will	be	informed,	understand,	and	be	on-board	with	any	new	earthquake	planning	

provisions	because	they	will	understand	why.	This	is	where	professionals,	such	as	Regional	Council	

Senior	Planner,	thinks	Christchurch	is	at	in	planning	for	sea	level	rise	and	the	Wellington	example	

proves	that	non-statutory	measures	can	be	successful	public	risk	communication	tools.	Christchurch	

City	Council	tried	to	draw	a	line	on	a	map	without	consultation,	Wellington	on	the	other	hand,	



	 63	

delivered	non-statutory	consultation	and	communicated	risk	information	before	any	statutory	

provisions.	Even	the	title,	“It’s	our	Fault”,	signals	that	the	community	are	taking	ownership	of	risk	and	

are	leading	the	response	to	risk	reduction.	

The	Strengthening	Grantham	Project’s	land-swap	and	relocation	scheme	also	demonstrated	the	

importance	of	a	non-statutory	public	participation	process	in	managed	retreat.	However,	despite	

being	community-led,	the	project	still	required	support	from	the	local	authority	to	purchase	the	land,	

and	from	state	government	to	put	the	regulatory	requirements	in	place	for	a	fast-tracked,	post-

disaster	planning	process.	Because	Christchurch’s	issue	is	a	slow	onset	disaster,	it	may	be	possible	for	

the	non-statutory	strategy	to,	if	the	risk	communication	stage	like	in	‘It’s	Our	Fault’	is	done	well,	be	

successful	on	its	own	because	there	is	more	time.		

Non-statutory	planning	strategies	are	often	overlooked,	or	criticised	of	not	holding	any	weight,	but	

as	part	of	a	collaborative	or	communicative	planning	approach	they	can	be	just	as,	if	not	more,	

effective	than	statutory	provisions	or	plans.		

7.4 Conclusion	

Rydin	(2011),	said	that	planning	is	not	an	intervention	in	change,	but	rather	planning	is	part	of	

change.	Planning	cannot	stop	change	from	occurring,	it	can	only	determine	what	the	impacts	of	the	

change	are	on	society,	the	environment,	and	the	economy.	Planning	is	therefore	a	process	of	

“collaboratively,	and	interactively,	addressing	and	working	out	how	to	act,	in	respect	of	shared	

concerns	about	how	far,	and	how	to,	‘manage’	environmental	change”	(Healey,	1992).	The	focus,	

when	dealing	with	uncertainty,	or	when	planning	for	change,	should	therefore	not	be	on	the	desired	

outcome,	but	rather	be	on	the	process	of	getting	there.	The	Christchurch	City	Council	is	trying	to	

focus	on	the	process	in	wanting	to	engage	the	community	and	talk	to	the	affected	residents	about	

the	issue	and	also	by	keeping	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	as	enabling	as	

possible	in	allowing	people	to	apply	for	resource	consents.	

The	literary	arguments	in	chapter	2,	illustrated	that	planning,	as	it	has	developed	from	the	

modernist,	rational	planning,	to	post-modern	planning	approaches,	has	development	more	

acknowledgement	of	uncertainty	and	an	ability	to	be	flexible	to	change.	This	progressions	parallels	

the	order	Lane	(2005)	places	these	theories	in	based	on	their	increasing	level	of	public	participation.	

So	planning	theory	and	practice	has	progressed	to	be	more	accepting	change	while	also	becoming	

more	participatory.	

This	would	therefore	suggest	that	planning	for	change	should	incorporate	the	highest	level	of	public	

participation,	not	just	tokenism.	Thus,	the	Christchurch	City	Council	should	be	giving	effected	
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residents	more	decision	making	power	when	it	comes	to	planning	for	sea	level	rise,	not	just	

informing	them	and	asking	for	their	views	in	consultation	meetings.			
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Chapter	8		

Conclusion	

This	dissertation	has	explored	Christchurch’s	planning	response	to	sea	level	rise	to	analyse	what	

planning	is	supposed	to	achieve	and	how	it	may,	or	may	not,	cope	with	change	and	uncertainty.	

Planning	theory	is	vast	and	the	options	available	to	practitioners	are	almost	limitless.	Around	2010,	

planning	saw	an	explosion	of	the	resilience	planning	and	disaster	risk	reduction	fields	which	were	

trying	to	further	understand	complexities	and	change.	However,	Christchurch’s	planning	response	to	

sea	level	rise	shows	that	it	has	not	really	achieved	much	for	planning,	and	planning	is	still	in	chaos.	It	

is	still	the	messy	and	contentious	field	that	theorists	and	practitioners	have	struggled	to	define	for	

centuries.	

From	this	research,	it	is	clear	that	rational	comprehensive	planning	approaches	are	not	sensitive	to	

uncertainties	or	change,	but	post-modern	approaches,	particularly	collaborative	planning,	focuses	

more	on	how	planning	is	done	and	the	process	of	change,	than	on	an	end	result	that	was	defined	

from	the	start	of	the	decision	making	process.	Planning	approaches	that	focus	on	the	process	are	

able	to	cope	with	change	better.	Public	participation	within	the	planning	process	therefore	adds	to	

the	approach’s	ability	to	deal	with	change	and	uncertainty.	However,	the	level	of	public	participation	

needs	to	go	beyond	token	consultation.	‘Consultation’	is	a	word	used	in	a	vast	range	of	contexts	in	

planning	today	and	this	may	cause	confusion	for	practitioners.	Many	planning	approaches	use	

consultation	to	engage	stakeholders	in	the	planning	process,	however	it	is	used	to	different	extents.	

Consultation	as	a	token	gesture	or	as	placation,	is	not	what	I	think	Patsy	Healey	intended	when	she	

termed	‘collaborative	planning’.	Stakeholders	working	together	with	the	changing	environment,	I	

think,	is	more	what	Healey	envisioned.	

The	possible	gap	between	theory	and	practice	will	always	be	discussed	by	planners,	whether	in	a	

positive	or	a	negative	way.	In	terms	of	planning	for	change,	the	theory	says	to	monitor	and	review,	

but	I	think	in	practice	we	rarely	do.	Monitoring	and	reviewing	need	attention,	including	looking	at	the	

practical	reasons	why	it	is	not	being	used;	for	example	financial	cost,	methodological	limitations	of	

measuring	the	unmeasurable	and	institutional	change.		

The	need	to	be	planning	for	sea	level	rise	in	Christchurch,	and	throughout	New	Zealand	is	only	just	

beginning	to	be	recognised	and	the	issue	will	continue	to	grow	in	importance	in	the	coming	years.	

Throughout	this	research,	the	topic	of	study	has	been	a	live	issue,	and	planning	for	sea	level	rise	has	

been	going	on	as	the	research	was	being	undertaken.	It	would	be	valuable	to	revisit	the	topic	in	a	few	

years	once	the	Natural	Hazards	chapter	of	the	Proposed	Christchurch	Replacement	District	Plan	has	
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been	completed	out	of	the	fast-tracked	planning	process	and	has	become	operative.	It	will	be	

interesting	to	see	what	affect	this	has	and	it	will	also	be	interesting	to	see	if	anything	comes	of	the	

Natural	Hazards	Strategy	that	has	been	discussed	within	local	government.	The	fact	that	the	subject	

of	this	study	was	a	live	process	could	be	seen	as	a	limitation,	as	some	of	the	results	are	still	unknown,	

however	it	also	proves	how	timely	and	relevant	a	study	of	planning	response	to	slow	onset	disaster,	

such	as	sea	level	rise,	actually	is.		

Future	research	could	also	compare	the	Kapiti	Council’s	response	in	planning	for	sea	level	rise	with	

the	Christchurch	City	Council’s.	It	was	most	interesting	to	see	the	Christchurch	City	Council	attempt	

the	same	response	as	was	tried	in	Kapiti	in	2012,	despite	it	being	taken	out	of	the	district	plan	review	

and	dealt	with	by	an	independent	review	panel	there.	Also,	the	role	of	public	participation	in	

planning	response	to	slow	onset	disasters	verse	rapid	disasters	would	be	another	useful	progression	

from	the	questions	that	have	arisen	in	comparing	Christchurch’s	issue	with	the	Grantham,	

Queensland,	managed	retreat	process.	
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Appendix	A	

New	Zealand	Legislation		

Provisions	in	New	Zealand	legislation	that	are	applicable	to	this	dissertation	are	stated	in	this	

appendix.	The	provisions	here	highlight	the	framework	for	planning	for	change	and,	in	particular,	for	

sea	level	rise.		

1 Resource	Management	Act	1991	

The	Resource	management	Act	1991	(RMA)	is	New	Zealand’s	fundamental	planning	document	and	

aims	to	sustainably	manage	natural	and	physical	resources.	The	RMA	contains	various	sections	which	

inform	the	management	of	natural	hazards.	Of	particular	relevance	to	this	dissertation	are	the	

following	sections:	

• Section	7	(I)	–	all	persons	exercising	functions	under	the	Act	must	have	particular	regard	to	

climate	changes	effects.	

• Schedule	4	–	Assessments	of	Environmental	Effects	(AEEs)	must	consider	natural	hazard	risks	

to	the	neighbourhood,	community,	or	environment,	therefore	this	is	consideration	for	

natural	hazards	in	consents	where	required	by	plan	provisions	

• Sections	30	and	31	state	that	it	is	the	function	of	regional	councils	and	territorial	authorities	

to	control	the	use	of	land,	and	the	effects	of	use	respectively	to	avoid	or	mitigate	natural	

hazards.		

• Section	106	–	subdivision	consents	may	be	refused	by	local	authorities	if	the	land	is	subject	

to,	may	worsen,	or	result	in	damage	from,	natural	hazards.	

Other	sections	also	have	an	impact	on	planning	methods	and	how	the	coastal	environment	can	be	

managed	to	reduce	risks,	for	example,	section	10	on	existing	use	rights.	

2 New	Zealand	Coastal	Policy	Statement	2010	

The	New	Zealand	Coastal	Policy	Statement	(NZCPS)	is	required	under	the	RMA	to	promote	

sustainable	management	of	coastal	resources	and	aids	decision	makers	operating	in	the	coastal	

environment.	The	NZCPS	is	implemented	by	local	government	through	regional	and	district	plans.	

Objective	5	is	of	particular	relevance	to	this	dissertation.	It	ensures	that	coastal	hazards	and	risks	are	

managed	by:	locating	new	development	away	from	high	risk	areas;	considering	managed	retreat	for	
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developed	areas	at	risk	from	hazards;	and	using	natural	defences	to	coastal	hazards.	Tonkin	and	

Taylor	(2015)	recognise	the	following	NZCPS	policies	as	relevant	to	coastal	hazard	management:	

• Policy	3	-	requires	a	precautionary	approach	to	the	use	and	management	of	coastal	

resources	be	adopted	so	that	those	resources	that	are	potentially	vulnerable	to	effects	

from	climate	change,	do	not	cause	harm	to	communities.	

• Policy	24	-	identify	areas	in	the	coastal	environment	that	are	potentially	affected	by	

coastal	hazards	(including	tsunami)	and	giving	priority	to	the	identification	of	areas	at	

high	risk	of	being	affected.	Hazards	assessments	are	required	for	a	100-year	planning	

horizon	and	should	take	into	account	national	guidance	and	the	best	available	

information	on	the	likely	effects	of	climate	change	for	each	region.		

• Policy	25	-	promotes	avoiding	increasing	the	risk	to	social,	environmental	and	economic	

values	from	coastal	hazards,	and	avoiding	development	in	areas	potentially	affected	by	

coastal	hazards	over	at	least	the	next	100	years.		

• Policy	27	-	promotes	reducing	hazard	risk	in	areas	of	significant	existing	development	

likely	to	be	affected	by	coastal	hazards.		

3 Canterbury	Regional	Policy	Statement	2013	

The	Canterbury	Regional	Policy	Statement	2013,	is	produced	under	the	RMA	1991	and	provides	an	

overview	of	resource	management	issues	for	the	region	and	a	framework	for	how	those	will	be	

sustainably	managed.	Chapters	8	and	11	are	of	particular	relevance	to	the	assessment	of	coastal	

hazards.	These	chapters	deal	with	the	Coastal	Environment	and	Natural	Hazards	respectively.	The	

relevant	natural	hazards	(chapter	11)	objectives	and	policies	are	outlined	below:	

• Objective	11.2.1	–	subdivision,	use	and	development	of	land	that	increases	the	risk	of	natural	

hazards	must	avoided.	

• Objective	11.2.2	–	any	adverse	effects	resulting	from	natural	hazard	mitigation	must	be	

avoided,	if	they	cannot	be	avoided	they	must	be	mitigated.	

• Objective	11.2.3	–	recognise	and	provide	for	the	effects	of	climate	change,	and	how	it	will	

impact	sea	levels	and	exacerbate	natural	hazards.	

• Objective	11.2.4	–	co-operation	between	agencies	and	organisations	is	needed	for	the	

effective	integration	of	the	management	and	preparedness	of	natural	hazards.	
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• 	Policy	11.3.1	–	new	subdivision,	use	and	development	on	land	that	is	in	a	high	hazard	area	

must	be	avoided,	unless	it	is	not	likely	to	result	in	injury,	loss	of	life	or	significant	damage	if	a	

natural	hazard	did	occur,	or	exacerbate	the	impact	of	the	hazard.	

• Policy	11.3.2	–	in	areas	subject	to	inundation	in	a	0.5%	AEP	flood	event,	new	subdivision,	use	

and	development	(excluding	critical	infrastructure)	must	be	avoided	unless	there	is	no	

increased	risk	to	life	and	development	will	not	suffer	damage	in	an	event	or	it	meet	floor	

level	height	requirements.		

• Policy	11.3.5	–	the	level	of	risk	is	to	be	determined	by	the	likelihood	of	the	event	and	the	

potential	consequences.	If	there	is	uncertainty	about	either	the	likelihood	or	consequences,	

the	local	authority	shall	adopt	a	precautionary	approach.		

• Policy	11.3.6	–	natural	features,	including	topographic,	geographic	and	vegetative	features,	

should	be	recognised	for	their	role	in	assisting	mitigation	or	avoidance	of	hazards	where	

appropriate,	and	should	be	protected	and	maintained.	

• Policy	11.3.7	–	new	physical	mitigation	works	should	only	be	considered	where	the	hazards	

risk	cannot	be	reasonably	avoided.	Relocation,	removal	or	abandonment	of	existing	structure	

should	be	considered	as	alternatives	to	new	protection	structures.	

• Policy	11.3.8	–	local	authorities	shall	have	particular	regard	to	climate	change	when	

considering	if	new	subdivision,	use	or	development	is	appropriate	and	sustainable.		

4 Canterbury	Regional	Coastal	Environment	Plan	

The	Canterbury	Regional	Coastal	Environment	Plan	became	operative	in	2005	and	aims	to	

sustainably	manage	Canterbury’s	coastal	environment.	Chapter	9	of	the	plan	details	the	

management	of	coastal	hazards.	Objective	9.1	is	of	particular	relevance	to	this	dissertation:		

Objective 9.1  
 

(a) To minimise the need for hazard protection works, and avoid or mitigate the actual or 
potential effects of coastal hazards by locating use and development away from areas that are 
subject to coastal erosion and seawater inundation3.  

	

																																																													
3	Environment Canterbury. (2005). Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region. Retrieved  

November 10, 2015, from http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Plans/RegionalCoastalEnvPlanNovember05.pdf	
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5 Civil	Defence	and	Emergency	Management	Act	2002	

The	purpose	of	the	Civil	Defence	and	Emergency	Management	Act	2002	(CDEM	Act)	as	defined	in	

section	34	is	to:	

(a)improve and promote the sustainable management of hazards in a way that contributes to 
the social, economic, cultural, and environmental well-being and safety of the public and also 
to the protection of property; and 

 
(b) encourage and enable communities to achieve acceptable levels of risk (as that term is 
defined in this Act), including, without limitation,— 

(i)identifying, assessing, and managing risks; and 
(ii)consulting and communicating about risks; and 
(iii)iidentifying and implementing cost-effective risk reduction; and 
(iv)monitoring and reviewing the process; and 

 
(c)provide for planning and preparation for emergencies and for response and recovery in the 
event of an emergency; and 
 
(d)require local authorities to co-ordinate, through regional groups, planning, programmers, 
and activities related to civil defense emergency management across the areas of reduction, 
readiness, response, and recovery, and encourage co-operation and joint action within those 
regional groups; and 

 
(e)provide a basis for the integration of national and local civil defense emergency 
management planning and activity through the alignment of local planning with a national 
strategy and national plan; and 

 
(f)encourage the co-ordination of emergency management, planning, and activities related to 
civil defence emergency management across the wide range of agencies and organisations 
preventing or managing emergencies under this Act and the Acts listed in section 17(3). 

 
The	“four	R”	functions	of	the	Act	are	reduction,	readiness,	response	and	recovery.	Willis	(2014)	

identifies	that	the	CDEM	Act	considers	both	pre	and	post	event	management	and	in	considering	pre-

event	management,	it	takes	into	considerations	of	the	RMA	and	the	Building	Act	for	land	use	control	

and	building	design	factors	respectively.	Despite	risk	reduction	being	the	first	“R”	in	the	scope	of	

CDEM,	the	National	CDEM	Plan	focuses	on	readiness,	response	and	recovery,	delegating	the	task	of	

risk	reduction	to	local	or	regional	level	(Willis,	2014).		

	

	

	

																																																													
4	Parliamentary Counsel Office. (2002). Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act 2002: 3 Purpose.  

Retrieved November 10, 2015, from http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2002/0033/latest/DLM149795.html 
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6 Building	Act	2004	

The	two	relevant	section	of	the	Building	Act	are	section	71	and	72.	These	are	outlined	below:	

Section 71 - Building on land subject to natural hazards Section 71 - Building on land subject to natural hazards 
(1)A building consent authority must refuse to grant a building consent for construction of a 
building, or major alterations to a building, if— 

(a)the land on which the building work is to be carried out is subject or is likely to be 
subject to 1 or more natural hazards; or 
(b)the building work is likely to accelerate, worsen, or result in a natural hazard on 
that land or any other property. 

(2)Subsection (1) does not apply if the building consent authority is satisfied that  
adequate provision has been or will be made to— 

(a)protect the land, building work, or other property referred to in that subsection 
from the natural hazard or hazards; or 
(b)restore any damage to that land or other property as a result of the building work. 
 

Section 72 - Building consent for building on land subject to natural hazards must be 
granted in certain cases 
Section 72 - Building consent for building on land subject to natural hazards must be 
granted in certain cases 

Despite section 71, a building consent authority that is a territorial authority must grant a 
building consent if the building consent authority considers that— 

(a)the building work to which an application for a building consent relates will not 
accelerate, worsen, or result in a natural hazard on the land on which the building 
work is to be carried out or any other property; and 
(b)the land is subject or is likely to be subject to 1 or more natural hazards; and 
(c)it is reasonable to grant a waiver or modification of the building code in respect of 
the natural hazard concerned5. 

	

“The	Building	Act	also	requires	new	buildings	to	meet	the	performance	requirements	of	the	Building	

Code”	(Willis,	2014,	p.	20)	which	contains	provisions	for	protecting	buildings	against	specific	hazards.	

7 Local	Government	and	Official	Information	and	Meetings	Act	1987	

Under	section	44A	of	the	Local	Government	and	Official	Information	and	Meetings	Act,	territorial	

authorities	are	required	to	produce	and	provide	land	information	memoranda	(LIM)	if	requested.	

Section	44A(2)	sets	out	what	a	LIM	contains:	

44A Land information memorandum 44A Land information memorandum 
 (2)The matters which shall be included in that memorandum are— 

(a)information identifying each (if any) special feature or characteristic of the land 
concerned, including but not limited to potential erosion, avulsion, falling debris, 
subsidence, slippage, alluvion, or inundation, or likely presence of hazardous 
contaminants, being a feature or characteristic that is known to the territorial 
authority6 

																																																													
5
	Parliamentary Counsel Office. (2004). Building Act 2004. Retrieved November 10, 2015, from 
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2004/0072/latest/whole.html#DLM306819	
6
	Parliamentary Counsel Office. (1987). Local Government and Official Information and Meetings Act 1987: 44A  

Land Information Memorandum. Retrieved November 10, 2015, from 
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0174/latest/DLM123063.html?search=sw_096be8ed81051e06_land+information
+memoranda_25_se&p=2	


