














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 

 

Rebuilding Over Time: The Christchurch 

Convention Centre and The Commons 
Timothy Moore & Barnaby Bennett 

University of Melbourne & University of Technology Sydney 

 

ABSTRACT In 1997 the NZ$15 million Christchurch Convention Centre (designed by Warren and 

Mahoney Architects) was opened. In March 2012, it was demolished. The building was one of over a 

thousand buildings in the Christchurch Central Business District that were damaged during the 

earthquake sequence that affected the city between September 2010 and late 2011. This paper will 

examine the design and construction of the new Christchurch Convention Centre in contrast with The 

Commons, a temporary community project located adjacent to the former convention centre’s 

location. The new Convention Centre Precinct, also designed by Warren and Mahoney with Woods 

Bagot Architects (between its Adelaide, Sydney and Melbourne offices) is expected to cost over 

NZ$500 million. The developments in Christchurch provides an opportunity to contrast the 

development of public projects with different levels of engagement by its citizens. 

The current machinations of the two projects are viewed with respect to emerging discussions in 

architecture and urban theory that refer to the “civic economy”, which identifies a transition in the 

delivery of civic infrastructure beyond traditional models of market, state or community. By comparing 

these two projects, this paper will analyse the transitional period of Christchurch towards recovery, as 

an opportunity to move from top-down delivery to participatory and incremental models in order that 

architecture and urbanism can strengthen its civic purpose. The emergence of temporary (or 

transitional) projects in post-quake Christchurch help to articulate an emergent set of practices that 

anticipate changes happening to other cities in the twenty-first century.  

The essay finishes with a speculative proposition; what would happen if these two modes of urban 

development – the short-term civic and the permanent economic - were to co-exist in a place, and 

what might this look like? 

 

KEYWORDS: Master planning; temporary architecture; civic economy; transitional architecture; 

Christchurch. 
 

It was the second quake 

At 12.51 pm on 22 February 2011, a massive earthquake shook the City of Christchurch 

in New Zealand. It was not the first, but one of over 13,000 that jolted the city and its rural 

surrounds between September 2010 and the end of 2011. 185 people were killed as a result 

of the 6.3 MI February quake; ninety percent of houses were damaged. As a result, a 

national state of emergency was declared, the military was called in, and the central 
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business district (CBD) was cordoned off from Christchurch’s citizens. They were not to re-

enter without official permission for over two years while over seventy percent of CBD 

building stock was being demolished.  

 

 
Fig. 1. With good humour, anonymous Christchurch citizens have awarded demolition sites with 
accolades. Woods, Rueben. 2012. Best Demo [photograph]. 

 

In response to the natural disaster, the national government established the Christchurch 

Earthquake Recovery Agency (CERA) that took over the recovery strategy of the city, 

including its urban planning. On 30 July 2012 – sixteen months after the February 2012 

earthquake - a bold new plan to rebuild the central city was announced by CERA. Dr Ryan 

Reynolds describes this period of planning that occurred after the earthquake but before 

reconstruction plans are realised as a kind of post-city and pre-city (Reynolds, 2014). Within 
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this timeframe, it is not only the government that is re-imagining the city. In parallel, and in 

contrast, to the multi-billion dollar delivery of civic projects by CERA, citizens have created 

hundreds of their own temporary projects on a fine-grain scale, such as performance venues 

and commercial spaces (Freerange Press, 2012). The interim is a transitional period in 

which politicians, citizens, planners and developers compete in forming the city around their 

different desires.  

 

The future 

Sixteen months after the February 2012 earthquake, the national government of New 

Zealand, under the auspices of CERA, revealed a visionary blueprint for rebuilding the CBD 

and its surrounds. The focus of this blueprint is to create eighteen major anchor projects, 

which includes a convention centre, sports stadium, performing arts centre, and precincts of 

innovation and health (Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority, 2012). Within the past 

three years since the earthquake, there has only been minor instances of public 

engagement with these projects.1 

A key project in the recovery plan for the city is the Christchurch Convention Centre. It is 

significant because of the amount of public funds (NZ$284 million) being dedicated to the 

project. It is being administered by Christchurch Central Development Unit (CCDU) under 

CERA, which has promised to bring millions of dollars annually through visitor expenditure. 

Under this process, the extraordinarily powerful Christchurch Earthquake Recovery Act 

gives the minister in charge exemptions from any consenting or consultation processes. The 

brief, the design specifications, and the business case for the convention centre have been 

not made available to the public despite the public investment and civic language 

surrounding its conception – as it will “meld city life” and be a “symbol for the city and its 

people and must reflect the identity of its place” (Woods Bagot, 2015).  

The Christchurch Convention Centre also takes a prime position in the CBD being built 

between the Avon River and Cathedral Square, taking up two important city blocks. Kirsty 

White, urban designer of “global design and consulting firm” Woods Bagot reflects on the 

design: “The idea is that typical convention centre functions; the exhibition space and the 

plenary space are wrapped with local uses and local amenity” (Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority, 2014). After three years, there is a lack of public information available to 

suggest how this will occur. There is a concern with the rhetoric of the proposal and the final 

outcome. For example, originally “roof top gardens overlooking Cathedral Square for public 

uses, views of the Southern Alps, a public winter garden” were proposed (Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Authority, 2014). They are no longer visible in the available renders. 

The convention centre will be complete in 2018 and this lag between planning and 
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completion is reflective of most anchor projects. By mid-2015, only one of the eighteen 

projects has been realised from the city blueprint. Some, like the new stadium, are possibly 

over ten years from completion.2 

 

 
 
Fig. 2. Visualisation of the Christchurch Convention Centre from the Avon River. Woods Bagot. 2014. 
Christchurch Convention Centre [architectural render].  

 

The present 

In the time that many anchor projects are under planning and construction, hundreds of 

provisional projects have emerged throughout the city to contribute to its rebuilding 

(Freerange Press, 2012). A first wave of temporary projects occurred as a quick response to 

the lack of water, toilets, and other public amenities and essential services that enable cities 

to function.2 The next wave of short-term projects to follow, however, was driven by different 

sets of needs such as the desire to remember the city, engage in its remaking, and to form 

new ways of interacting with the unfamiliar and broken landscape.    

It is productive to view this interim period of Christchurch with its abundance of temporary 

projects in light of writings in architecture and urbanism discourse around temporary use of 

vacant properties, which has been thoroughly investigated over the last decade in European 

and North American cities (cf. Haydn and Temel, 2006; Wainwright, 2010; Stealth.Unlimited, 

2010; Colomb, 2012; Bishop and Williams, 2012; Tonkiss, 2013; Oswalt et al., 2013; 

Ferguson, 2014; Németh and Langhorst, 2014). Within the framework of urban planning, 

temporary use is the time period between where a property ceases its prior function and is 

waiting to be redeveloped for its maximal utility and/or profit (Weber, 2002). Urban Catalyst 

documented temporary-use in Berlin, Germany, over a decade and identified many different 

types of temporary uses in their publication Urban Catalyst: The Power of Temporary Use, 

which include: cultural venues, co-working facilities, neighbourhood hubs, artistic 
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installations and leisure spaces (Oswalt et al., 2013). Temporary-use is recognised (and 

celebrated) for the opportunity to re-imagine in a “time and space for alternative forms of 

development and for users from outside the dominant planning and ownership framework” 

(Stealth Unlimited, 2010). 

The increased study of temporary-use in wealthy economies reflects larger structural 

changes to these locations under the process of neoliberalisation (cf. Brenner and 

Theodore, 2002; Keil, 2009; Peck and Tickell, 2002; Weber, 2002; Short and Kim, 1999). In 

parallel to the potential of temporary use that operate outside the demands of property 

market cycles, under neoliberalisation, temporary-use projects can also have the opposite 

effect in assisting the calibration of the urban environment towards economic growth. 

Temporary-use projects can add other sorts of value to a site – by providing site 

surveillance, maintenance, cultural amenity and manufactured participation - that later gets 

cashed in for an increased return when the property is flipped or developed. Fran Tonkiss 

warns that the creative incubator or pop-up can quickly turn into a developer demonstration 

project or land grab (Tonkiss, 2013). risk producing amiable conditions for long-term 

development through improving the amenity of an area (Arbus et al., 2014) but without their 

presence, the presence of the groups that came together to create them or the issues that 

brought the parties together. The risk is that they become “a victim of their own success” 

(Tonkiss, 2013). Geographer David Harvey discusses a similar problem when talking about 

the public investment in large projects and how they “… are allocated to produce 

something that looks like a common but which promotes gains in private asset values for 

privileged property owners” (Harvey, 2012). Both transitional and more permanent projects 

use the rhetoric of the common good, but the common good is not one thing; it is multiple 

and contested.  

Neoliberalisation has undergone continuous critique due to its uneven allocation and 

distribution of resources towards citizens. Parallel to this critique is an interest in architecture 

and urban discourse to locate precedents that assist in imagining other ways of social and 

economic organisation to address this uneven distribution. In the publication Compendium 

for the Civic Economy architect Indy Johar optimistically marks out a transition or shift with 

the emergence to a new type of paradigm. His publication refers to this as the “civic 

economy”, which is “an economy that combines the spirit of entrepreneurship with the 

aspiration of civic renewal” (00://, 2011). British Prime Minister David Cameron writes in the 

introduction of the publication, “We’re only going to make life better for everyone in this 

country if everyone plays their part – if change in our economy and our society is driven from 

the bottom up” (00://, 2011). While this can be read as austerity-driven rhetoric, one thing is 

notable in the call for the civic economy is that society is becoming more open and social in 
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terms of how society collaborates and communicates (00://, 2011) even if these means are 

sometimes susceptible. 

A shift towards the shared enterprise of production has ramifications for the built 

environment beyond new typologies for architecture to give form (such as sustainability 

centres or fablabs) to new models of ownership, organisation, resourcing and delivery 

(Tonkiss, 2014).The purported emergence of a new type of economy and its shared modes 

of production also requires new forms of institution to guide this process because “many of 

our public institutions and public organisations were born in the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth century (Bourgon, 2011). This presupposes that the binary between citizen-led and 

government- or developer-driven temporary-use may be more blurred or less important than 

the governance models in place for their creation and management. 

The period after the quakes and before the stabilization of the city-form in Christchurch 

provides an opportunity for new types of organisations, networks and institutions to emerge - 

such as within  the process of creating temporary-use projects -  as it may offer particular 

examples and benefits to shepherd in this “civic economy”, which was recently highlighted 

by a letter from local and international activists to the Mayor of Christchurch (despite the 

danger for projects to be used as a form of “austerity urbanism”). They surmised that “The 

advantage of this approach is its ability to test out and prototype ideas in the physical world; 

act as an interface with the local neighbourhood; open up the process to the wider 

community; and experiment with new forms of institution building, exploring how 

governments, developers and citizens might work together better” (Moore et al., 2014). The 

awareness of temporary-use and its benefits in testing new modes of operation has seen 

temporary-use projects emerge in architectural and urban design as a tool for planners, 

developers and citizens, including in the recent rebuilding of Christchurch, New Zealand.  

 

The common 

While an anchor project like the convention centre may take six years to realise, a public 

space called The Commons appeared on an important city site – opposite the site of the old 

convention centre – within a few months of the building’s demolition. In late-February 2012 

the former building on the site – a hotel – was demolished, and the Christchurch City Council 

(CCC) cancelled the leaser’s hold to re-establish ownership of the land. The council 

approached local non-government organisation (NGO) Gap Filler – that has been activating 

temporary vacant sites since the first quake in September 2011 – to take over the 

management of the site and its programming. This shared enterprise of community 

organisation and local government shifts the creation of public space from a top-down model 

of producer and consumer to one that is collaborative.  
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Fig. 3. Aerial perspective view of The Commons with the Pallet Pavilion, situated on the diagonal axis of 

Victoria Street. Willyams, Paul. 2013. 12-13 Flyover 2013-_WP_9986-Edit-SPR3000 Epson Watercolor 

Paper - Radiant White-hires [photograph]. 

 

In the past three years Gap Filler has facilitated over 100 temporary projects with dozens 

of community organisations, including different experiments of temporary occupation at The 

Commons, such as art installations, sports events and performances. In the management of 

the site, even its guiding principles are provisional. Its website states: “Key stakeholders on 

this site have developed a set of values and principles by which they wish to be bound in 

their operation, activation and management of this site” (GapFiller, 2015). Organizations 

involved with or located onsite include Gap Filler, Life in Vacant Spaces (Livs), Greening the 

Rubble, Festival of Transitional Architecture and Commons Food Collective, which have all 

emerged post-earthquake around temporary projects. Some are formalised as umbrella or 

community trusts; others, like Commons Food Collective, are loose groupings; many receive 

local government support. These organisations represent a surge in new organisations 

engaged in the creation of the city, albeit provoked by a disaster, and reflect Johar’s call for 

a renewed civic spirit of heightened collaboration in the creation of the built environment 

where the distance between user and producer is reduced. The image below show members 

of the public, rather than contractors, carefully helping to roll out the new turf that replaced a 

previous large project. (The Pallet Pavilion.) This illustrates one of the ways in which the 

roles of space-makers and space-users are mixed in this kind of civic project.    
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Fig. 4. Volunteers preparing turf at The Commons. Bennett, Barnaby. 2014. IMG_7306 [photograph]. 

 

This civic nature is evident in temporary experiments at The Commons. One of these 

projects was a large temporary pavilion made out of blue shipping pallets, which occupied 

the site between October 2012 and May 2014. Aptly named the Pallet Pavilion, it provided 

an important performance space for community groups and artists while venues across 

Christchurch were being repaired. “The space has been open for a summer and has had 

over seventy events and approximately 25,000 people pass through it” (Bennett and 

Halliday, 2013). While the project was created to last for one summer, due to its popularity it 

lasted two years - led by a public refinancing campaign on crowdfunding website PledgeMe - 

before the ongoing costs and maintenance (including expensive 24-hour site surveillance in 

case of fire) required its deconstruction. The project was carefully dismantled and almost all 

the pallets were returned to circulation and the concrete foundation (itself recycled from a 

demolitions building) was given to nearby farmers to re-use as bridges. The Pallet Pavilion 

illustrates Gap Filler’s particular approach to community design: the Pallet Pavilion was the 

result of active participation and commitment from interested citizens rather than capital 

investment. An immense amount of volunteer labour drives these projects, with the Pallet 

Pavilion alone requiring, and attracting, more than 2600 hours of gifted skilled and unskilled 

labour from 80 volunteers and 40 businesses (Pallet Pavilion, 2015). 
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Fig. 5. A performance at the Pallet Pavilion. Moritz, Maya. 2012. 121215_MAJA-MORITZ_Pavilion_2012_01 
[photograph].  

 

The transitional 

In architecture and urban theory, temporary-use is the term adopted to describe the 

temporary projects witnessed in Christchurch. However, locally, these projects are referred 

to as transitional. The word transitional was first used in the context of temporary postquake 

activities in the 2011 Christchurch City Council Central City Plan that was drafted after the 

quakes before being superseded by the larger CERA led plan. The word transitional is 

preferenced over the term temporary as transitional acknowledges that a short-term and 

small-scaled project is an intermediate step that contributes to the long-term development of 

the city. This positive model, where the state (or local council) creates conditions favourable 

for temporary use via legislation or assistance (Tonkiss, 2013), has seen CCC establish a 

number of programmes such as the Transitional City Project Fund to assist in brokering 

sites, navigating regulations and providing funding. The local council also directly funds the 

organisation Life in Vacant Spaces (LIVS) that brokers vacant sites and empty buildings with 

people looking to create art projects, small businesses and cultural events. 
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The present and the future 

The approach to the realisation of the Christchurch Convention Centre and The 

Commons appear as polar opposites. The convention centre is a slow, long-term and 

expensive project planned by the government with the business community that lacks 

sustained engagement with local residents, but meets the needs of increased visitors to the 

city and the flow-on effect of increased economic revenue. In juxtaposition, The Commons 

and its cavalcade of temporary projects are quick, short-term, agile and cheap that address 

short-term needs of locals, but is not built on a long-term sustainable business plan. Both will 

be places of assembly for different scales, types and functions of diverse groups – that cover 

the spectrum from businesswomen to bohemians. But they are two different forms of city-

making solving very different types and scales of problems. The Christchurch Convention 

Centre addresses economic growth as its first priority while temporary (or transitional) 

projects address the immediate need of providing social spaces, which can create civic 

meaning and form outside of typical planning and property frameworks. It is tempting to 

conclude that the two modes might comfortably fit together and support each other, however 

this may not be the case.  

Following the comparison and critique of these two projects and their different time-

frames, scales, processes and purposes, a speculative question is raised; what kind of 

building and activity would result if the two modes were to start engaging with each other?  

The advantage of temporary, or transitional, projects is that they can avoid the slowness 

of large projects and engage immediately with the site and potential users. In the context of 

Christchurch, transitional projects have re-connected citizens with a broken city by providing 

spaces for social production – eating, meeting, talking, sleeping, and praying. Imagine if the 

Christchurch Convention Centre started with a small-scaled transitional project to engage 

the local community to provide a space to address the immediate concerns of its citizens 

who lack social spaces. This could inform some of the future spaces to be integrated into the 

final outcome, which is promised in its desire for “local uses and local amenity.” This sees a 

transitional project move beyond the notion of a project contributing to the social and 

physical well-being of a city to its large-scale planning, or even its economy. However, this 

requires government and business to have a planning vision that allows for more risk and 

experimentation in the design process. This also entails more political risk as 

experimentation inevitably introduces the possibility of failure, even if this failure is small and 

leads to improved outcomes.  

New forms of participation or co-governance are also implied if the projects are to 

overcome the risk that a temporary project could “serve as a thin PR exercise and provide 

planning alibis for the speculative developments that follow” (Tonkiss, 2014 167) This is 

embedded in the potential of transitional projects beyond its temporary nature, program, 
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scale or iterative design approach. The strength of these projects depends upon the close 

cooperation of citizens with the support and enablement of local government. This is a 

planning vision by government that is kept in check by its citizens who hold it account by 

working closely together. 

 

Conclusion 

The comparison of the Christchurch Convention Centre and The Commons highlights that 

there are many different ways to make and inhabit space in a city. In the twentieth-century 

the discipline of architecture and urban planning has implicitly favoured more stable and 

permanent forms of building and construction (Bishop and Williams, 2012) that privilege 

already a powerful political and economic constellations of actors. Temporary-use projects, 

labelled as transitional projects in Christchurch, demonstrate a way where architecture and 

urban design can be considered as an iterative process that opens up a flexible approach to 

building of cities with its citizens. The interim period provides a gap whereby these projects 

can rethink market-driven notions of time and use, and in doing so provide a moment to re-

imagine the city with different coalitions of people and things. Connected to a large-scale 

project, it also champions an adaptive approach that can improve the lumbering pace of 

large projects that disconnect the citizens of a city from the delivery of a project many years 

later. Experimentation and refinement can also mitigate the massive capital risk to the public 

inherent in large projects.  

Temporary and transitional projects have connected diverse people together after the 

natural disaster towards a city of increased collaboration, communication and co-creation. 

This reflects Johar’s declaration that there is an emergence of other ways of organising the 

economy in the production of space. In Christchurch at The Commons, this includes 

crowdfunding and land stewardship. Integrating temporary projects into more speculative 

and spectacular long-term plans for a city may be a risky tactic for a citizen, alderman or 

developer because the pop-up project can be shut-down or hotwired. However, what could 

be riskier than rethinking the structuring of the urban environment is to do nothing at all. 
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Notes 

                                                
1 Young people were asked to help design a large playground; submissions were accepted for the large transport 

plan and a small part of commercial development in the south of the center; and one small part of the public park 

along the Avon-Otakaro River was opened for feedback, and the new library led by the CCC has also had public 

input. 
2 However some like a temporary shopping centre and a temporary stadium are likely to stay for several years 

yet. 
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and ownership in the master planning processes so far, and not enough

in terms of time and activity.

One of the main lessons we can learn from the proliferation of

temporary projects in the last six years is that thinking in terms of time,

rather than space, unlocks the city’s massive potential and adds to the

kinds of things people can do within it. I’m not arguing that we should

continue with temporary solutions, but rather that we need to think in

terms of time, not just space.

For example the residential red zone will not bene�t from a single

master plan that is �xed at some arbitrary point in the future (like the

CCDU’s blueprint was). The worst possible result of the planning

process would be to split the huge territory up into di�erent ownership

groups and then walk away from the area, leaving it with a vision but

no leadership to achieve it.

Instead the area needs a cohesive vision, developed with all

stakeholder and public groups, and a subsequent series of timeframes

for achieving tangible and active goals: in six months garden allotments

will be functioning, in two years the �ooding infrastructure will be

�nished, in �ve years sports and cultural events will be happening, in

twenty years major developments will be �nished and capital

reinvested to pay back loans used to start the large wetlands park, in

�fty years the river will be clean and the water drinkable, in 1000 years

the area will be awash with birdlife and 800-year-old trees.

The vision and timeframes need to be directed by experts in discussion

with locals and stakeholders. From this process, commercial

opportunities are then realised and spatial layout can be carefully

considered.

The immediate consequence of such a vision is that the problem

immediately shifts from one of land ownership and spatial allocation to

a problem of ongoing authority and decision-making. Not realising this

is one of the big mistakes that held up the central city. There was too

much spatial planning and not enough care for the ways in which the

city needed to be run and activated.

The key to bringing Cathedral Square to life is to get it working in the

short term.

First, see it as a minimum viable product. Create a bold ongoing event

or agency or object that will make Cathedral Square a destination — 



something that both serves the people of the central city and attracts

visitors.

It needs to be a space that people want to visit every day, not just once a

year. Programmes of action need to be created — concerts, Sunday

markets, �nishing of marathons, arts festivals, sports events, the

Buskers Festival and any others ideas the �ne citizens, tangata whenua,

cultural groups and youth can imagine. Brand this as a new and

cohesive phase.

The worst thing now would be to hold up the functioning of the square

for another three years while a new landscape design is drawn and

then constructed. The square has been through this enough times. The

problems with the square are not going to be �xed with new pavers.

Instead the council and Regenerate Christchurch should start

activating the square and let the design evolve in response to demands

that �ow from that. This might be best achieved by getting a new

creative group to lead the programming. But the principle is the same

as the residential red zone. Create a vision and then get small things

happening immediately. After a few years, review the progress and

then make changes and improvements in response to the problems you

actually know exist. At this point invest properly and let it �y.

You’ll note in both the response to the residential red zone and to

Cathedral Square, that the focus is not on spaces, aesthetics or master

planning. Instead the task is to work out how to mix short-term

activation with long-term ecological, community and economic

restoration.

Planning that prioritises time and activation as key considerations — 

instead of ownership and master planning — will lead to a city that is

owned by its citizens and works in both the short and long term.

Most importantly it will avoid the terrible waiting games that have

paralysed the city since 2011.



https://makingchristchurch.com/@mrbarnabyb?source=post_header_lockup
https://makingchristchurch.com/@mrbarnabyb?source=post_header_lockup




https://medium.com/@mrbarnabyb/design-and-democracy-339fa4688d70#.8o82sv3g6




https://books.google.com.au/books?id=XAmKCgAAQBAJ&lpg=PA500&vq=chris&pg=PA429#v=twopage&q&f=false










http://www.festa.org.nz/
https://medium.com/freerange-journal/the-butterfly-peace-gardens-kalabala-bindu-gardens-garden-path-trauma-healing-centres-for-988b46b4ecf8#.6yzxmsydb
















































































































































































































































































































































































































386 

pg 263. The Flying Cup and Just a Couple 
of Strangers.
Photos: Jess de Boer.

pg 265. Knit Happens.
Photos: Jen McBride.
 
pg 266, 267. Te Ariki.
Photos: Trent Hiles.

pg 269. CCC Temporary Street Furniture.
Photos with permission: Fs Design.

Pg 271. Christchurch Stadium.
Photo: Pam Johnson.

pg 272, 273. Events Village.
Photos with permission: CCC.

pg 275. Central City Plan.
Photos with permission: CCC. 

pg 277. Homer on the Range.
Photo: Nick Sargent.

pg 279. Porthole.
Photos: Tessa Peach.
pg 280, 281. Temporary Housing.
Photos: Tessa Peach.

pg 283. Co-Location of Secondary Schools.  
Photo: Phil Arvidson.
With permission: St Bede’s, Marian College & 
the Ministry of Education.

pg 285. Phoenix Wall Re-Painted...
Photo: Reuben Woods.

pg 287. Jelly in Sumner.
Photo: Reuben Woods.

pg 289. Greenzone.
Photo: Reuben Woods.

pg 291. Victoria Green.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: January 2011.

pg 293. Car Park Frontage.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: Winter 2011.

pg 295. Bus Exchange Boundary Seats.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.

pg 296, 297. Piko Shop Site.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: September 2011.

pg 299. Dairy Garden.
Photos with permission from Greening The 

Rubble.
Date: October 2011.

pg 301. Coffee Zone Mini Park.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: October 2011.

pg 303. Outdoor Music Room.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: September 2011.

pg 305. Fitzgerald Ave Community Garden.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: January 2012.

pg 307. Salisbury St Garden.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: April 2012.

pg 308, 309. Beach Garden.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: September 2012.

pg 310, 311. Rotherham Clock Park.
Photos with permission from Greening The 
Rubble.
Date: September 2012.

pg 315. nzia Exhibition Pavilion.
Photo: Soo Ryu, Jasmax & NZIA.

pg 316,317. art beat.
Photos: photo of stage & graffiti works 
fledge.co.nz. Photos of building and loss 
adjusters courtesy of the social.

pg 319. Macbeth
Photos: Darryl Cribb. 

Pg 323. The Hope Bear and Giraffing 
Around.
Photos: Tom Payne, Ross French and Stefan 
Roberts.

Pg 325. The Scaffold Pavillion. 
Photos: Sean Bollinger & Nick Gee.

Pg 327. Sanctioned Graffiti Across the City.
Photos: Reuben Woods, Wongi FREAK 
Wilson 
(Deadpool Production, Graffalaphabet, 
BDS Full Production).

Pg 329. Unsanctioned Graffitti Across the 
City.
Photos: Reuben Woods.

Pg 331. Social Soup.
Photos: Joel Cocks.

Pg 333. The Great Depression
Photos ANONYMOUS.

Pg 335. Unauthorised Personnel Only.
Photos:  Reuben Woods.

Pg 337. Pages Road Fulton Hogan site mural. 
Photos: Shaun Murphy.

Pg 339. Green Frame Exhibition. 
Photos: Erica Austin, Teaching Assistant for 
Studio Christchurch.

Pg 340,341. INSIDE OUT Project.
Photos: Denise Mill.

Pg 343. Quake City. 
Photos: courtesy of Canterbury Museum.

Pg 345. Quake Map. 
Photos: supplied by Canterbury Museum.

Pg 347. Christchurch: See Through My Eyes. 
(UNICEF Children’s Photos as supplied by 
Canterbury Museum and Jacqui Southey

Pg 349. Canterbury Quakes.
Photos: courtesy of Canterbury Museum.

Pg 351. Frames.
Photos: Te-O.

Pg 353. Thinking Outside the Square.
Photos: Gap Filler.

Pg 355. Concrete Propositions.
Photos: Ash Keating Concrete Propositions 
2012. Acrylic house paint on concrete. 
Copyright the artist. Courtesy the artist and 
Fehily Contemporary, Melbourne Australia. 
Photo: John Collie

Pg 357. Breaking Wonderful.
Photos: by Jesse Roscoe.

Pg 359. End of Line.
Photos: Gaby Montejo

Pg 361 The Kissing Booth.
Photos: Audrey Baldwin.

Pg 363. Redcliffs Kidsfirst Kindergarten.
Photos: 

Pg 365. Lyttelton Urban Down Hill.
Photos: Tony Brunt & Barnaby Bennett.

Pg 367.  All Right?
Photos: All Right? 

Pg 369.  Deconstruction.
Photos: Mike & Andrew Hewson.

Pg 371. Government Life Suspension.

Photos: Mike & Andrew Hewson 

Pg 373.  Old Public Toilets. 
Photos: Mike & Andrew Hewson.
 
Pg 375.  Transitional City Audio Tour (The 
People’s Perspective).
Photos: Ryan Reynolds.

Pg 377. Orange Tree.
Photos: except sewing by Joyce Majendie. 
Sewing photo by Pete Majendie

Pg  379. Container Love.
Photos: Barnaby Bennett

Pg 381. Songs for ChCh Launch.
Photos: Barnaby Bennet, Jason Mill.
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