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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Fiona Jane Wykes.  I hold the position of Senior Heritage 

Advisor at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have been in this position 

since February 2014. 

 

1.2 I have a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Archaeology (BA Hons) and a Post 

Graduate Diploma in Architectural Conservation (PG Dip, Arch Cons) from the 

University of Bristol and a Master of Arts in Urban Design (MA) from 

Birmingham City University. I have attended a number of professional 

development courses relating to heritage conservation in the UK since 

graduating from the University of Bristol. I have 14 years of experience in the 

heritage field both in the UK and New Zealand. I am also a full member of 

ICOMOS (NZ) Te Mana O Nga Pouwhenua O Te Ao, the International Council 

on Monuments and Sites and until I left the UK in 2008 I was a full member of 

the Institute of Historic Building Conservation. 

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Council, I have been asked to provide evidence in 

relation to the potential heritage values associated with the baches at Boulder 

Bay, Taylors Mistake and Hobson's Bay (Taylors Mistake Baches) in the 

Open Space Coastal Zone (previously the Residential Bach Zone). 

 

1.4 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to the proposals 

in Chapter 19 since December 2015. I have undertaken a number of site visits 

over the past two months. 

 

1.5 I have previously provided evidence to the proposed Replacement District 

Plan (pRDP) Hearings Panel regarding the Heritage Provisions in the Chapter 

9 Proposal. 

 

1.6 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person. The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 
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giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

1.7 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010; 

(b) Chapter 9 - Natural and Cultural Heritage - Appendix 4 - Heritage 

Technical Report; 

(c) my evidence in chief for the Natural and Cultural Heritage hearing 

dated 2 December 2015; and 

(d) the evidence in chief of Dr Ann McEwan for the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage hearing dated 2 December 2015. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific questions I address in my evidence relating to the Taylors Mistake 

Baches are as follows: 

 

(a) Do the Taylors Mistake Baches meet the threshold for heritage 

significance that would merit them being recommended for listing in 

the schedule in the pRDP? 

(b) Would the Taylors Mistake Baches be considered eligible to be a 

heritage area if the Council decide to undertake identification and 

protection of heritage areas?  

 

2.2 I also address the heritage effects of a specific activities that submitters have 

requested be addressed in the revised proposal. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 As noted above my evidence considers the individual heritage significance of 

some of the Taylors Mistake Baches and also looks at the potential for a 

heritage area or areas incorporating the baches should Council undertake the 

identification of heritage areas in the future. With regard to the individual bach 

listings I have assessed 16 individual baches, 14 of which are considered to 

reach the threshold of heritage significance. Where assessing individual sites, 

my assessment relates to the Council’s Heritage Assessment Methodology. 
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Therefore in assessing the submissions, I have considered this methodology 

and threshold criteria for overall ‘significance’. 

 

3.2 Regarding the potential for a future heritage area, I note that this work will 

depend on Council developing a methodology and criteria for assessing areas 

and a framework for then regulating such areas within the District Plan. Should 

Council undertake this work in the future I consider there is potential for two or 

three heritage areas incorporating the Taylors Mistake Baches.  

 

3.3 Regarding the heritage effects of specific activities and the proposed levels of 

activity status, I consider that these will not have adverse effects on the 

heritage as they are in line with the proposals in Chapter 9 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 
4.1 Submissions were received on Chapter 9 of the pRDP requesting the 

individual heritage listings of several of the Taylors Mistake Baches. Where 

information was provided by the submitters and site visits were able to be 

undertaken, decisions were made around whether the baches met the 

threshold for heritage significance. Further baches in these bays have not yet 

been assessed for individual heritage significance. The potential for inclusion 

of the baches in a heritage area or areas was also raised in expert 

conferencing and I consider that such an assessment could merit a future 

programme of work for Council.  

 

5. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

5.1 I attended expert witness conferencing on 28 January 2016.  I have read and 

rely on the expert conferencing report dated 28 January 2016 as filed on 1 

February 2016. 

 

5.2 Key points that were agreed at the expert witness conferencing are: 

 

(a) progress had been made on the heritage status of the Taylors 

Mistake Baches in the Natural Cultural Heritage hearing in that the 

baches have merit for consideration as individual listings and as part 

of a possible future heritage area; 
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(b) the Taylors Mistake Association are supportive of listing baches, both 

individually (with their settings) and as part of a Heritage or Character 

Area; and  

(c) agreement was reached in the Natural Cultural Heritage hearing 

suggesting listing of 14 baches,
1
 which I expand upon below. 

 

6. INDIVIDUAL HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE 

 

6.1 I have recorded a summary of my findings on the individual heritage 

significance of the baches in the table attached to Sarah Oliver's evidence 

which summarises the factors affecting the Taylors Mistake Baches. I have 

contributed to the 'Historic heritage value' column.  I have noted next to each 

bach: 

 

(a) whether or not an individual assessment of the heritage value of the 

bach has been requested; 

 

(b) whether I have completed that individual assessment (or if it is still to 

be done) and the outcome of my assessment; 

 

(c) whether the bach could potentially have value as part of any heritage 

area that is later assessed as appropriate. 

 

6.2 I note here that there are 45 Taylors Mistake Baches (9 at Boulder Bay, 19 at 

Taylors Mistake and 17 at Hobsons Bay). Each bach has been assigned a 

number between 1 and 70 (i.e. there are some numbers with no corresponding 

bach).  The numbers of the baches are set out in the Appendix attached to the 

Revised Proposal in Sarah Oliver's evidence. 

 

6.3 I set out below how I have come to these conclusions on individual heritage 

significance. 

 

Submissions received 

 

6.4 Submissions were made on Chapter 9 of the pRDP by:  

 

(a) the Taylors Mistake Association (TMA), #3525.4; 

                                                   
1  See the update provided to the Panel by Caroline Rachlin at the Natural and Cultural Heritage, Transcript at page 

934, line 38. 
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(b) M Slemint, #3597.11;  

(c) Chris and Jane Abbott, #3672.1, #3672.3, #3672.4; and  

(d) Martin Scott #3598.1, #3598.3 (Bach 31), #3598.4, #3598.5. 

 

6.5 The TMA, Slemint and Abbott submissions requested that all 45 relevant 

Taylors Mistake Baches be included in the Schedule of Significant Historic 

Heritage Places.  

 

6.6 I understand that the pRDP as notified initially suggested that certain baches 

were to be 'scheduled' or 'removed'.  I understand that 'removal' or 'scheduling' 

is no longer the planning approach to be taken. I note this because Mr Scott's 

submission requested heritage listing of the 15 baches that were notified as 

'scheduled'. These baches were:  

 

(a) 1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 10 at Boulder Bay;  

(b) 30, 31 and 32 at Taylors Mistake; and 

(c) 60, 62, 63, 64, 67, and 68 at Hobsons Bay.   

 

Information supplied and site visits 

 

6.7 Initially it was requested that all baches received a heritage assessment, 

however, upon contacting the bach owners to request information only 15 

bach owners provided the required information to complete the assessment. 

Information was never received on the others and the submitters decided they 

were not worried at present as they were not under threat.  The baches that 

provided information to help with my assessment were: 

 

(a) 1, 2, 4, and 10 at Boulder Bay;  

(b) 28, 30, 31, 32, 33 and 47 at Taylors Mistake; and 

(c) 49, 56, 57, 59, and 68 at Hobsons Bay.  

 

6.8 I completed the following site visits to these 16 baches:
2
  

 

(a) 1, 2, 4, 6, and 10 at Boulder Bay on 14 December 2015; and  

(b) 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 47, 49, 56, 57, 59, and 68 at Taylors Mistake and 

Hobson's Bay on 8 January 2016 and 14 January 2016.  

 

                                                   
2  We had not received specific information from Bach No 6, but we were given access and information at the time of 

doing our site visit and therefore we were able to assess bach 6 as well. 
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Completed assessments 

 

6.9 Of the baches on which information was received and site visits were 

undertaken, as stated in my highlights package for Chapter 9 of the pRDP, I 

consider that the following 14 baches would reach the threshold of heritage 

significance (i.e. all the baches that provided information for my assessment, 

except baches 4 and 10):  

 

(a) 1, 2 and 6 at Boulder Bay;  

(b) 28, 30, 31, 32, 33 and 47 at Taylors Mistake; and 

(c) 49, 56, 57, 59, and 68 at Hobsons Bay.  

 

6.10 Bach 4 does not reach the threshold for heritage significance because it does 

not have sufficient credible and truthful evidence, nor sufficient intactness to 

give it the degree of authenticity and integrity necessary for it to be considered 

as having overall significance to the Christchurch District. Bach 10 is currently 

not considered to meet the threshold for heritage significance, although that 

could change were further information obtained and an internal inspection 

undertaken.   

 

Work still to be completed 

 

6.11 It is intended that further work will be undertaken in the future to assess the 

heritage significance of the remaining 4 baches at Boulder Bay, along with the 

further 13 baches at Taylors Mistake and the additional 12 baches at Hobson's 

Bay and the northern end of Taylors Mistake Bay.  

 

7. POTENTIAL FOR A HERITAGE AREA OR AREAS 

 

7.1 At present heritage areas are not being considered as part of the pRDP. 

However, a policy has been proposed - 9.2.3.4 as at 1 February 2016 - for the 

future assessment and identification of heritage areas and the development of 

a framework for the protection of heritage values within heritage areas.  

 

7.2 Council would need to fully develop a set of criteria and a rigorous assessment 

methodology for the identification of heritage areas, as well as also identifying 

how these areas would then be managed and protected. Should this be done I 

anticipate that the areas of Boulder Bay, Taylors Mistake and Hobson's Bay 
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containing the baches, could well meet any required threshold for heritage 

significance as heritage areas.    

 

8. FURTHER ACTIVITES REQUESTED BY SUBMITTERS 

 

8.1 I understand that the submitters have requested the addition of the following to 

the revised proposal: 

 

(a) a restricted discretionary status for one single 2m
2
 addition to the 

existing baches (I understand that this is for the purpose of building a 

facility to enable the connection of the existing baches to wasterwater 

services); and 

 

(b) that repair and maintenance be a permitted activity provided that the 

repair/maintenance is on a "like-for-like" basis. 

 

8.2 I consider these proposals to be acceptable as they are in line with the status 

for works proposed in Chapter 9 of the  pRDP as outlined below: 

 

(a) Repairs and maintenance – permitted; and 

(b) Alterations - restricted discretionary. 

 

 

 

 

Fiona Jane Wykes 

5  February 2016 
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