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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Ian Alexander Bowman.   

1.2 I am an historian, a registered architect and a built heritage conservator.  

My qualifications are a Bachelor of Arts in History and Economic History 

from Victoria University obtained in 1978, a Bachelor of Architecture from 

the University of Auckland obtained in 1983 and a Master of Arts in 

Conservation Studies from the University of York obtained in 1986.   

1.3 I have certificates from the International Centre for the Study of the 

Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property ("ICCROM") in the 

conservation of stone in 1991 and earthen architecture in 1994. I completed 

an Association of Preservation Technology ("APT") course in Canada on 

the conservation of timber buildings in 2000, a Plymouth 

University/ICCROM course on cob building conservation in 2001 and a 

National Heritage Ironwork Group course on the conservation of 

architectural ironwork in York in 2015. 

1.4 I am current Chair and a founding member of the New Zealand National 

Committee of the International Council on Monuments and Sites 

("ICOMOS").  I am a member of the ICOMOS International Scientific 

Committee on the Conservation of Earthen Architectural Heritage 

("ISCEAH").  

1.5 I am a past Chair of the New Zealand Institute of Architects ("NZIA"), 

Wellington Branch, and I was made a Fellow of the NZIA for services to 

conservation and the Institute.  I am a member of the New Zealand 

Conservators of Cultural Material ("NZCCM") and co-convenor of the 

Australasian Chapter of APT. 

1.6 I have 33 years' experience working in the United Kingdom, Australia and 

New Zealand in the field of architecture and building conservation.  I am 

principal in my own architectural conservation practice founded in 1992.  I 

have attached as Attachment IAB1 a list of my projects relating to advice 

given to local authorities throughout the country. 

1.7 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide evidence in relation to best 

practice and the appropriate approach to heritage management in the 
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provisions of those Proposals1 that are to be heard at the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage hearing ("Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions") in 

the Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  

1.8 I have been providing the Crown with my expertise in relation to heritage 

management since July 2015. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 In my evidence, I discuss: 

(a) best practice heritage management; 

(b) my experience with writing an Assessment of Environmental Effects 

("AEE") under the Replacement Plan; and  

(c) the appropriateness of the approach to heritage management in the 

Replacement Plan.  

3.2 In preparing my evidence I have read and relied on the documents listed in 

Attachment IAB2 to my evidence.  In particular, I refer in my evidence to: 

(a) the New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural 

Heritage Value, ICOMOS, 2010 ("ICOMOS NZ Charter");2 

                                                
1
 Stage 3 Proposal 9 (Natural and Cultural Heritage), Stage 1 Proposal 8 (Subdivision), Stage 1 Proposal 16 

(Industrial), Stage 3 Proposal 7 (Transport), Stage 3 Proposal 8 (Subdivision), Stage 3 Proposal 11 (Utilities and 
Energy) and Stage 3 Proposal 17 (Rural). 
2
 This document sets out the principles for conservation of places of cultural heritage value and is a statement of 

professional principles for members of ICOMOS New Zealand.  It is also intended as a guide for conservation of 
places of cultural heritage value for users, owners, managers, tradespeople, and local and central government. 
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(b) the New Zealand Historic Places Trust (now Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga ("HNZ")) Sustainable Management Guidance 

Information Sheet 2 Assessment criteria to assist in the identification 

of Historic Heritage Values, July 2007 ("HNZ Sheet 2");3 and 

(c) the New Zealand Historic Places Trust (now HNZ) Sustainable 

Management Guidance Information Guide No. 3 – District plans, 

3 August 2007 ("HNZ Guide 3").4 

3.3 I have also read the evidence for the Council relating to heritage 

management including the statements of Ms Jacqueline Gillies, Ms Fiona 

Wykes, Ms Amanda Ohs and Dr Ann McEwan. 

3.4 My evidence examines best practice heritage management based on 

33 years' of experience in giving advice to local, regional and governmental 

authorities on conservation and planning.  I recommend assessment criteria 

and methodologies for listing items of built heritage, the use of conservation 

plans to assist with resource consent applications and make comments on 

proposed rules for individual buildings and their settings. 

3.5 I outline my experience with a project in Upper Riccarton using the 

Replacement Plan rules before examining and making recommendations on 

the appropriateness of the approach.   

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 In my opinion, consistency with the ICOMOS NZ Charter, HNZ guidance 

documents and related international publications will provide clarity and 

allow for alignment with best practice and other district plans with good 

heritage provisions.  I have outlined in my evidence an overview of best 

practice management on this basis, including the use of conservation plans 

and the appropriate approach to demolition of heritage items. 

4.2 I have recently had some experience with the heritage rules in the 

Operative Plan and Replacement Plan through the process of preparing an 

AEE for a client.5  My experience highlighted to me some inadequacies of 

the Replacement Plan, including the high level of detail required for a 

consent and the extent of the Replacement Plan's control over interiors. 

                                                
3
 This document was written by HNZ “for use by local authorities and communities to encourage a systematic and 

transparent approach to identification and assessment of historic heritage”. 
4
 This document was written by HNZ to guide territorial authorities in the preparation of district plans with respect 

to historic heritage objectives, policies and rules. 
5
 I note that rules protecting historic heritage in Proposal 9 were notified with immediate legal effect in accordance 

with section 86B(3)(d) of the RMA. 
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4.3 I address a number of the Crown's submission points that remain 

outstanding or where my opinion deviates from the Crown submission, and 

in particular I consider that: 

(a) Given the lack of real differences between the two different heritage 

categories in the assessment criteria and rules, in my view, a single 

heritage category would be more appropriate. 

(b) Objective 9.3.1 should be amended to recognise the need to protect 

heritage values and to facilitate the on-going use and adaptive re-

use of heritage buildings. 

(c) The assessment criteria for identifying significance should be 

amended to include authenticity, integrity, representativeness and 

rarity, and I also consider that identifying single values in Policy 

9.3.2.2 (rather than pairs of values) would be less confusing. 

(d) Policy 9.3.2.6 should be amended to reflect the principles of the 

ICOMOS NZ Charter. 

(e) Demolition of heritage items should have a non-complying activity 

status. 

(f) The activity standards applying to repairs and maintenance are 

appropriate. 

(g) The definitions of 'repairs' and 'maintenance' do not require 

amendment. 

(h) A permitted activity status is appropriate for heritage investigative 

works, provided that some amendments are made to the activity 

standards. 

(i) Deconstruction for the purpose of reconstruction should be excluded 

from the definition of 'demolition'. 

(j) Reconstruction and restoration should not be permitted activities. 

(k) Relocation of a heritage item within its heritage setting should be 

treated the same as relocation beyond its heritage setting. 

(l) The Replacement Plan should use historic precedence and the 

guiding principles as the basis for the approval of signs on heritage 

buildings.   



 Page 6 

(m) The Akaroa heritage area should be confirmed and the scope of the 

Lyttelton heritage area should be reconsidered. 

(n) The matters of discretion and control should be amended so that 

they are confined to the principles of protection, retention or 

enhancement of identified heritage values. 

(o) The definitions require some amendments to be aligned with the 

ICOMOS NZ Charter and best practice. 

(p) While the Statements of Significance provide good high-level 

information, they do not generally include a sufficient level of detail 

that would allow resource consent applications to be assessed 

without additional information being provided by the applicant. 

(q) The Statements of Significance also do not generally provide a 

sufficient level of detail for the assessment of alterations to settings.  

Particularly in high-density inner city areas, I recommend controls on 

neighbouring sites to avoid negative impacts on listed built heritage 

items. 

4.4 I comment on some additional matters.  In my opinion it needs to be made 

explicit that interiors are controlled by the Replacement Plan, and that 

movable contents should not be controlled.  I also support the concept of a 

Council registered built heritage certifier and use of conservation plans 

prepared by an appropriately experienced and qualified person where this 

will allow for greater clarity and certainty in resource consent applications 

for built heritage. 

5. OVERVIEW OF BEST PRACTICE HERITAGE MANAGEMENT 

5.1 In this section of my evidence I provide an overview of best practice 

heritage management in relation to: 

(a) inventories; 

(b) assessment criteria; 

(c) use of conservation plans; 

(d) demolition; 

(e) heritage works, including repairs, maintenance, alterations and 

additions; 
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(f) ranking by categories; 

(g) heritage settings; and 

(h) incentives and assistance. 

5.2 My comments are informed by my involvement in plan changes for a 

number of local authorities since the early 1990s.  Recent plan changes 

relating to heritage management I have been involved with include Plan 

Change 29 by Whanganui District Council ("WDC"), Plan Change 46 by 

Manawatu DC ("MDC") and Plan Change 13 by Palmerston North CC 

("PNCC").  In my opinion, these plan changes have generally resulted in 

good heritage provisions. 

5.3 I also take into account the ICOMOS NZ Charter, HNZ Sheet 2 and HNZ 

Guide 3.  Consistency with these and other international documents will 

provide clarity and allow for alignment with best practice and other district 

plans with good heritage provisions. 

5.4 I note that Ms Gillies, in her evidence on behalf of the Council, comments 

on the different purposes of the ICOMOS NZ Charter, the HNZ guidance 

and the Replacement Plan, and concludes that is not possible to fully align 

the plan provisions with the Charter or HNZ guidance because of these 

different purposes.6  I have also reviewed her Appendix A, Table A in which 

she compares the provisions of the ICOMOS Charter and the Replacement 

Plan.  This is a useful table, which shows alignment in a number of key 

areas of the three documents.  As Ms Gillies states, the three documents 

have different purposes, but, despite this, I consider that the principles and 

definitions of interventions in the Replacement Plan should at least align 

with the ICOMOS NZ Charter.  

Inventories 

5.5 My work often begins with the revision of existing heritage lists through 

updating or replacing existing heritage inventories.  The best inventories are 

derived from a framework where themes that define the growth and 

development of a particular area are identified by research.  I then ascertain 

gaps in the existing list and carry out research and visual surveys with the 

aim of filling the gaps. 

                                                
6
 Evidence of Jacqueline Gillies on behalf of the Council, paragraphs 4.25 to 4.30. 
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5.6 An alternative is to visually identify potential built heritage, which is followed 

up by research and decisions on which buildings are to be listed. 

5.7 When carrying out surveys and writing up inventories I use international 

guides.7  A Palmerston North example of the type of information I include in 

an inventory is attached as Attachment IAB3.  

Assessment criteria for significance 

5.8 Assessment criteria in a district plan are used to write up the inventory 

assessments of heritage values and summaries of significance of each built 

heritage item.   

5.9 In Plan Change 46, MDC adopted the assessment criteria noted in HNZ 

Sheet 2.  PNCC uses the criteria set out in Feilden, B., Jokilehto, J., 

Management Guidelines for World Cultural Heritage Sites, ICCROM, 

ICOMOS, United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

("UNESCO"), 1993 ("Feilden and Jokilehto guidelines").8    

5.10 The criteria in the Whanganui District Plan are based on the qualities listed 

in the definition of "historic heritage" in the Resource Management Act 1991 

("RMA").  In the inventory assessment sheet, these qualities are expanded 

to include qualifiers such as 'rarity', 'representativeness', 'integrity', 

'vulnerability' and 'context/group'.   

5.11 In my view, the approaches of MDC, PNCC and WDC in their latest plan 

changes involving heritage provisions and schedules follow best practice in 

their inventory preparation, assessment criteria, and rule changes. 

5.12 In general I consider that a wide range of potential values should be 

explored to fully evaluate a place for listing.  National and international best 

practice is to include the qualifiers of authenticity, integrity, 

representativeness, and rarity. 

5.13 When identifying which buildings should be selected for inclusion in a 

district plan list, I rank the values of each building as high, moderate, or low 

for each heritage value.  I define each on a geographical basis, e.g. for a 

high historical value the building or structure should be "intimately 

                                                
7
 Such as Sykes, M, Manual of systems of inventorying of immovable cultural property, UNESCO, 1981 and the 

ICOMOS, Principles for recording of monuments groups of buildings and sites, 1996. 
8
 These guidelines give guidelines for managing a cultural property taking into account international 

recommendations of UNESCO and ICOMOS Charters.  These guidelines include assessment criteria divided 
between cultural, use and contextual values.  Each has subheadings with cultural values comprising emotional, 
historical, design and technological values.  Contextual values comprise ‘measure of value’, such as rarity and 
representativeness as well as ‘authenticity’. 
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associated with a group, person, event or pattern of national or regional 

significance and/or reflects continuity for a century or more".9  I then 

recommend those buildings with the highest rankings for listing.   

5.14 With respect to the evidence of Ms Ohs in paragraphs 5.5 to 5.14, where 

she considers that many of the values in the ICOMOS Charter are implicit, I 

recommend that, to avoid confusion, each value is explicitly expressed so 

that all potential values are able to be assessed. 

5.15 In Attachment IAB4 I have attached a spreadsheet showing assessment 

criteria of a number of national and international organisations. 

Use of conservation plans 

5.16 A number of district plans include the use of conservation plans either as a 

recommended document or as an assessment tool for resource consent 

applications.  A conservation plan is "a document which sets out what is 

significant in a place and, consequently, what policies are appropriate to 

enable that significance to be retained in its future use and development."10 

5.17 In the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan ("PAUP"), a conservation plan must 

accompany a resource consent application for significant works or 

alteration,11 and is used as an assessment criterion.12  The Whanganui 

district plan allows for a lower activity threshold in the rules where a 

conservation plan has been prepared13.  The Palmerston North district plan 

uses conservation plans as an assessment criterion14. 

5.18 In my experience a conservation plan written by an appropriately qualified 

and experienced person in built heritage conservation to an accepted 

standard will provide a suitable assessment of significance and policies to 

inform and support a resource consent application.  The most commonly 

used standard is J.S. Kerr, the Conservation Plan; A Guide to Preparation 

of Conservation Plans of European Cultural Significance, 7th edition, 

                                                
9
 Bowman, I., Burr, V., Proposal for additions to the heritage list – residential buildings, Report for the Palmerston 

North City Council, 2012.  
10

 Kerr, J. S., “Conservation Plan”, 7
th
 edition, Australia ICOMOS, 2013. 

11
 PAUP,  4.4.2 Historic Heritage, 4 Special Information Requirements, Heritage Policy documents, 

http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans/UnitaryPlan/Printable%20PDFs/Part%204%20-
%20Rules/4.4.2%20Historic%20heritage.pdf  
12

 PAUP, 2 Historic Heritage, 4 Assessment Matters – Restricted discretionary activities, 4.2 Assessment criteria,  
http://unitaryplan.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/HTMLSept/Part%203/Chapter%20J/2%20Historic%20heritage/Chapter
%20J%20-%202%20Historic%20heritage.htm  
13

 Whanganui District Plan, Chapter 9 Cultural Heritage, 9.5.2, Controlled Activities, 9.5.3 Restricted Discretionary 
Activities, http://www.wanganui.govt.nz/our-district/district-plan-
text/Documents/FINAL%20EFFECTIVE%20PLAN%20TEXT%20Plan%20Change%2039%20Archaeology%20Not
ification%20Text%20Chapter%209%20October%202015.pdf  
14

 Plan Change 13 , Rukles Restricted Discretionary Activities, R17.7.2 External Alterations and additions to 
Category 1 and 2 Scheduled Buildings and Items not located in the Residential Zone, assessment criterion (h), 
http://www.pncc.govt.nz/media/2644763/pc13_decision_web.pdf  

http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans/UnitaryPlan/Printable%20PDFs/Part%204%20-%20Rules/4.4.2%20Historic%20heritage.pdf
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans/UnitaryPlan/Printable%20PDFs/Part%204%20-%20Rules/4.4.2%20Historic%20heritage.pdf
http://unitaryplan.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/HTMLSept/Part%203/Chapter%20J/2%20Historic%20heritage/Chapter%20J%20-%202%20Historic%20heritage.htm
http://unitaryplan.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/HTMLSept/Part%203/Chapter%20J/2%20Historic%20heritage/Chapter%20J%20-%202%20Historic%20heritage.htm
http://www.wanganui.govt.nz/our-district/district-plan-text/Documents/FINAL%20EFFECTIVE%20PLAN%20TEXT%20Plan%20Change%2039%20Archaeology%20Notification%20Text%20Chapter%209%20October%202015.pdf
http://www.wanganui.govt.nz/our-district/district-plan-text/Documents/FINAL%20EFFECTIVE%20PLAN%20TEXT%20Plan%20Change%2039%20Archaeology%20Notification%20Text%20Chapter%209%20October%202015.pdf
http://www.wanganui.govt.nz/our-district/district-plan-text/Documents/FINAL%20EFFECTIVE%20PLAN%20TEXT%20Plan%20Change%2039%20Archaeology%20Notification%20Text%20Chapter%209%20October%202015.pdf
http://www.pncc.govt.nz/media/2644763/pc13_decision_web.pdf
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National Trust of Australia, 2013.15  This edition is specifically aimed at 

Australian and New Zealand practitioners and I consider that its use is 

appropriate. 

5.19 As explained in the Wellington City district plan, "Conservation plans can be 

large and complex documents, or simple Statements of Significance and 

conservation policies.  The scale of the document will depend on the issues 

to be resolved and their cost"16.  Therefore I believe a conservation plan is a 

suitable document to allow for alternative pathways that would allow a 

number of activities, which would otherwise require consent, to have a 

lower activity threshold. 

5.20 Conservation plans are also recommended by ICOMOS New Zealand,17 the 

Burra Charter,18 the Crown in its Policy for Government Department's 

Management of Historic Heritage 2004,19 and Historic England (formerly 

English Heritage)20 amongst many other organisations.  The New Zealand 

Lottery Grants Board makes any grant application for built heritage funding 

conditional on a conservation plan having been prepared which is then 

required to be implemented. 

5.21 Ms Gillies comments on the use of conservation plans in her evidence and 

suggests how the reduction of regulation might be achieved through the use 

of conservation plans.21  I agree with the conclusions in her evidence 

although a standard ‘template’ for the preparation of conservation plans 

may not be appropriate.  The industry standard reference is the Kerr 

document in which he states that the approach needs to be flexible to suit 

the particular building and issues to be resolved.22  I am sure any reviewer 

will be able to accommodate differences in content and approach. 

5.22 I also agree with the inclusion of a Heritage Impact Assessment, possibly as 

an appendix where the conservation plan is required for a consent.  I have 

found the ICOMOS Guidance on Heritage Impact Assessments for Cultural 

                                                
15

 This document has been revised many times since it was first published in 1982, and guides building 
conservation in Australia and New Zealand.  It outlines how to prepare a conservation plan to guide and manage 
change to a heritage item appropriately. 
16

 Wellington City District Plan Chapter 20 Heritage, 20.1.6, http://wellington.govt.nz/~/media/your-council/plans-
policies-and-bylaws/district-plan/volume01/files/v1chap20.pdf  
17

 http://www.icomos.org.nz/nzcharters.htm  
18

 http://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Burra-Charter-2013-Adopted-31.10.2013.pdf  
19

 http://www.mch.govt.nz/research-publications/our-research-reports/policy-government-departments-
management-historic-heritag   
20

 https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/understanding-historic-buildings-policy-and-
guidance/understanding-historic.pdf/  
21

 Evidence of Jacqueline Gillies on behalf of the Council, at paragraphs 6.19 to 6.30.  
22

 Kerr, J. S., “Conservation Plan”, 7
th
 edition, Australia ICOMOS, 2013,, page 1. 

http://wellington.govt.nz/~/media/your-council/plans-policies-and-bylaws/district-plan/volume01/files/v1chap20.pdf
http://wellington.govt.nz/~/media/your-council/plans-policies-and-bylaws/district-plan/volume01/files/v1chap20.pdf
http://www.icomos.org.nz/nzcharters.htm
http://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Burra-Charter-2013-Adopted-31.10.2013.pdf
http://www.mch.govt.nz/research-publications/our-research-reports/policy-government-departments-management-historic-heritag
http://www.mch.govt.nz/research-publications/our-research-reports/policy-government-departments-management-historic-heritag
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/understanding-historic-buildings-policy-and-guidance/understanding-historic.pdf/
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/understanding-historic-buildings-policy-and-guidance/understanding-historic.pdf/
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World Heritage Properties, May 2010 to be particularly useful in this 

respect. 

Demolition 

5.23 In the three recent plan changes on which I have given advice, there are 

varying approaches to rules concerning demolition, and the applicable rules 

depend on the category of heritage building.  In Whanganui demolition is a 

non-complying activity for a class A building23 while it is a discretionary 

activity for a class B building24.  In the Manawatu it is a non-complying 

activity for a category A historic building25 and discretionary for a category B 

historic building26.  In Palmerston North demolition is a discretionary activity 

for all heritage buildings. 

5.24 ."The partial or complete demolition of any significant historic built heritage, 

to make a site safe after an accidental fire, flooding or earthquake event" is 

a permitted activity in the Manawatu District Plan, provided that it 

"appropriately mitigate[s] the effects of vacant land in accordance with the 

underlying zoning rules."27   

5.25 The rules of the three district plans can be compared with HNZ Guide 3 

where partial demolition of a Group A building is recommended as being 

non-complying and partial demolition of a Group B building is recommended 

as being discretionary.  Complete demolition of a Group A building is 

recommended as being a prohibited or non-complying activity while 

demolition of a Group B building is recommended as being a non-complying 

activity. 

5.26 HNZ have produced two other relevant guidance documents, one on partial 

demolition (Sheet 14) and the other on full demolition (Sheet 15).28  Sheet 

14 advises that (amongst other guidance) partial demolition may be 

acceptable where: 

                                                
23

 A class A building in the Whanganui District Plan has high values at an international or national level, is ranked 
highly in a number of heritage areas and has high integrity or has very significant values in at least one heritage 
value 
24

 A class B building in the Whanganui District Plan means that at a regional level, the building has several high 
heritage values and/or it has good integrity.   
25

 A category A historic building in the Manawatu District Plan has “significant historic built heritage with values of 
national significance”. 
26

 A category B historic building in the Manawatu District Plan has “significant historic built heritage with values of 
regional or local significance”. 
27

 MDC District Plan Chapter 4 Historic Heritage 4.4.1 Permitted Activities (vi). 
28

 Referenced in Attachment IAB2 and available for download at 
http://www.heritage.org.nz/resources/sustainable-management-guides.  

http://www.heritage.org.nz/resources/sustainable-management-guides
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(a) Any part of a building or structure that will be demolished is fully 

recorded and documented both prior to, and during the partial 

demolition process; 

(b) The partial demolition does not adversely affect the significance and 

integrity of the place; 

(c) The partial demolition is limited to parts of the building (including 

interior) that have been identified in a conservation plan or heritage 

assessment as having no significance, are not contributory to the 

significance of the heritage place, are intrusive, or where the partial 

demolition reveals fabric of higher degree of significance;  

(d) The partial demolition is informed by the concept of greater or total 

conservation benefit with respect to a large complex group of 

structures and buildings (provided that all other avenues are 

explored before partial demolition, e.g. additional funding sources, 

and all decisions are informed by a conservation plan); and 

(e) The partial demolition is limited to parts of the building deemed 

beyond repair following damage by fire or natural event. 

5.27 A conservation plan should guide any proposal involving partial demolition. 

5.28 Sheet 15 advises that demolition should be allowed in rare circumstances 

including: 

(a) Where, in a large or complex site, demolition would not compromise 

the integrity and the significance of the place or its setting; 

(b) When a building is considered to be beyond repair (e.g. structurally 

unsafe or damaged by a natural event or fire), which often requires 

assessment by an engineer; and 

(c) When all other alternatives to demolition have been exhausted. 

5.29 I endorse these principles.  

Heritage works, including repairs, maintenance, alterations and additions 

5.30 Attachment IAB5 sets out the various rules for the different rankings of 

buildings for Whanganui, Manawatu and Palmerston North and those 

recommended by the HNZ Guide 3.   
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5.31 In Whanganui, minor works and maintenance are generally permitted 

activities while internal strengthening is a controlled or restricted 

discretionary activity.  Exterior alterations are restricted discretionary for 

class B buildings, discretionary for class A buildings with a conservation 

plan and non-complying for class A buildings without a conservation plan.  

In the Manawatu, seismic strengthening of the interior is permitted and is 

discretionary where the design does not meet the performance standards.  

External alterations are discretionary for category B buildings and non-

complying for category A ranked buildings.  In Palmerston North, exterior 

alterations and additions are a controlled activity in the residential zone and 

otherwise are a restricted discretionary activity. 

5.32 In my view the recommended approach in HNZ Guide 3 is best practice and 

would result in heritage rules that would protect heritage values of listed 

heritage buildings.  The issue of earthquake strengthening is not discussed 

in Guide 3 and the rules in the Whanganui and the Manawatu district plans 

could be examples to follow in this respect. 

Ranking 

5.33 Each of the district plans I have been involved with has a ranking system for 

built heritage.  Palmerston North and the Manawatu have two levels, while 

Whanganui has three.  HNZ Guide 3 recommends a two tier ranking system 

with the top level being buildings of national (and international) significance 

while the second level is for buildings or regional or local significance.  This 

has been the approach with the Palmerston North and Manawatu district 

plans where my recommendations have been implemented.  

5.34 In contrast, Wellington City have a single ranking system which was 

established in the early 1990s at a time when I was giving advice on new 

listings and helped write the district plan section on built heritage.  The main 

idea behind a single category was not "to pick winners".  I understand that 

the Wellington City Council ("WCC") is currently reconsidering this policy so 

that there can be different earthquake strengthening rules for differently 

ranked buildings.  More significant heritage buildings may have stricter rules 

around location and design of strengthening.  Rankings would also be used 

to assist in prioritising funding for projects. 

5.35 I discuss further the issue of rankings at paragraphs 7.3 to 7.10 below. 
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Heritage settings 

5.36 The ICOMOS NZ Charter defines setting as: 

the area around and/or adjacent to a place of cultural heritage value that is 
integral to its function, meaning, and relationships. Setting includes the 
structures, outbuildings, features, gardens, curtilage, airspace, and 
accessways forming the spatial context of the place or used in association with 
the place.  Setting also includes cultural landscapes, townscapes, and 
streetscapes; perspectives, views, and viewshafts to and from a place; and 
relationships with other places which contribute to the cultural heritage value of 
the place.  Setting may extend beyond the area defined by legal title, and may 
include a buffer zone necessary for the long-term protection of the cultural 
heritage value of the place. 

5.37 The ICOMOS NZ Charter recommends conserving the setting where it is 

integral to the heritage place and approves reconstruction of the setting 

where this can be justified. 

5.38 Historic England, The Setting of Heritage Assets, Historic Environment 

Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3 , 2015 (the "Historic England setting 

document")29 has a similarly wide interpretation of setting: 

The setting of a heritage asset is the surroundings in which a heritage asset is 
experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its 
surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative 
contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate 
that significance or may be neutral. 

5.39 None of the three district plans discussed above allow for the control of 

settings. 

5.40 The ICOMOS Xi'an Declaration30 2005 recommends that planning tools be 

developed to conserve and manage settings.  It recommends the control of 

incremental or rapid changes on settings, and in particular control over: 

(a) Significant skylines; 

(b) Sight lines; 

(c) Adequate distances between a development and heritage place; 

(d) Inappropriate visual and spatial encroachments; and 

(e) Inappropriate uses. 

                                                
29

 As explained in the document, which is prepared by Historic England, the purpose of the document “is to provide 
information on good practice to assist local authorities, planning and other consultants, owners, applicants and 
other interested parties in implementing historic National Planning Policy Framework". 
30

 http://www.icomos.org/xian2005/xian-declaration.htm  

http://www.icomos.org/xian2005/xian-declaration.htm
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5.41 The Xi'an Declaration also recommends the preparation of heritage impact 

assessments where new developments impact on the significance of the 

settings of heritage places. 

5.42 The Historic England setting document is a useful document that describes 

principles for assessing changes to settings and recommends a stepped 

approach.  The steps are to identify the heritage asset affected and its 

setting, identify what contribution the setting makes to the significance of 

the asset (including the asset's physical surroundings and how it is 

experienced), identify what effects a development may have on a heritage 

asset (including location and siting, form and appearance, permanence, 

reversibility, cumulative change, physical changes to the environment, 

longer term effects) and identify a means of mitigating the effects, before 

documenting the decision and monitoring the outcomes.  

5.43 Consistent with the Xi'an Declaration and the Historic England setting 

document, HNZ Sheet 16 discusses appropriate assessment criteria for 

new development within a heritage setting. 

5.44 I agree with the need to understand the significance of the setting and to 

provide appropriate controls on settings of heritage places to encourage 

positive effects and avoid negative impacts.  This would include activities 

such as new buildings and additions to existing non-heritage buildings.  I 

discuss appropriate controls in my evidence in paragraphs 7.95 to 7.96 

below. 

Incentives and assistance 

5.45 Policy 9.3.2.11 of the Replacement Plan refers to the provision of 

incentives, which assist in achieving the retention, conservation and 

ongoing use of historic heritage, including earthquake repairs and seismic 

strengthening. 

5.46 A number of councils have provided useful incentives and assistance that 

has encouraged the retention and conservation of heritage places.  These 

include grants (Wellington City) and rates relief (Nelson City).  A "heritage 

help desk" where expert architectural heritage advice is made available to 

owners of heritage places was in place in Wellington during the 1990s.  At 

the same time building development and engineering advice were also 

offered.   
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5.47 I believe that there should not be consent fees for work on heritage places 

that will retain or enhance significance and encourage ongoing use.  This 

would "level the playing field" with owners of non-heritage buildings going 

about similar work that would not require a resource consent.  It would also 

help to balance the effects of controls on private property for the public 

good.  Councils where consent fees are waived include the Timaru District 

Council and the Central Otago District Council.  I understand that the 

Council would need to make provision for this approach in its long term 

plan. 

5.48 No or low interest loans could also be offered but I am not aware of any 

councils who offer this.   

5.49 Financial and expert heritage architectural and engineering advice for 

earthquake prone heritage buildings would be of particular assistance in the 

Canterbury rebuild.  This point was made by former HNZ senior heritage 

policy adviser Robert McLean (author of many of their guidance documents) 

in his paper Planning for Heritage Sustainability in New Zealand – A Safe 

Heritage Credit Scheme, in the Safe Building Conference, 201131.  

6. EXPERIENCE IN USING THE REPLACEMENT PLAN FRAMEWORK 

6.1 I have recently written an AEE for a proposal to strengthen, partially rebuild 

and adapt St. Peter's Church in Upper Riccarton.  The church suffered 

considerable damage in the Canterbury earthquakes and the two transepts 

and the eastern gable of the chancel collapsed.  Cost comparisons were 

prepared by quantity surveyors for three options comprising a new church, 

reconstruction of the church immediately prior to the earthquake and a 

design, which repaired and adapted the existing church.    

6.2 A conservation plan had been prepared for the church. 

6.3 Both the graveyard and church are included in the Council heritage list in 

the operative plan as Group 1, planning map number 30, H18 and the 

church is listed by HNZ as a category 2 building. 

6.4 Following the receipt of the cost comparisons, the congregation opted to 

retain and strengthen the church but adapt it for better amenity and new 

worshipping styles.  The costs to build a new church and rebuilding were in 

excess of their budget. 

                                                
31

 http://www.conferenz.co.nz/whitepapers/planning-heritage-sustainability-new-zealand-safe-heritage-credit-
scheme  

http://www.conferenz.co.nz/whitepapers/planning-heritage-sustainability-new-zealand-safe-heritage-credit-scheme
http://www.conferenz.co.nz/whitepapers/planning-heritage-sustainability-new-zealand-safe-heritage-credit-scheme
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6.5 Following extensive and lengthy pre-application consultations with the 

Council (with changing Council staff) and HNZ over a two-year period a final 

design was arrived at and an application for a resource consent was made.  

The new rules in the Replacement Plan came into force after the consent 

documents were lodged with Council, but within statutory timeframes for 

consideration, and the AEE had to be amended.  

6.6 My AEE was based on the operative District Plan Assessment criteria 

contained in Chapter 10 section 1.4, the ICOMOS NZ Charter, Heritage NZ 

Sheet 2, the conservation plan policies, and best practice guidelines for 

earthquake strengthening, one of which I co-authored for HNZ.  I prepared 

spreadsheets with assessment criteria in one column and the assessment 

in another column with a conclusion and recommendations.  I have 

commonly and successfully used this methodology for AEEs lodged with 

many other local authorities as well as for roading projects for the New 

Zealand Transport Agency. 

6.7 Following the lodging of the application the Council made a Request for 

Information to the applicant, which outlined extensive information requests.  

Under a heading "Repairs and Conservation Works" the following 

information was requested: 

(a) source of repair stone; 

(b) mortar selection and matching for stone and brick; 

(c) temporary protection measures; 

(d) details of any cleaning of fabric; 

(e) details of replacement timber; 

(f) effects of new reticulation on heritage fabric; 

(g) effects of new spatial change on historical architectural values; 

(h) date marking of new conservation repairs 

6.8 Other information requested included what repair and refurbishment of 

church fittings was proposed, who might be carrying out the work, whether 

any furniture would be relocated and if not what would happen to it and 

whether relocating the organ would impact on church acoustics.  Details of 

junctions between old and new were requested as were a lighting plan and 
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fittings, a heating proposal, fire protection designs, details of any signage 

within the building or on the exterior and details of kitchen and toilet fittings 

where they touched the old fabric. 

6.9 There were many other details required in the five-page letter. 

6.10 In my experience this level of detail is not normally designed until after the 

consent has been obtained and is completed at the building consent stage.  

Without a guarantee that resource consent will be issued, the expense of 

providing information to this level of detail is unwarranted.  I have not 

experienced this level of detail being required for a consent before.  I also 

understand from the Church Property Trustees that this level of detail has 

not been required before for the repairs, restoration and adaptation of other 

earthquake damaged churches. 

6.11 Had I not been involved with CERA in looking at the Replacement Plan, I 

would not have been aware that interiors including contents, fixtures and 

fittings were controlled.  There is no specific statement to this effect in the 

Replacement Plan, unlike in other district plans where this is made clear, 

including those discussed above.  The control of interiors is reliant on 

definitions, which may not be obvious on the first (or even subsequent) 

reading. 

6.12 The Church was particularly concerned about the control that was sought in 

relation to the inclusion of contents, fixtures and fittings given that a key 

need was for flexibility of the interior for different events and worshipping 

styles.  The interior is not described in the undated assessment of 

significance (the photo is dated as 2010) other than stating the interior had 

brick and limestone banding.  The materials and banding will be retained in 

the proposal. 

6.13 The two-year consultation period before an application could be made, the 

subsequent requests for information and the considerable costs involved 

have made the congregation seriously question whether they will go ahead. 

As far as I am aware no decision has yet been made by them. 

6.14 The Diocese was also very concerned at the cost of the Replacement 

Plan's extent of control, and levels of monitoring and approvals, regarding 

fittings and internal elements. They have a Diocese-wide duty across 

numerous buildings and have established internal approval procedures for 
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re-organisation of church interiors to meet changing worship needs, 

including the disposal of any interior contents. 

7. CROWN'S SUBMISSION POINTS 

7.1 In this section of my evidence I address the Crown's submission points that 

remain outstanding following the revised version of the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Proposal dated 4 November 2015 ("Revised Proposal"). 

7.2 The points I address relate to: 

(a) Ranking by categories; 

(b) The historic heritage objective; 

(c) Assessment criteria for significance; 

(d) Heritage conservation management and heritage principles; 

(e) Demolition; 

(f) Repairs and maintenance; 

(g) Investigative works; 

(h) Reconstruction and restoration; 

(i) Relocation of a heritage item within its heritage setting; 

(j) Signage; 

(k) Heritage areas in Lyttelton and Akaroa; 

(l) Matters for discretion and control;  

(m) Definitions that have not been discussed under the above headings 

in my evidence; 

(n) Statements of significance; and 

(o) Heritage settings. 
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Ranking by categories 

7.3 The Crown's submission identified that the minimal differentiation in 

regulation between the two heritage groups failed to justify the need for two 

categories of significance, and sought that a single category be used.32 

7.4 The ranking of heritage listings is a vexed issue.  Many district plans have 

two categories with the higher category recognising nationally significant 

buildings and the lower category for regionally or locally significant 

buildings.  Having two categories allows for targeting of resources and rules 

that reflect the different levels of significance.  Usually this is translated into 

a greater level of freedom for alterations and additions for the lower ranked 

buildings and greater restrictions on modifications to higher ranked 

buildings.   

7.5 The other side of the argument is that having two (or more) tiers of listing, 

means that often the lower ranked buildings are seen as not that important 

and funds and other assistance may be harder to come by for them leading 

to greater difficulty in protection and conservation.   

7.6 Another issue that has arisen during my district plan work is the lengthy 

periods between updating of heritage lists.  It may be that a lower category 

building actually meets the standards for a higher listing because of 

demolition of similar buildings or greater subsequent knowledge but has not 

been reassessed.   

7.7 Most local authorities have a dual ranking system and these are usually 

divided geographically.  That is international/national for the highest level 

and regional and local for the lower levels.  As discussed above at 

paragraph 5.34, one local authority that does not use a dual ranking system 

is WCC, which uses a single category.  This approach has worked well in 

Wellington for over 20 years, though as also discussed above, WCC is 

currently considering whether or not to have a two-tier list. 

7.8 The Replacement Plan proposes two categories; however, it is unclear to 

me whether there is any material difference between the two categories.  

Both categories seem to be assessed as having significance at the 

Christchurch District level with the difference between the two being the 

qualifier 'important'.  I have not found a definition of 'important' within the 

Replacement Plan.  Other than significance to the region, there is no 

                                                
32

 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 70 (paragraph 16.9). 
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geographical assessment of listed buildings.  The section 32 report explains 

that "granting a higher status for places of national or international 

significance does not necessarily correlate with the importance of items to 

the Christchurch District".33  

7.9 The current rules in the Replacement Plan are generally the same for both 

Group 1 and Group 2 categories, except for a difference in demolition rules 

between Group 1 and Group 2 and rules governing investigative works.  

7.10 Given the few real differences between Groups 1 and 2 in both assessment 

criteria and rules, in my view, a single category of heritage listing would be 

more clear and would appropriately protect the heritage values of listed built 

heritage. 

Historic heritage objective 

7.11 The Crown's submission sought amendments to Objective 9.3.1 to 

incorporate the wider sustainable management, adaptive reuse and 

recovery of heritage stock (rather than just focusing on maintenance and 

protection of existing stock).34  The Council has amended this objective in 

the Revised Proposal.35  However, not all of the Crown's suggested 

amendments have been taken up by the Council. 

7.12 The Crown sought that this objective recognises the need to protect 

heritage values.  I agree with this aim.  The protection of heritage values is 

a fundamental principle in the ICOMOS NZ Charter.36   

7.13 The Crown also sought recognition of the need to facilitate the on-going use 

and adaptive re-use of heritage buildings.  Clause 21 of the ICOMOS NZ 

Charter states that conservation of built cultural heritage is usually 

facilitated by the place serving a useful purpose.  Appropriate adaptation 

may be required to maintain the current use or to allow a new compatible 

use.  Clause 21 further identifies under what circumstances adaptation 

would be acceptable.  These include a need for compatibility with the 

original form and fabric of the place and avoiding inappropriate or 

incompatible contrasts of form, scale, mass, colour and materials, 

dominance or obscuring of the form and fabric of the place.  These 

circumstances are included in 9.3.5.2 Alteration of Heritage Item.   

                                                
33

 Christchurch City Council, Stage 3 – Section 32 Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage Appendix 4 – Heritage 
Technical Report 25 July 2015, page 20 
34

 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 90. 
35

 Page 64 of the Revised Proposal. 
36

 See particularly the preamble and clause 1. 



 Page 22 

7.14 It has been my experience that non-regulatory means of assistance such as 

grants and specialist advice provided by the Council can encourage the 

retention and adaptive re-use of buildings. 

7.15 The Crown also sought that the impact of disrepair and damage on the 

viability of retaining heritage items or returning them to their original state be 

recognised in Objective 9.3.1.  The main issues with resolving issues 

around repairs, maintenance, restoration, reconstruction and adaptation are 

those of funding and skills.  Non-regulatory means of assisting, such as 

grants and loans may help owners of heritage buildings who have 

insufficient funds for conservation work.  I consider that there are sufficient 

numbers of qualified and experienced conservation professionals to 

undertake the design and specifying of conservation works; however, there 

may be a shortage of trained craftsmen.  Encouraging training of specialist 

tradesmen is another potential non-regulatory avenue for assisting with the 

process of built heritage conservation. 

Assessment criteria for significance 

7.16 The assessment criteria for identifying significance, contained in Policy 

9.3.2.2, do not include rarity or representativeness.  HNZ Sheet 2 also 

recommends assessing educational values, which are included in the 

Feilden and Jokilehto guidelines.  Integrity and authenticity are other 

matters that are included in international guidance for measuring heritage 

values.  An item of built heritage may have many heritage values but in 

order to select the best heritage items for statutory protection, their rarity, 

representativeness, authenticity and integrity need to be measured. 

7.17 Authenticity and integrity are discussed in the statement of significance in a 

number of the inventory entries.  The Nara Document on Authenticity 

defines potential areas of authenticity as:  

(a) form and design; 

(b) materials and substance; 

(c) use and function; 

(d) traditions and techniques; 

(e) location and setting; and  

(f) spirit and feeling. 



 Page 23 

7.18 Integrity is defined in the World Heritage Guidelines as completeness.  

Condition will also have an impact on integrity.  

7.19 As national and international best practice is to assess built heritage 

according to the qualifiers of authenticity, integrity, representativeness, and 

rarity, I recommend that Policy 9.3.2.2 be modified to include these 

qualifiers.  Educational values could also be considered. 

7.20 In my experience of other district plans, criteria are listed and assessed 

singly.  Policy 9.3.2.2 currently has pairs of criteria (e.g. "cultural and 

spiritual value").  I understand the reasoning for this is that the authors of 

the criteria considered that the pairs of criteria usually overlapped when 

assessments were being prepared.  Occasionally this has been my 

experience, but not commonly.  In my view, single headings are less 

confusing when assessing heritage values. 

Heritage conservation management and heritage principles 

7.21 The Crown's submission sought that Policy 9.3.2.6 be amended to reflect 

the principles of the ICOMOS NZ Charter.37  The Council has not amended 

the policy in the Revised Proposal.38 

7.22 In my view, Policy 9.3.2.6 needs to be amended to include or augment a 

number of additional principles of the ICOMOS NZ Charter: 

(a) be based on appropriate conservation planning documents 

(clause 4); 

(b) retain and respect the significance, authenticity and integrity of the 

place, fabric and its setting (clauses 5, 9 and 13); 

(c) be the minimum necessary and reversible where possible (clause 6); 

(d) enable renewal of a significant use or a compatible new use 

(clause 8); 

(e) be suitably documented and recorded (clauses 11 and 12); and 

(f) identify and minimise risks or threats to the place (clause 21). 
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 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 92. 
38

 Page 65 of the Revised Proposal. 
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Demolition 

7.23 The Crown's submission sought that Policy 9.3.2.9 be amended to identify 

circumstances in which demolition should be considered,39 and sought to 

retain non-complying activity status for demolition,40 provided that the 

definition of demolition is amended to exclude deconstruction for the 

purpose of reconstruction.  The amendment to the definition of demolition is 

discussed at paragraphs 7.38 to 7.39 of my evidence below. 

7.24 I discussed above at paragraphs 5.23 to 5.26 best practice heritage 

management in respect of demolition.  In my view, Policy 9.3.2.9 should be 

amended to conform to the conditions stated in the HNZ Sheets 14 and 15 

as to where demolition and partial demolition would be acceptable. 

7.25 The Replacement Plan currently provides for demolition as a discretionary 

activity for Group 2 and non-complying for Group 1.  I consider that, where 

there is to be a single category of listing, the non-complying activity status is 

appropriate.  This approach would conform to the recommended activity 

status in HNZ Guide 3, which has been followed with the MDC and WDC 

district plans. 

7.26 If a two-category system is retained, then consistent with HNZ Guide 3, I 

consider that both categories should have a non-complying status.    

Repairs and maintenance 

7.27 The Crown's submission sought a number of changes in respect of repairs 

and maintenance, including the deletion of standards relating to temporary 

scaffolding and weathertightness.41  9.3.3.2.1 Activity P7 has no 

accompanying activity standard other than a restriction on temporary 

scaffolding. 

7.28 In my experience it is appropriate to have scaffolding avoid touching 

heritage fabric as fixing it to a heritage building may cause damage and, 

where scaffolding ends are not covered, rust staining from cut ends of 

scaffolding may cause permanent staining.  I recommend retention of the 

activity standard to minimise damage to heritage buildings.  

7.29 Activity standards for the removal of heritage fabric under P2 and P3 

include a requirement for making the building weathertight following repairs 
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 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 93. 
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 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 100. 
41

 Crown's Stage 3 submission, pages 94 to 95. 
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and heritage investigation work.  This is sound practice but would be carried 

out anyway by a responsible building owner.  I recommend retention of the 

activity standard to cover the unlikely circumstance of an irresponsible 

owner.  

7.30 The Crown's submission also sought that the definitions of repairs and/or 

maintenance be amended to include stabilisation, preservation and 

conservation, as well as restoration "for the purpose of keeping the building 

in good condition, where the work does not result in any increase in the 

area of land occupied by the building, or change the character, scale and 

intensity of any effects of the building on the environment".42   

7.31 The notified Replacement Plan definition of maintenance aligns with the 

ICOMOS NZ Charter definition.  The Crown's submission prefers the HNZ 

Guide 3 definition, which includes stabilisation, preservation and 

conservation.  The HNZ Guide 3 also combines maintenance with repairs 

with a description of activity standards for both.  I consider that combining 

the definitions of repairs and maintenance would be confusing.   

7.32 Stabilisation may include support, such as a buttress to a leaning masonry 

wall, which in my view is neither maintenance nor repair.  Preservation is an 

overall term that encompasses stabilisation, maintenance and repair, while 

conservation is the overarching term for all types of intervention defined in 

the ICOMOS NZ Charter.   

7.33 The definition of restoration has been given above and is neither repair nor 

maintenance.  As discussed repair and maintenance are preservation 

activities which "involve as little intervention as possible" and have the aim 

of keeping a building in a good condition.  Restoration, on the other hand 

usually is aimed at regaining or enhancing authenticity and involves much 

greater intervention.  It can include reassembly and removal of accretions. 

In summary I would not recommend alteration to the definitions of repair 

and maintenance as proposed in the Crown’s submission. 

Investigative works 

7.34 The Crown's submission sought that heritage investigative works be 

permitted for both heritage categories.43   
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 Crown's Stage 3 submission, pages 94 to 95. 
43

 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 98. 
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7.35 There is a general heritage principle that investigations should be non-

destructive.  Clause 6 of the ICOMOS Charter outlines conditions where 

invasive investigations could be acceptable.  The definition of heritage 

investigative works in the Replacement Plan includes the possibility of 

temporary fabric removal for the investigation of building condition and 

determining the scope of works and where the heritage fabric cannot be 

satisfactorily protected in situ.  It presumes that fabric will be reinstated. 

However in many instances investigative works include core drilling for 

testing to destruction, in-situ testing to destruction and other types of 

investigative work that will not result in return of fabric.  Therefore the 

permanent removal of fabric used for testing will need to be allowed for in 

the definition. 

7.36 If the definition was extended to address the possibility of damage and/or 

non-return of fabric when carrying out investigative works, and the removal 

is the minimum absolutely necessary, then I agree that a permitted activity 

status is appropriate.  Because of the costs of testing it is highly unlikely 

that engineers would recommend, or building owners would carry out, non-

essential testing. 

7.37 I cannot understand why there should be a different standard for Groups 1 

and 2.  It is presumed that the testing will be essential and that the minimum 

of fabric will be disturbed in either group of building. Therefore I recommend 

that they be assessed by the same standards.  

Deconstruction 

7.38 The Crown's submission also sought that the definition of 'demolition' be 

amended to exempt deconstruction for the purpose of reconstruction or 

restoration.44  The Crown's concern was that demolition is a non-complying 

activity, which could create unnecessary constraints on reconstruction or 

restoration. 

7.39 Following the Canterbury earthquakes there was a need to deconstruct 

damaged and dangerous heritage buildings for their later restoration and 

reconstruction.  I recommend that deconstruction for the purpose of 

reconstruction or restoration be excluded from the definition of demolition.  

In my view such deconstruction should be a separate category to demolition 

in the Replacement Plan with an appropriate definition and controls.   
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7.40 In this case controls could include a requirement for the appropriate 

provision of appropriate documentation of the building such as 3D scanning 

prior to deconstruction and a limited time frame for reconstruction.   

7.41 I am currently the conservation architect for the Lyttelton Timeball, which 

was deconstructed for the purpose of reconstruction.  As far as possible, 

recovered material was identified as to its original location with many stones 

numbered according to an annotated drawing prepared prior to the 

deconstruction.  It was intended to restore the building using original 

material in its original location.  I prepared the conservation plan for the 

building and recommended its rebuilding given the extent of recovered 

material.  In this document I examined a number of international guiding 

documents relating to restoration and reconstruction.45  Their general theme 

was that deconstruction for the purpose of reconstruction was acceptable 

after damage caused through war or natural disaster provided that the 

heritage values of the building and site would not be compromised and that 

the restoration or reconstruction was not merely hypothetical.  Many of the 

documents recommended the preparation of a conservation plan to guide 

restoration and reconstruction.  

Reconstruction and restoration 

7.42 The Crown also sought recognition of the impact of disrepair and damage 

on the viability of retaining heritage items or returning them to their original 

state.  The Crown submission requested that restoration and reconstruction 

be a permitted activity.46  These two levels of intervention are appropriate, 

under the ICOMOS NZ Charter,47 provided that cultural heritage value is 

preserved and/or revealed by the process, and provided that sufficient 

research and analysis has been undertaken.  Reconstructed elements 

should not usually comprise the majority of a place, and conjectural 

restoration or reconstruction is not appropriate.  As these are stringent 

conditions, allowing these interventions as a permitted activity would not be 

appropriate or provide sufficient protection.  

7.43 The recommended means of fulfilling the conditions for restoration and 

reconstruction is through the preparation of a conservation plan.  Clause 14 

of the ICOMOS NZ Charter outlines the requirements of a conservation plan 
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The plans will identify heritage values, risks to those heritage values and 

policies for conservation interventions including restoration and 

reconstruction.  I consider that the preparation and implementation of a 

conservation plan by a suitably qualified and experienced person would be 

a suitable condition for controlling restoration and reconstruction through 

the Replacement Plan.  In my view, a controlled activity status would 

provide appropriate control as it would allow the Council to impose 

conditions on the resource consent. 

Relocation of a heritage item within its heritage setting 

7.44 The Crown's submission supported the approach taken in Rule 9.3.3.2.3 

(RD4) to relocation of a heritage item within its heritage setting.48 

7.45 The ICOMOS NZ Charter does not differentiate between relocation within or 

beyond its setting.  The Charter states that relocation is acceptable in 

exceptional circumstances only where the site of a heritage structure is in 

imminent danger and where all other means of retaining the structure on its 

site have been exhausted.  I do not support a different treatment of 

relocation within the Replacement Plan.  I note that Ms Ohs outlines 

reasons in her evidence why a different treatment might be appropriate.49  I 

have been involved with relocations of buildings that were designed to be 

relocated (and have been relocated in the past) and buildings that have 

been relocated within the same boundary.  I agree that in both these 

instances, the adverse effects were less than if they had been relocated far 

away from their original sites.  However, I believe that the assessment 

criteria should be the same given that relocation, even a short distance 

away, will have negative effects on heritage values.   

7.46 Ms Ohs’ gives an example of a temporary relocation to repair damaged 

foundations.  Temporary relocations for foundation repairs is different to a 

permanent relocation in that the relocated building will return to its original 

site.  The long-term effects of the relocation would be slightly positive in that 

the building is in a better condition.   

7.47 I note that the ICOMOS NZ Charter principles for relocation have been used 

in the PAUP, Palmerston North and Whanganui district plans where 

relocation within or outside of its boundaries is assessed on the same basis.  
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The Manawatu district plan differentiates between relocation on the same 

site and a new site for Category A heritage buildings. 

Signage 

7.48 The Crown's submission supported some signage being permitted where it 

meets the activity specific standards, as provided in 9.3.3.2.1 P6.50 

7.49 I have written signage guidelines on heritage commercial buildings for the 

Hutt City Council and Timaru District Council.  My recommendations in the 

guidelines are to follow historic precedence in terms of size, location, style 

and type.  For example, in Victoria and Edwardian buildings signs should 

generally be located on parapets, pediments, cornice line, frieze panel, 

verandah fascia’s and cheeks, under verandahs, on shop fronts and 

stallrisers. 

7.50 Guiding principles for signage on heritage buildings includes: 

(a) that the architectural details should not be obstructed; 

(b) that views of the building should not be obstructed; 

(c) that the sign should be proportionate; and 

(d) that the sign should not detract from the building. 

7.51 I recommend that the Replacement Plan uses historic precedence and the 

guiding principles as the basis for assessing signs on heritage buildings 

where resource consent is required.   The current provisions for signage do 

not follow historic precedence where a number of quite large signs on one 

building were common.  Flashing or illuminated signs are not allowed under 

the standard; however, this type of signage was common in buildings from 

the 1930s, particularly Art Deco styled buildings.  

7.52 Ms Wykes considers that greater flexibility around the provision of signage 

for heritage items and settings would be appropriate, but that some controls 

need to remain.51  I agree with Ms Wykes' evidence that there should be 

greater flexibility of signage on heritage buildings, but to a greater extent 

than she is proposing, as discussed above. 
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Heritage areas in Lyttelton and Akaroa 

7.53 The definition of historic heritage under the RMA includes historic area; 

however, the term 'historic area' is not defined in the Act.  There are a 

number of different definitions for historic or heritage areas.  English 

Heritage defines historic area as "any more or less extensive geographical 

entity viewed from a historical standpoint. A historic area can be a place, 

settlement, neighbourhood or landscape, an area enclosed by physical, 

administrative or property boundaries, whether existing or historic".52 

7.54 The UNESCO Recommendation concerning the Safeguarding and 

Contemporary Role of Historic Areas , Nairobi, 1987 defines historic area as 

follows:53 

Historic and architectural (including vernacular) areas' shall be taken to mean 
any groups of buildings, structures and open spaces including archaeological 
and palaeontological sites, constituting human settlements in an urban or rural 
environment, the cohesion and value of which, from the archaeological, 
architectural, prehistoric, historic, aesthetic or sociocultural point of view are 
recognized. Among these `areas', which are very varied in nature, it is possible 
to distinguish the following 'in particular: prehistoric sites, historic towns, old 
urban quarters, villages and hamlets as well as homogeneous monumental 
groups, it being understood that the latter should as a rule be carefully 
preserved unchanged. 

7.55 HNZ Guide 3 defines historic areas as "areas of land containing an inter-

related group of historic places, buildings, and sites that contributes towards 

an understanding and appreciation of New Zealand's history and cultures".  

7.56 The Crown's submission sought amendments to outline how heritage 

values within identified heritage areas will be protected, because heritage 

areas in Banks Peninsula have been identified.54 

7.57 I have worked extensively in Akaroa, have read some of the entries in the 

Akaroa Historic Trust inventory of heritage buildings and have recently 

completed a visit to Akaroa with the purpose of viewing the proposed area.  

I have also viewed the HNZ Akaroa Historic Area information on-line.  I 

understand there have been a number of studies and reports from 1999 

onwards on the proposed heritage area and that HNZ have already listed 

the area.  The latest is the 2009 Akaroa Historic Overview by John Wilson 

and Louise Beaumont which I have briefly read.   Based on this information 

and the English Heritage and UNESCO Nairobi Recommendations, and 
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that very few buildings were affected by the earthquakes, I believe that 

there is sufficient evidence to warrant Akaroa being listed as an heritage 

area in the Replacement Plan.   

7.58 I am less certain about the listing of Lyttelton as an historic area.  Much of 

the commercial area was damaged and is now demolished such that a 

heritage area listing may not be appropriate.  There are, however, extensive 

areas of historic housing still surviving.  If one has not already been 

prepared, I recommend a study of the whole of Lyttelton to establish what 

still survives and what its heritage values may be.  It is likely that the HNZ 

heritage area would need to be redrawn with a reduced extent and possibly 

with separate heritage areas where there are groups of historic houses.  

7.59 Dr McEwan has addressed the issue of listing the two heritage areas and 

recommends that further study is warranted for Akaroa.55 Dr McEwan 

considers that the 2009 Wilson and Beaumont report will need to be 

reviewed because of its age.  Without having been involved or having a 

detailed knowledge of the various reports, on the basis of the reports I have 

seen, and having worked with both Mr Wilson and Ms Beaumont, I would be 

surprised if there was not sufficient quality information to enable a decision 

to be made on whether there ought to be an Akaroa historic area and where 

the boundaries might lie. 

7.60 Dr McEwan makes the same observations as I do with respect to Lyttelton 

and the need for further assessment. 

7.61 I believe historic areas require specific rules to retain their unique heritage 

values and character.  Rules should be informed by design guidelines such 

as those provided by Hutt City Council for Patrick Street in Petone, where 

the guidelines provide the assessment criteria for alterations and additions, 

which are restricted discretionary activities56.   

Matters for discretion and control 

7.62 Based on my experience with the St Peter's AEE, I recommend that the 

Council make clear what their assessment criteria are, perhaps with 

guidelines.  The scope of information the Council required for the St Peter's 

AEE appears to be extremely wide and goes beyond what other Councils 

and organisations in my experience require.   
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7.63 In my view, the matters of discretion and control should be amended so that 

they are confined to the principles of protection, retention or enhancement 

of identified heritage values.  I recommend, as a guide, the ICOMOS NZ 

Charter and the relevant HNZ Sheets principles and checklists. 

Definitions 

7.64 I discuss the definitions of the following terms in my evidence below: 

(a) Repair and maintenance; 

(b) Heritage fabric; 

(c) Historic heritage place and heritage item; 

(d) Reconstruction; 

(e) Heritage setting and setting; 

(f) Demolition; 

(g) Partial demolition; and 

(h) Alteration of a heritage item. 

7.65 In my view it is important to align definitions in the Replacement Plan with 

the ICOMOS NZ Charter as the Charter is used and understood by many 

local and regional authorities and government departments.  It would 

provide consistency between these organisations and avoid confusion.  

7.66 The Crown's submission suggests that repair and maintenance should 

include stabilisation, preservation and conservation.  I discuss this 

submission in paragraphs 7.30 to 7.33 above. 

7.67 The definition of heritage fabric includes movable contents such as "church 

fonts, lecterns or pews".  I consider that movable contents should not be 

included in this definition, because (for the reasons outlined at my 

paragraphs 7.78 to 7.79 below) I do not consider that it is appropriate to 

control movable contents in the Replacement Plan. 

7.68 Ms Gillies has commented on the definition of 'heritage fabric' in her 

evidence and notes that she considers that the Council's definition is 

preferable to the definition in the ICOMOS NZ Charter.57  I disagree with Ms 

Gillies that the definition in the Replacement Plan is better than the 
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ICOMOS NZ Charter, and that the Charter definition refers only to surfaces.  

The Charter definition is inclusive with a non-exhaustive list that includes 

“all the physical material of a place”.  It does not exclude material.  Heritage 

buildings are constructed of fabric in different forms - original, later, 

replacement and new.  When assessing heritage values of a place all fabric 

is assessed as to its significance.   

7.69 There are two definitions included in the Replacement Plan, which in my 

view are confusing and could be replaced by the ICOMOS NZ Charter 

definition of 'place'.  These are 'historic heritage place' and 'heritage item'.  

The PAUP uses the ICOMOS NZ Charter definition of 'place'.  I consider 

that it is appropriate to use the term 'place' (or 'heritage place') instead of 

'historic heritage place' and 'heritage item'. 

7.70 The definition of 'reconstruction' is not consistent with the ICOMOS NZ 

Charter.  The ICOMOS definition is "to build again as closely as possible to 

a documented earlier form, using new materials".  The Replacement Plan 

definition does not specify the use of new materials and therefore overlaps 

with the definition of restoration.  In my opinion the ICOMOS NZ Charter 

definition of 'reconstruction' should be used so that there is a clear 

distinction between 'reconstruction' and 'restoration' in the definitions.  

7.71 The ICOMOS NZ Charter and other definitions of 'setting' are set out above 

at paragraphs 5.36 to 5.38.  The Replacement Plan does not include a 

definition of 'setting' but includes a definition of 'heritage setting'.  'Heritage 

setting' appears to be limited to those items not meeting the threshold for 

individual listing, which seems to exclude non-fabric attributes such as 

sightlines and vistas.  If it was intended that 'setting' and 'heritage setting' 

were equivalent then the definitions should be amended to align with the 

ICOMOS NZ Charter, or, if not, then a new definition of 'setting' should be 

included with appropriate controls.  

7.72 As discussed above at paragraph 7.38 of my evidence, I agree with the 

Crown's submission that the definition of demolition should be amended to 

exclude deconstruction for the purpose of reconstruction.58 

7.73 The Crown's further submission supported the submission of HNZ that the 

definition of 'partial demolition' be amended to:59 
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Partial demolition: means to permanently remove, deconstruct or demolish a 
part of any building. Partial demolition is distinct from alteration, which seeks to 
replace materials.  

Partial demolition should be limited to parts of the building that are beyond 
physical repair due to fire or other damage or limited to parts of the building 
(including interior) that have been identified in a conservation plan or heritage 
assessment as having no significance, are not contributory to the significance 
of the heritage place, are intrusive, or where the partial demolition reveals 
fabric of higher degree of significance.  

Partial demolition may include façade retention which normally involves the 
demolition of the rear or a substantial part of a building or structure and the 
retention of the front or main façade and the construction of a new building or 
structure behind the preserved façade.  

7.74 I agree with the Crown and HNZ's submissions, as the amendments are 

consistent with HNZ's Sheet 14.  

7.75 The Crown's further submission supported the submission of the Council 

that the definition of 'alteration of a heritage item' be amended to exclude 

new or replacement headstones, plaques and panels in operating 

graveyards/cemeteries.60 Where the heritage item is proposed to be 

replaced is an historic headstone, plaque or panel, it should match the 

original as closely as possible. I have not experienced the need for this type 

of work and it is likely to be very rare.  If a new headstone, plaque or panel 

is to be installed in an historic graveyard or cemetery, it should be installed 

according to a conservation plan or management plan that has taken into 

account the heritage values of the area. 

7.76 Ms Ohs comments on this submission in her evidence.61  She considers 

that it is unlikely that old headstones in open cemeteries will be installed in 

newer parts of cemeteries.  However, new headstones or plaques may be 

fitted onto old headstones or new inscriptions added.  This would maintain 

the authenticity of use and function of the cemetery and I agree with the 

Council’s proposed amendment  to the definition of 'alteration of a heritage 

item' to exclude replacement headstones, plaques or panels in graveyards 

and cemeteries. 

7.77 The Crown also supported the submission of the Roman Catholic Bishop of 

the Diocese of Christchurch to the extent that the definition of 'alteration of a 

heritage item' should be aligned to ensure greater consistency with the 

ICOMOS NZ Charter definition.62  Alteration is discussed in the definitions 
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of intervention and adaptation but there is no specific definition in the 

Charter for 'alteration'.  The definition in the Replacement Plan covers most 

aspects that, as a practitioner, I would consider as being alteration.  

However, consistent with HNZ Sheet 12, I would also include 

reconstruction. 

7.78 The Crown's submission seeks that the definition of 'alteration of a heritage 

item' be amended to exclude movable content.63  The ICOMOS NZ Charter 

recommends that where they are integral to the cultural heritage value of a 

place, fixtures, fittings and contents should be retained and conserved with 

the place.  Such items include moveable contents such as paintings, 

furniture, and works of art.    

7.79 I agree with the Charter's recommendation in this respect. However, I 

believe regulation through district plans is not the appropriate mechanism 

for the retention and protection of movable content.  Such regulation is 

probably a step too far in restricting owners' rights to their own personal 

items for the public good, and in my experience would result in unnecessary 

consent applications and more protracted consent processes.  Where such 

items have been identified by the Council, their retention and conservation 

should be by encouraged by non-regulatory means such as grants, 

conservation advice or voluntary heritage covenants.   

Statements of significance 

7.80 The Crown's submission considered that the Statements of Significance in 

the Replacement Plan required more information to provide a robust and 

thorough assessment of significance for policies, rules and assessment 

matters to rely on.64 

7.81 I have a copy of the Stage 3 Section 32 Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Report - Appendix 8.2 – Heritage Statements of Significance – 

Christchurch.  I have read a number of entries but not all. Those that I have 

read I consider are generally well researched and document heritage values 

sufficiently for listing purposes.  The entries follow a pattern of describing 

significance in the first sentence under each of the paired criteria with a 

concluding overall assessment statement. 

                                                
63

 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 98. 
64

 Crown's Stage 3 submission, page 103. 



 Page 36 

7.82 As a comparison, when writing inventory entries I provide an historical 

overview with a physical description and analysis before assessing the 

building under each area of heritage value. This separates out the research 

and analysis component from the assessment component.  An overall 

assessment concludes the inventory entry.   

7.83 Consistent with good practice, the Replacement Plan Statements of 

Significance are prepared on the basis of thematic studies; the Christchurch 

Thematic Framework and the Banks Peninsula Thematic Framework65.   

7.84 The records I have read to date conform to most of the requirements of the 

ICOMOS Principles for Recording of Monuments.   

7.85 Two categories in this document that have not been addressed are:  

(a) an assessment of the current condition; and 

(b) an assessment of conflicts and risks. 

7.86 HNZ Sheet 2 includes an assessment of conflicts and risks, termed 

'vulnerability'.  It would be useful if this was included in the assessments.   

7.87 Some inventory work with which I have been involved has included a brief 

visual assessment of condition.  As many inventories are external only and 

buildings are often only able to be viewed from the street, a fully 

comprehensive assessment of condition is often not possible.  Such an 

assessment should, however, be carried out in preparing a conservation 

plan. 

7.88 The Statements of Significance in the Replacement Plan do not include the 

level of detail found in a conservation plan such as an inventory and 

assessment of heritage spaces and fabric, nor do they provide a 

comprehensive assessment of the setting of a place.  Therefore, they could 

be used for assessments of modifications controlled by the Replacement 

Plan at a high level only rather than at a detailed level.  For example 

interiors are generally described in many of the entries, but not which 

spaces and what fabric are especially significant, nor what is original or 

what has been added at a later time.  Similarly the settings are generally 

described (see below) but not exhaustively.  Where consents are applied for 
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that relate to heritage settings, additional information may be needed by the 

officers to assess the application.  

Heritage settings 

7.89 The Crown's submission supported the approach of mapping activities 

within heritage settings, but noted that the mapped settings generally 

encompass only the site boundaries and do not fully reflect the ICOMOS NZ 

Charter definition of the setting to be managed.66 

7.90 Most entries in the Statements of Significance appear to have the name of 

the item and setting in the heading, while a description of the setting is 

generally included under the contextual significance criterion.  In some 

cases the setting of a place is included separately as is the case with the 

graveyard and lychgate at St Peter's in Upper Riccarton. 

7.91 The settings controlled in the Replacement Plan are generally the legal 

boundaries of the listed building.  This does not always reflect the definition 

of setting in the ICOMOS NZ Charter (see paragraph 5.36 above) where 

there is a much wider interpretation.  It is also inconsistent with the Historic 

England setting document (see paragraph 5.38 above) which states setting 

"does not have a fixed boundary and cannot be definitively and permanently 

described for all time as a spatially bounded area or as lying within a set 

distance of a heritage asset".  The Historic England setting document 

defines curtilage as "a legal term describing an area around a building and, 

with listed structures, the extent of curtilage is defined by consideration of 

ownership, both past and present, functional association and layout".  

7.92 The Replacement Plan approach does not always reflect what is described 

in the contextual assessment criterion.  A Crown-owned example is the 

former theatre at 214 Tuam Street where the setting is the legal boundary, 

which was the original extent of the now semi-demolished building.  The 

statement of significance, however, describes the adjacent building, Lawrie 

and Wilson Auctioneers and other buildings further away on Lower High 

Street (some of which are Crown owned) as within the building's setting.  

These two levels of setting could be described as the immediate setting (its 

curtilage) and wider setting. 

7.93 The reason for the extent of the setting for another Crown-owned listed 

heritage building, the former MED converter station and substation, is not 
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clearly established in the statement of significance for the buildings.  Almost 

the whole of the site has been included in the extent of setting as this was 

once "used by the Council as a general yard and for electrical reticulation 

services"; however, what extent was used for the MED building exclusively 

is not obvious.  The site used by the former MED buildings only would be 

more appropriate and more consistent with the how settings have been 

defined for other buildings.  The use of the site by the MED should be 

explored to confirm the extent of the setting. 

7.94 To be more accurate and to be more consistent with the ICOMOS NZ 

Charter and the Historic England setting document, the area controlled by 

the Replacement Plan could be referred to as the "immediate setting". 

7.95 Where possible, I recommend consideration of controls on immediate 

neighbouring sites of the heritage item, particularly for high-density inner-

city sites where neighbouring buildings can have a significant negative 

effect on a listed heritage building.  HNZ Guide 3 states: 

In urban areas, it is becoming important to also protect heritage buildings from 
the construction of adjacent new buildings (within the same section or adjacent 
property of a listed item), major additions to non-listed buildings within a 
heritage setting, and major earthworks. 

7.96 On the basis of the HNZ Sheet 16, the Xi'an Declaration and the Historic 

England setting document, I recommend that the Council determine the 

significance of settings where this is not clear in the Statements of 

Significance.  The Statement should explain what elements of the setting 

would be sensitive to development that in turn would require control.  

Consistent with the three documents quoted, I recommend controls on any 

new buildings or relocation of building with assessment matters to include 

location, siting, form, appearance, scale, prominence, proximity, level of 

isolation of the heritage item and permanence.  Effects on adjacent 

skylines, sight lines, and key views should also be considered. 

7.97 The Crown's further submission supported the Council's submission that the 

replacement of unlisted buildings in a heritage setting (i.e. buildings that do 

not themselves have heritage values) that have been damaged as a result 

of the Canterbury earthquakes should be a permitted activity if the 

replacement building closely resembles the damaged building in footprint, 

form, scale and orientation.67  Ms Wykes supports this approach in her 
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evidence.68  I agree with Ms Wykes' evidence as the effects on the setting 

are likely to be negligible. 

8. OTHER MATTERS 

8.1 Having had recent involvement with a number of district plans and the 

experience of writing a AEE under the Replacement Plan, I make some 

further observations about the appropriateness of the approach in the 

Replacement Plan in respect of: 

(a) The regulation of interiors, fixtures and fittings; and 

(b) The application of a certification process to heritage works. 

Regulation of interiors, fixtures and fittings 

8.2 The ICOMOS NZ Charter recommends that fixtures, fittings and contents 

are retained and conserved with the place.  "Such fixtures, fittings, and 

contents may include carving, painting, weaving, stained glass, wallpaper, 

surface decoration, works of art, equipment and machinery, furniture, and 

personal belongings". 

8.3 I support the retention and conservation of interiors and their constituent 

elements where possible.  However, if such items are to be controlled by 

the Replacement Plan, I believe this needs to be made explicit.  That 

interior and associated fittings and fixtures are controlled is not stated in the 

objectives, policies or rules.  That these elements are controlled is found in 

the definitions of 'alteration of a heritage item' and 'partial demolition'.   HNZ 

Sheet 2 recommend that if interiors are controlled by district plans it should 

be made obvious to readers: 

It is particularly important that interiors of listed buildings are noted as being an 
inclusive part of the listing. Many district plans need to provide greater 
clarification concerning the application of heritage rules to interior work.  

8.4 The control of interiors could be stated in 9.3.2.2 Policy – Heritage items, 

Interiors and Heritage Settings – Assessment and Identification and in 

9.3.2.3 Policy – Protection of Significant Historic Heritage - Heritage Items, 

Interiors and Heritage Settings.   

8.5 The Statements of Significance discuss interiors in some of the entries but 

not necessarily what interior fittings and fixtures are of heritage value.  As 
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discussed above at paragraph 6.12, the St. Peter's Church statement of 

significance does not discuss what in the interior is of significance, yet the 

whole of the interior is controlled by the Replacement Plan, leaving a great 

deal of uncertainty as to what can be modified on the interior.  

8.6 I believe the Statements of Significance need to be explicit as to what 

interior items are to be controlled.  Otherwise, historic building owners may 

not know what interior items are of significance and therefore what is 

controlled by the Replacement Plan.  Having this information will bring 

clarity to resource consent applicants.   

8.7 It is possible that the interior of a listed building has been removed and it 

will not need to be controlled under the district plan.  From mediation, I 

understand that the Council officers will go and inspect these places and 

will make a decision as to whether a consent will need to be applied for.  An 

alternative is for a heritage building certifier to carry out this work.  This 

approach is discussed below at paragraphs 8.10 to 8.19. 

8.8 It is not clear whether or not moveable items such as works of art are 

controlled.  Fonts, lecterns and pews are listed as being fixed contents 

however these are not usually fixed, as they are heavy items, and can be 

moved.   

8.9 In my view, and as discussed above at paragraphs 7.69 to 7.70, the 

protection of moveable items of cultural heritage value should be provided 

by other than regulatory means through the Replacement Plan. 

Certification  

8.10 The possibility of independent certification to make resource consent 

applications easier and more certain is a commendable idea, which I 

endorse.  Who can be a certifier and their role and responsibility would 

need to be defined. 

8.11 There is no one organisation in New Zealand where members would have 

the appropriate qualifications and experience to be a certifier.  Membership 

of ICOMOS is open to many different professional groups, a number of 

whom would not be appropriate as certifiers.  NZIA does not have a special 

accreditation scheme for those specialists practising in building 

conservation.  Many members call themselves conservation architects for 

marketing purposes but do not have any special training or experience.  

Membership of the NZCCM contains architect members who may have 
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appropriate experience and qualifications; however, object conservator 

members are not likely to have appropriate skills to act as a heritage 

building certifier. 

8.12 The Royal Institute of British Architects ("RIBA") does have a registration 

system that could be used as a basis for selecting New Zealand certifiers.  

The RIBA register has three levels of accreditation, the top level being 

Specialist Conservation Architect, which would be an appropriate level for a 

certifier.  Options for accreditation at this level include a master's degree in 

conservation plus three years relevant experience as well as a commitment 

to using appropriate criteria from the ICOMOS Education and Training 

Guidelines.  Approved Master's degree courses are listed. 

8.13 Alternative criteria to be considered for accreditation as a Specialist 

Conservation Architect includes five years' experience with relevant CV, 

dossiers, papers and reports. 

8.14 Accreditation lasts for five years after which time accreditation must be 

renewed.  This would be an appropriate length of time before 

reaccreditation would be required. 

8.15 Another accreditation scheme that could be used as a model is the 

Australian Heritage and Conservation Engineering National Professional 

Engineers Register.  The Guideline Eligibility Criteria and Procedure for 

Recognition in the Specific Area of Practice document is attached to my 

evidence. 

8.16 In terms of responsibilities, the certifier could prepare reports on those 

activities described under the restricted discretionary activity status or 

activities that do not meet the standards.  The reports could include 

reviewing the accuracy of Statements of Significance, identification of 

external and internal heritage fabric and the extent of heritage settings so 

that an applicant is clear on what spaces, fabric and items within a setting 

are controlled by the Replacement Plan. 

8.17 I suggest that someone who would reach the level of Specialist 

Conservation Architect would also be an appropriate person to write or peer 

review conservation plans. 

8.18 As the certification process would be established to provide independent 

advice on the Replacement Plan, it is appropriate that the Council institute 

and manage the certifier registration. 
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8.19 Ms Gillies has opposed the use of certification outside the context of 

conservation plans because of the problems in identifying suitable certifiers, 

potential inconsistencies in approach and unconscious bias.69  I have 

already addressed the issue of identifying suitable certifiers and do not 

consider this to be a concern.  I also do not agree that there will be 

problems with inconsistencies in approach or an unconscious bias.  

Currently there are a number of built heritage practitioners who carry out 

work in this area and, to date, I am not aware of any concerns.  There will 

always be differences in approach but where the work is carried out by 

appropriately qualified, trained and experienced practitioners, the result 

should be professional. 

9. CONCLUSION 

9.1 The ICOMOS NZ Charter and HNZ Sheet 2 and Guide 3 and the Historic 

England setting document provide good direction on means of conserving 

built heritage that should be more closely followed in the Replacement Plan.  

Consistency with these and other international documents will provide 

clarity and allow for alignment with best practice and other district plans with 

good heritage provisions. 

Ian Alexander Bowman 

10 December 2015 
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 Evidence of Jacqueline Gillies on behalf of the Council, at paragraphs 6.5-6.18 and 6.31-6.40. 
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Ian Bowman, B.A., B.Arch., M.A. Conservation Studies (York), 

F.N.Z.I.A. 
Architectural Conservator, Architect 
 

Council Conservation Planning Experience 
 
Auckland Council 
1988-present 
• Conservation plan for the Auckland Town Hall, project manager for 

stage I of the conservation of the Town Hall and conservation architect 
t for stage II; 

• Conservation plan for the Fernery; 
• see also North Shore City Council; 
• heritage assessments of four Queen Street heritage buildings to assist 

in listing process; 
• assessment of a proposed plan change to allow a very tall tower 

building in the Britomart heritage precinct, review of 18 conservation 
plans, providing advice at a Council hearing; 

• observation and monitoring of the restoration of the Masonic Tavern, 
Devonport. 

 
Banks Peninsular District Council 
2003-present 
• conservation plans and advice on the Britomart memorial, Godley 

House, Stoddart Cottage, Akaroa Memorial, Langlois Etenevaux 
Cottage, Customs House, Akaroa Court House, Gaiety Theatre, 
Coronation Library. 

 
Buller District Council 
1996-present 
• Reefton Revival, conservation strategy Charrette; 
• conservation plans for Westport Town Hall and Memorial Gates; 
• designing, supervising and administering conservation for the Westport 

Town Hall and Memorial Gates; 
• design guidelines Reefton. 
 
Carterton District Council 
2012-13 
• Resource Consent assessment of Wakelin’s flour mill 

16 November, 2012 

  

Mr. Ken Mair, 

Chair, 

Pakaitore Historic Reserve Board, 

P.O. Box 7321, 

Whangaui 4541 

 

Dear Ken,  
WW1 Maori Monument Restoration 

I am writing to endorse your application for funding to restore the monument.  As you 

may be aware, I recently carried out the assessment of the structure for the Council’s 

Built Heritage Inventory in which I found that the monument was of great regional 

significance but also that it has suffered deterioration. I consider that its conservation 

is essential to ensure its long-term care.  I would be happy to be contacted by any 

funding organisation should they have any queries. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Ian Bowman 

P.O Box 19252 • Wellington • New Zealand

Ph 04 385 3006 • Fax 04 385 3008

Mobile 027 445 7813

www.ianbowman.co.nz

ibowman@clear.net.nz

BA • BArch • MA Cons Stud • FNZIA

IAN BOWMAN

Architect and Conservator
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Christchurch City Council 
1997-present 
• assessing the condition of all heritage structures in Parks and writing 

maintenance plans for them in conjunction with Opus; 
 • writing criteria for and assessing Urban Conservation Areas for the 

whole of Christchurch City with Opus; 
• writing conservation plan for Chokebore Lodge, Provincial Buildings, 

Arts Centre Great Hall, Dux de Luxe, Registry buildings; 
• advising on Mountfort Grave; 
• co-writing conservation plans of Addington and Lynwood cemeteries; 
• writing conservation plan for Barbadoes Street cemetery; 
• co-writing conservation plan of Washbourne House; 
• condition survey and remedial actions report on Lyttelton Cenotaph; 
• condition survey and remedial actions report on Family Court building; 
Through CERA 
• advising on submissions to the heritage sections of the proposed 

replacement district plan. 
 
Hamilton City Council 
2008- present 
• identifying buildings and areas with heritage values in Hamilton East; 
• writing proposals for listing of 22 individual heritage buildings and 2 

heritage areas, giving evidence in Council hearing; 
• advising Council Planning Committee on the listing of Hayes Paddock, 

attending hearing and appearing with Council officers; 
• assessment of proposals for rezoning of land around Temple View; 
• peer review of proposals for adaptation of buildings associated with 

Temple View  
 
Hastings District Council 
2004-06 
• co-author of Heritage Strategy with Opus International Consulting Ltd.; 
• writing assessment on the conservation of the Hawkes Bay Opera 

House. 
 
Hurunui District Council 
2010-2011 
• conservation plan for Queen Mary Hospital campus; 
• advice on maintenance and repair of Queen Mary Hospital buildings. 
 
Hutt City Council 
1990-present 
• writing assessments on earthquake risk buildings, prioritising those 

most suitable to receive grants; 
• writing design guidelines for Jackson Street; 
• writing design guidelines for Riddler’s Crescent; 
• giving advice on the conservation of the Administration building; 
• writing conservation plan for the War Memorial Library, Dudley 

Cottage, Settler’s Museum; 
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• conservation architect to the conservation of the War Memorial Library; 
• member of the Patrick Street Heritage Advisory Committee; 
• rewriting and publishing the Patrick Street Design Guidelines for HCC; 
• writing preliminary Hutt City CBD heritage inventory; 
• giving advice on alterations and additions to heritage buildings; 
• member of the Hutt Heritage Advisory Group; 
• writing 1950’s Buildings, Lower Hutt City’s Post-War of the Modern 

Movement Buildings 
• preparing revised heritage inventory; 
• ongoing resource consent advice for all consents relating to heritage 

buildings. 
 
Grey District Council 
2012  
• preparation of the conservation plan for the Runanga Miner’s Hall 
2014 - present 
• advice on the conservation of the Runanga Miner’s Hall 
 
Manawatu District Council 
2000 
• preparation of the Heritage Inventory. 
2012 
• further inventory research, assessment and recommendations for 

listing 
• attending and giving evidence before the hearings committee on 

additions to the District Plan; 
2014-present 
• revising the heritage listing and updating inventories for all listed and 

proposed listings; 
• heritage assessment of the Mangaweka Bridge. 
 
Nelson City Council 
1990 – present 
• writing the Nelson CBD Heritage Inventory; 
• writing and co-ordinating other consultants for the 2010 Nelson city 

heritage inventory; 
• writing condition reports and maintenance plans for Isel, Broadgreen 

and Melrose houses, Suter Art Gallery; 
• writing the conservation plan for the Suter Art Gallery; 
• giving evidence at planning hearing on Suter Art Gallery; 
• conservation architect to the Suter redevelopment of the Suter Art 

Gallery 
• conservation architect for the Nelson School of Music redevelopment 
• writing the conservation plan for the Nelson School of Music 
 
New Plymouth District Council 
2003-present 
• writing conservation plans for the White Hart Hotel, The Gables, 

Pridham Hall, Plas Mawr, Opera House, C C Wards; 
• giving advice on conservation of interiors; 
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• designing repairs to the Honeyfield Fountain Memorial; 
• advising on existing heritage areas; 
• advising on conservation options for strengthening the Opera House. 
 
North Shore City Council 
2011-present 
• peer reviewing conservation plan for the Masonic Tavern, giving expert 

advice at the Environment Court hearing.  
 
Palmerston North City Council 
1992- present 
• preparing the new heritage list and writing the heritage inventory for the 

CBD; 
• writing the Savage Crescent Design Guidelines 
• writing conservation plans for Theosophical Hall, Hoffmann Kiln, 

Electric Power Station; 
• giving advice on alterations and additions to listed heritage buildings; 
• designing, administering and supervising conservation of the 

Coronation Memorial; 
• advising on issues relating to the Square Development including the 

Cenotaph; 
• conservation architect for the Square Edge development; 
 preparing the new list and writing the heritage inventory for the 

remainder of Palmerston North; 
• giving evidence for plan change 13; 
• advice on the redevelopment of the Cosmopolitan Club and Oroua 

buildings; 
• advice on the listing of the Aqaba building and former Police Station 

following the planning hearing into listing 
• ongoing resource consent advice for all consents relating to heritage 

buildings. 
 
Petone Borough Council 
1986-1990 
• writing Patrick Street Design Guidelines; 
• member of the Patrick Street Heritage Advisory Committee; 
• working with Sylvia Allen on provisions in the District Plan for Patrick 

Street. 
 
Porirua City Council 
1988 – present 
• advice on the Mungaven Homestead; 
• conservation plan for the Paremata Barracks; 
• conservation plans for the Working Men’s Hut, Porirua Hospital 

Museum; 
• conservation advice on the former US Marines Hall. 
 
Queenstown Lakes District Council 
1995 – 2003 
• writing Arrowtown Heritage Inventory and District Plan provisions; 
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• conservation advice to the Arrowtown Museum and Jail. 
 
Rangitikei District Council 
2004-2014 
• writing evidence for planning hearing on the “Cobbler Building” 
• preparing evidence for Environment Court hearing on the “Cobbler 

Building”; 
• writing heritage inventory for the Marton Town Centre buildings. 
 
Selwyn District Council 
2007 
• conservation of Burnham Grange. 
 
South Taranaki District Council 
2014 
• advice on heritage values of the town centre as part of the Hawera 

Town Centre strategy in conjunction with Boffa Miskell 
 
Southland District Council 
208-2015 
• writing condition and remedial action reports, maintenance plans for 30 

war memorials throughout Southland  
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Tasman District Council 
1988-present 
• conservation advice on the old Richmond Jail; 
• conservation advice on the old Takaka Jail; 
• writing the conservation plan on the Waimea West Hall; 
• conservation advice on the old school at Sarau; 
• writing the conservation plan on the Stables, Murchison; 
• assessment of Boscobel for inclusion in the District Plan; 
• writing conservation plan for the Motueka Stone wharf. 
 
Tauranga City Council 
2011-2012 
• peer review of the Tauranga heritage inventory 
• writing inventory entries and giving advice on the listing of five buildings 

appealed to the Environment Court by Heritage New Zealand. 
 
Upper Hutt City Council 
2008  
• conservation advice on demolition of buildings at Wallaceville; 
• conservation advice on 155 Mangaroa Road, Whiteman’s Valley. 
 
Wanganui District Council 
2003-present 
• reviewing the Wanganui CBD heritage inventory; 
• conservation advice on the Wanganui Chain; 
• ongoing resource consent advice for consents relating to heritage 

buildings, particularly in the Old Town Conservation Overlay Zone 
(although not commissioned by the Council Ian has prepared several 
conservation plans for buildings in the OTCOZ); 

• appearing for the Council in an Environment Court hearing on the 
Maori Land Court Building 

 
Wellington City Council 
1986- present  
• member of Heritage Advisory Group 
• assessing the former list of heritage buildings and preparing the new 

list over a three year period, visually assessing all buildings within the 
WCC jurisdiction, successfully enlarging the former list from 
approximately 200 to over 500; 

• giving evidence at hearings on the District Plan; 
• writing the existing criteria for listing heritage buildings; 
• writing the existing criteria for alterations and additions to listed 

heritage buildings, including facades; 
• writing assessments on alterations and additions to heritage buildings 

for Council hearings; 
• giving evidence at Environment Court hearing on Dalgety Building; 
• giving evidence at Environment Court hearing on Blair and Allen Street; 
• giving evidence at Environment Court hearing on the District Plan; 
• giving evidence at Environment Court hearing on the Wellington Free 

Ambulance; 
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• writing heritage inventory entries on “Sunset Clause” and waterfront 
buildings; 

• giving technical advice to ratepayers owning heritage buildings 
(“Heritage Help Desk”); 

• writing assessments of interiors to be included in the District Plan; 
• writing conservation plans on BNZ buildings, Wright’s Hill, Nairn Street 

Cottage, Section’s Cottage, Winding House Museum, Oriental Bay 
Band Rotunda, Kaiwharawhara Magazines, buildings owned by 
Council on Willis Street/Chews Lane/Victoria Street, Dransfield House, 
Erskine College, Link Span building, Courtenay Place Toilets, former 
Toilets in Kent Terrace; 

• designing, supervising and administering construction of the Ataturk 
Memorial, Taraki Bay; 

• advice on the subdivision around Futuna Chapel; 
• designing, administering the contract for repairs to the Traffik Bar;  
• writing assessments on earthquake risk buildings, prioritising those 

most suitable to receive grants; 
• advice on the Inner City Bypass; 
• conservation plans for all heritage buildings in the Botanic Gardens and 

Sexton’s cottage; 
• conservation advice on Truby King’s house; 
• conservation advice on Trellisik Park and the Kaiwharawhara 

Magazines; 
• conservation advice on the Tomb of the Unknown Warrior; 
• conservation plan for the Basin reserve Pavilion; 
• conservation advice for most of the heritage buildings owned by 

Wellington Waterfront and its predecessor since its establishment 
including, lately Shed 13 with CCM architects; 

• expert advice on the proposed Police Launch site on the former Ferry 
Wharf 

• conservation architect for the Wellington Hall strengthening project; 
• writing conservation plan for the Opera House 
• writing conservation plan for Halfway House, conservation architect to 

its strengthening and restoration. 
 
Wellington Regional Council 
1988- present 
• designing, supervising and administering conservation of and new 

buildings at Battle Hill; 
• advising on the Petone Railway Station; 
• writing conservation plans for the Rimutaka Incline 
• designing, supervising and administering conservation of and new 

buildings at Stratton Street; 
• writing service/asset grading methodology for heritage structures, 

buildings, landscapes; 
• conservation advice on the Wainui dam; 
• conservation advice on the Battle Hill graves; 
• writing conservation plan for the Baring Head lighthouse structures with 

Boffa Miskell. 
 



page 51 

Environment Court, Board of Enquiry 
Ian has given advice to the Environment Court on behalf of a number of 
clients.  In the late 1980s he appeared for the Wellington City Council on the 
Dalgety and Murray Roberts hearings.  In 1996 he appeared as an expert 
witness for the Wellington City Council in defence of the plan change to bring 
in many more heritage buildings into the District Plan list.  In 1999 Ian gave 
evidence for Lambton Harbour Management, a company owned by Wellington 
City Council, on the development of Taranaki Wharf area.   
 
In 2003 he appeared for the New Zealand Historic Places Trust to argue 
against the demolition of the Sidnam Building in Fielding.  In 2010 he 
appeared for the Wanganui District Council on the Maori Land Court hearing 
and for the North Shore City Council on the Masonic Tavern hearing. 
 
He has also given evidence in High Court hearings concerned with the 
Christchurch Arts Centre and the National War Memorial and Carillon. 
 
He has worked for NZTA on many roading projects including: 
• Advice on the Inner City Bypass including presenting evidence at 

Council planning hearings and at two Environment Court hearings; 
• designing, supervising and administering construction of 17 heritage 

buildings affected by the Bypass; 
• advice on the effects on heritage of the Western Corridor; 
• advice on the effects on heritage of the Peka Peka to Otaki 

Expressway; 
• conservation plan and advice on Stables, McKay’s Crossing; 
• expert report on Transmission Gully, giving evidence before the Board 

of Enquiry, writing conservation plans for St Joseph’s Church and Brick 
Containment structure affected by the road; 

• expert report advising against Basin Reserve fly over; 
• expert report on McKay’s to Peka Peka expressway, giving evidence 

before the Board of Enquiry; 
 • expert report on Peka Peka to Otaki Expressway, giving evidence 

before the Board of Enquiry; 
• expert report on Tunnels duplication, Mount Victoria. 
• expert report on Petone to Granada link road; 
• advice on the ruins of the former Garrison Hall, Buckle Street affected 

by Puke Ahu National War Memorial Park 
• expert report on Hamilton’s Southern Link road, giving evidence before 

the Board of Enquiry; 
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ATTACHMENT IAB2:  LIST OF DOCUMENTS READ AND RELIED ON 

(a) Bowman, I, Burr, V., Proposal for Additions to the PNCC Heritage List – 

Residential Buildings, for the Palmerston North City Council (PNCC), 2012; 

(b) Bowman, I., Built Heritage Assessment Template, 2013 for the New 

Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA); 

(c) Christchurch City Council Draft Proposed Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural 

Heritage; 

(d) Feilden, B., Jokilehto, J., Management Guidelines for World Cultural 

Heritage Sites, ICCROM, ICOMOS, UNESCO, 1993; 

(e) Heritage New Zealand (HNZ) Pouhere Taonga Act 2014; 

(f) Historic England, The Setting of Heritage Assets, Historic Environment 

Good Practice Advice in Planning : 3, 2015 (Historic England setting 

document); 

(g) ICOMOS, Guidance on Heritage Impact Assessments for Cultural World 

Heritage Properties, January 2011; 

(h) ICOMOS, New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural 

Heritage Value, ICOMOS, 2010 (ICOMOS NZ Charter); 

(i) ICOMOS, Principles for recording of monuments groups of buildings and 

sites, 1996; 

(j) Kerr, J. S., the Conservation Plan; A Guide to Preparation of Conservation 

Plans of European Cultural Significance, 7th edition, National Trust of 

Australia, 2013; 

(k) New Zealand Historic Places Trust (NZHPT) (now Heritage New Zealand 

(HNZ)) Sustainable Management Guidance Information Guide No. 3 district 

plans, 3 August 2007 (Guide 3); 

(l) NZHPT National Assessment RMA Policy and Plans – Heritage Provisions, 

25 June 2013; 

(m) NZHPT Sustainable Management Guidance Information Guide No. 5 State 

of the Environment Reporting and Monitoring, 3 August 2007; 



 Page 53 

(n) NZHPT Sustainable Management Guidance Information Sheet 2 

Assessment criteria to assist in the identification of Historic Heritage Values, 

July 2007 (Sheet 2); 

(o) NZHPT Sustainable Management Guidance Information Sheet 5 Model 

Rules for RMA Regional and district plans (historic buildings), August 2007; 

(p) NZHPT Sustainable Management Guidance Information Sheet 14 Partial 

demolition of historic buildings, August 2007 (Sheet 14); 

(q) NZHPT Sustainable Management Guidance Information Sheet 15 

Demolition of historic buildings, August 2007 (Sheet 15); 

(r) Resource Management Act (RMA), 1993; 

(s) Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA), Conservation Register 

Handbook, March 2014; 

(t) Stage 3 – Section 32 Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage Appendix 3 

and 4 – Heritage Technical Report. 
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ATTACHMENT IAB3 - EXAMPLE OF TYPE OF INFORMATION TO BE 

INCLUDED IN INVENTORY 
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APPENDIX 1 ,PNCC HERITAGE INVENTORY 
Church Street, 351-361 
Former Police Station 

BUILDING DETAILS 
Owner: Her Majesty The Queen (Purpose: 

Police) 
Legal Description: SEC 2 SO 37467 
Certificates of Title: WN46C/872 (1995) 
PNCC Classification:  Nil 
HNZPT No.  9534 
HNZPT Classification:  2 
Construction date: 1939 
Architect:  J T Mair, Government Architect 
Original Owner: Her Majesty The Queen (Purpose: 

Police) 
Builder:  Bodell & Co. Ltd. 

PHYSICAL AND SOCIAL HISTORY  
Introduction 
The former Palmerston North Police Station, which was built during 
1938 and 1939, is of a Stripped Classical design, mixed with Art 
Deco decorative features. It was designed as a two-storied 
symmetrical main block, with a single storey wing at the eastern 
end. The reinforced concrete building was designed by the office of 
the Government Architect, John Thomas Mair - who is noted for 
having made a determined effort to move away from the styles that 
had traditional been used for public buildings. He aimed to move 
toward modernist architecture, and this style made use of reinforced 
concrete and prefabricated metal joinery. The building’s concrete 
façade was also thickly plastered over with imitation stone joints. 
This somewhat variegated ‘stonework’ remained as a distinctive 
decorative feature until the building was painted for the first time in 
1991. 
 
It was not long before the numbers of police and their associated 
requirements began to outgrow the building, and eventually that saw 
the departure of the police in 2005 to their present building. This 
building has been unoccupied since 2005, and it is currently held by 
the Office of Treaty Settlements, pending a decision on its future.  
 
Background 
Palmerston North’s first policeman, Constable W.C. Wilson, arrived 
in the somewhat wild and unruly town on 22

nd
 December 1871. The 

first police station was built in early 1872 on the section where this 
latest ‘old police station’ now stands. That first tiny police station 
consisted of an office, a room for the constable, and a cell out the 
back.

1
 The second police station was built in 1879.

2
 It stood next to 

the Courthouse on Section 660, and faced Main Street. It was a 

                                                 
1
 Ray Carter, Beyond the Call of Duty: A history of the Palmerston North Police 

District (Palmerston North, 1988), p. 18 
2
 Manawatu Times, 7 May 1879, p. 2 (refers to a carpenter who was working on the 

new police station), and 31 May 1879, p. 2 (the brand new lock-up was about to get 
its last coat of paint.) 
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great improvement on its predecessor - its accessories including a 
stable and the usual outbuildings.

3
 

 
In 1895, Palmerston North gained its third police station. This 
building had previously been the aforementioned Courthouse, and it 
had been built in 1881. After a new courthouse was built to replace 
it, the old one had been relocated onto the site now occupied by the 
present ‘old police station’. It then remained in use as the town’s 
police station until April 1938.

4
 

 
After two decades in its new role, a request to replace the 
courthouse-turned-police station was sent to the Minister of Justice, 
the Hon. C.J. Parr. On 10 March 1924, he inspected it and its cells, 
and as a result he “promised to go into the matter with the 
Commissioner of Police and get a report on the present structure to 
see if there was a case to go before Parliament next session.”

5
 

 
Time drifted on with little obvious progress. It was claimed that some 
doors in the old building would not open, and that door handles fell 
off other doors as they were closed. Meanwhile, a draught ran right 
through the building, making it a very cold workplace. Conditions for 
staff working there were considered “shocking”, compared with the 
conditions experienced by the town’s other government employees.

6
  

 
On 5

th
 February 1936, the Minister of Public Works, the Hon. Robert 

(‘Bob’) Semple, told a deputation from the local Chamber of 
Commerce in no uncertain terms that: “The place is a disgrace. It is 
in a terrible state and for a picturesque city like Palmerston North to 
continue to have a station like that, does not reflect very creditably 
on Governments of the past.” The deputation had advised him that 
the building was fifty to sixty years old, had a leaky roof “and was 
conducive neither to efficient working nor good health.” Semple 
advised that “he would place a request for a new building before the 

                                                 
3
 Carter, 1988, p. 19 

4
 Carter, 1988, p.  22 

5
 Evening Post, 10 March 1924, p. 8 

6
 Ray Carter, ‘Protecting our History: The Time Capsule at the Palmerston North 

Police Station’, in The Manawatu Journal of History, 2011, Issue No. 7: p. 71 

Minister of Justice (the Hon. H.G.R. Mason), adding also that if he 
were that Minister the building would not remain there long”

7
   

 

 
This photo shows Palmerston North’s Police Station in its ‘recycled ex-courthouse’ 
days – and in particular, during the Joseph Powelka scare. The scene shows civilian 
cyclists involved in the search for Powelka on 15 March 1910. Much has been written 
on this incident – which included the accidental shooting dead of Detective Michael 
Quirke, by Walter Overton, Licencee of the Princess Hotel, when Overton mistook 
Quirke for Powelka.

8
 (Photo: Auckland Weekly News 21 April 1910, p. 5) 

 
From Old Courthouse to Even Older Church 
Bob Semple and all the others agitating on the matter soon had a 
result, the Evening Post of 26 September 1936 (p. 8) announcing 
that: “The day when Palmerston North will have a new police station 
is nearer at hand as a result of the visit of Police Commissioner D.J. 
Cummings to Palmerston North yesterday. The building will be of 
two storeys and will be erected in front of the new gaol partly 
adjacent to and partly on the present station site. The sum of 

                                                 
7
 Evening Post, 6 February 1936, p. 4 

8
 Carter, 1988, pp. 29-34 
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£10,000 has been provided on the Public Works estimates for the 
work.” 
 
Evidently there remained some concern though as to when the 
promised building might ever materialise – the Evening Post of 29 
January 1938 (p. 11) reporting, under the headline ‘Model Police 
Station’, that:  

“A definite assurance that tenders for the new Palmerston 
North police station will be called this weekend was 
obtained by Mr J. Hodgens, Member of Parliament for 
Palmerston North, while he was in Wellington yesterday. 
The Police Force will have to leave the present building to 
make way for the contractors, and other accommodation will 
have to be obtained until the new structure is available. 
Designed to serve as a model for the future requirements of 
the Force in other centres, the new police station is 
understood to incorporate a number of novel features which 
will prove of general interest and give increased comfort to 
those who will occupy the building.” 

 
The main building selected to become the “other accommodation”, 
had previously served as the St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church’s 
Sunday School. Prior to that it had been the town’s first Presbyterian 
Church, having been built in 1877. The second church on the site 
had been built alongside it in 1893 (on the site of the present St. 
Andrew’s Church). The old church had just been replaced yet again, 
with a new hall having built in 1936 (now Churchyard 
Physiotherapy’s building). The 61-year-old former church/Sunday 
School/hall was therefore about to transform into the lawn it is today 
– however, it had a most important little bit of life left in it, even 
though the church’s history publications omit to mention the fact.

9
  

The task of moving the contents of the old police station across the 
road to the old church began on 31 March 1938, and to save costs, 

                                                 
9
 Manawatu Times, 24 March 1977, p. 2 & 28 March 1877, p. 2; St. Andrew’s 

Presbyterian Church: Palmerston North, 1878-1960 (Palmerston North, 1960), p. 8; 
They Ventured – Who Followed: St. Andrews Presbyterian Church, Palmerston 
North, 1876-1976 (Palmerston North, 1976), pp. 23, 30. 

even the walls and doors from the old police station came too. 
Meanwhile the watch-house was transferred to the Courthouse.

10
 

The police’s departure on 28 November 1939, doubtless marked the 
end of the old church’s story. 
 

 
 
Palmerston North’s original Presbyterian church (built 1877), complete with its police 
station signage, at some point during the period 14 April 1938 and 29 November 
1939 when the police were operating from it. The second church (and the first actual 
‘St. Andrew’s Church’)  is visible at right, while the side of the Opera House is shown 
at left across Ashley Street. This building stood directly across Church Street from the 
driveway to the present ‘old’ police station. (Photo: Pol 13, PN City Library 
Photographic Collection) 

 
Construction of the ‘Old’ Police Station 
In March 1933, a man named William Wallace Clifford, broke a hole 
through the iron netting that covered the yard attached to the police 
station’s cells. His escape helped “turn the spotlight on the 
Palmerston North Police Station and its lack of facilities, not only for 
the retention of prisoners but also for the comfort of officers.” The 
station’s watch house was at the front of the building, while the 
cellblock was at the rear – meaning prisoners were unsupervised for 
long periods.

11
  

 

                                                 
10

 Carter, 1988, p. 48-49 
11

 Carter, 1988, p. 44 
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In April 1935, it was announced that a tender had been let by the 
Public Works Department, for the erection of a new lock-up at the 
police station. This building was to be single storey and of reinforced 
concrete and in due course it also proved to match the style of the 
new police station.

12
 Then in December 1936, the Cabinet 

authorised a building grant for the new police station itself - which 
was also to be equipped with a billiard room.

13
 

 
In early 1938, a tender of £28,477 was let to local construction 
company Bodell & Co. Ltd. Then on 2 April 1938, the Hon. Bob 
Semple released a description of the new building. It was to be  

“a two-storey reinforced concrete building, and an entire 
departure from previously conceived plans of this type of 
building. The Minister in charge of the Police Department 
(Hon. P. Fraser) conceived the idea that there was urgent 
need of drastic changes in the type and general layout of 
these stations and the building to be erected is therefore the 
first of its kind in the Dominion. The contract is in the vicinity 
of £28,000.  
The exterior is finished in textured plaster on modern lines 
incorporating a certain amount of Maori ornament and 
bronze and stainless steel are used for lamps, lettering, etc. 
on the façade. All windows are of galvanised steel. The front 
of the building is to be set back 9ft from Church Street and 
the main entrance is to be approached by five steps giving 
access, by a vestibule, to a T-shaped hall. The hall and 
corridors are finished with coloured textured plaster relieved 
with polished chromium-plated dado-cappings. 
 Directly opposite the main entrance are the public office and 
arms office; to the left are the senior sergeant’s room, 
sergeant’s room, constables’ room, interviewing room, 
muster room, locker room, drying room and toilet 
accommodation, and a door giving access to a yard. To the 
right of the main entrance are the finger-print room, waiting 
rooms for members of the public, detectives’ offices and 

                                                 
12

 Carter, 1988, p. 44-46 
13

 Carter, 1988, p. 48 

interviewing rooms and the district offices, comprising public 
office, chief clerk’s office, the inspector’s office and the 
necessary stores for records and other purposes. 
 A subsidiary block behind the main buildings, and to the left 
of and adjoining the existing cell block, contains rooms used 
in connection with persons under detention and also stores 
and toilet accommodation. 
 A staircase adjoining the main entrance, but separated by a 
doorway, gives access to the first floor containing the living 
and sleeping accommodation for constables. Another stair 
gives access to the yard. The basement contains a boiler 
room with coal bunkers and further store-rooms. A large 
garage is provided for a special lock-up section for stolen 
cars.  
The remainder of the site will be enclosed with concrete 
walls, finished to harmonise with the building and having 
ornamental iron gates. The building will be central-heated 
throughout and the temperature automatically controlled. 
Electricity will be used for lighting and gas for cooking 
purposes.”

14
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The Minister in Charge of the Police Department, the Hon. Peter Fraser, is shown 
here laying the Foundation-Stone for the new Palmerston North Police Station on 28 
September 1938, in the presence of a large gathering. A time capsule was also 
tucked away behind it before it was sealed up. On 6 July 2005, a stone mason was 
engaged to retrieve the time capsule. Due to the strength of the concrete, this task 
took three hours. Attempts to extract it from the front failed, and so it had to be 
removed from inside the building. The contents included newspapers, coins, a list of 
people present at the laying of the foundation stone, copies of the building’s blue 
prints, and other items relevant to the history of the building and the Palmerston 
North police.  (Carter, 2011, p. 72-73; Photo: Auckland Weekly News, 5 October 
1938 p.58) 

 
The Manawatu Standard of 20 November 1939 reported that the 
building was nearly ready for occupancy. The police anticipated 
taking over their new quarters before the end of the month – 
depending on details such as the arranging of furnishings. However, 
there would be no official opening due to the war having broken out. 

The article recorded that most of the police had been based in the 
old church, and that with the opening of the new building, thirty-one 
men of all ranks would be back under the one roof again. This 
number consisted of one inspector, one senior-sergeant, one 
sergeant, twenty-four constables, one detective-sergeant and three 
detectives. The article concluded with an outline of the perception of 
the building’s significance at the time: 

“Inspector H. Scott, who recently concluded a six-months’ 
overseas tour, paid high tribute to the design. There was, he 
said, no police building in New Zealand as up-to-date, and 
in his tour, during which he visited many police 
headquarters, he did not see any which even nearly 
approached this new building for convenience and comfort 
for the men, and facilities for police-work. While on his tour, 
Mr Scott visited a number of police stations in England and 
Scotland, and had also the opportunity of seeing stations in 
Paris, Port Said, Colombo, Perth, Adelaide, Melbourne and 
Sydney.”

15
 

 
Accordingly, at the time of its construction, the Palmerston North 
Police Station was considered the most modern of its type in the 
Southern Hemisphere. Its design was intended to promote 
operational efficiency, and to incorporate sleeping, dining and 
recreational facilities for its staff. A number of Australian State 
Police Commissioners even requested copies of its plans to assist 
with the design of their future police stations.

16
  

 
Additions and Alterations 
It was not long, however, before additional space was being sought. 
In early 1968, plans were in place to build an upper floor onto the 
single-storey portion of the building fronting Church Street. This was 
intended to extend the C.I.B. offices and also to provide more 
storage space. However, there were concerns about aspects of the 
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 Manawatu Standard, 20 November 1939, p. 6(7) 
16

 Carter, 1988, p. 56; ‘Palmerston North Police Station (Former)’, in Historic Places 
in Palmerston North: An inventory of places listed on the Register of the New Zealand 
Historic Places Trust Pouhere Taonga (Historic Places Manawatu-Horowhenua Inc., 
2013), p. 40 
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work that had resulted in PNCC writing to the Ministry of Works in 
relation to the planned exterior covering for the addition. The 
Ministry of Works then agreed to cover the new addition to the 
building with plaster to match the rest of the structure.

17
  

 
In October 1968, an open day was held at the building and some 
8,000 people visited – around 2,000 of whom had their thumb prints 
taken. The opportunity to explore the building had created “intense 
public interest” – this being only the third such day in a New Zealand 
police station, the others having been in Auckland and Wanganui.

18
 

 
In mid-1978, the Government approved an $80,000 addition to the 
building, this two-storey extension providing a modern operations 
room and watch-house complex. The top floor of the building – 
which was to the rear of the main building – would contain office 
accommodation for the C.I.B. The new operations rooms would 
considerably improve conditions for the staff, and would contain the 
most modern communications systems.

19
  

 
In 1980 the building was ranked by a Sunday News reporter as one 
of two “outstanding entries for the title of the ugliest building in New 
Zealand.” The other was an incomplete Anglican Cathedral in 
Parnell. Amongst those consulted by the Manawatu Standard at the 
time, was then city planner, Ken Tremaine. He described it as an 
interesting structure, a low-profile building and a good example of 
art deco construction. It was a modern architectural design of its 
time and featured clean lines. He was also impressed by its 
concrete-coloured plaster that gave the appearance of stone. 
Amongst the comments though was the opinion of the station’s 
Chief Superintendent, Bernie Kelly. “He at first described the 
building as ‘aesthetically pleasing’ but after thinking the subject over 
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 Manawatu Standard, 23 April 1968, p. 5(1) & 8 July 1968, p. 1. Refer also to the 
photo of this work under construction in the Appendix. 
18

 Manawatu Standard, 21 October 1968, p. 1 
19

 Manawatu Standard, 17 July 1978, p. 1 (Drawings and specifications were to be 
complete the following month and then tenders were to be called.) 

rang back to say he thought the writer must have awarded the title 
after looking at the building from inside the cells.”

20
 

 
In August 1986, the Manawatu Standard described the building as 
“bursting at the seams.” It had insufficient room for staff and 
storage, and yet Wellington’s police station had the greater priority 
for any available money. District Commander, chief superintendent 
Jim Wooders, said that: “The major problem with the Palmerston 
North Police Station was the difficulty in cannibalising the existing 
building because it was all reinforced concrete inside. What will 
happen is that the district headquarters will probably have to move 
away from the police station as it was bursting at the seams.” 
Wooders was already based across the road in the bus terminus 
building. He added that the police might have to look at a new 
building in the next ten years, and meanwhile have to place some 
staff in a rented property.

21
 

 
Despite the space pressure and concerns for its future, on 28 
August 1988 the Palmerston North police held a special staff 
function at the station to celebrate fifty years since its foundation 
stone had been laid in 1938. Superintendent Mike Charles had 
commented on how the building had been the most modern in the 
Southern Hemisphere when new, but now it was inadequate in 
some areas, with a major refurbishment and reconstruction 
programme due shortly. These modifications included new offices 
above the refurbished cell block, upgrading the operations and 
briefing rooms, and relocating the staff lockers. Even the police 
dogs were due for new kennels.

22
 

 
The aforementioned work was well underway in March 1989, with a 
photo of the framework at the back of the building being published in 
the Manawatu Standard. The article added that the new offices were 
designed to be architecturally compatible with the existing building 

                                                 
20

 Manawatu Standard, 15 May 1980 
21

 Manawatu Standard 6 August 1986, p. 3 
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Palmerston North City Council      Former Police Station Building   2015 

 

page 61 

and would blend in with it.
23

 The alterations, that cost over $1 million 
and which had taken about a year, were due to be completed by the 
end of July 1991. This work included painting the previously 
imitation stone building for the first time.

24
 

 
During the 1990s, the present front porch and a matching pair of 
ramps were also added to the building.  
 
Since 2005 
On 4

th
 November 2005, the present police station was officially 

opened by Minister of Police, Annette King, in the converted old 
Central Power building, which in turn had been erected in the mid-
1960s a short distance further along Church Street from this 
building.

25
  

 
The fate of the ‘old’ police station was already a concern. For 
example, on 7 February 2004, the Manawatu Standard (p. 3) had 
reported on some of the difficulties involved with parting with a 
government-owned building. While this building had no heritage 
listing at that time, some parts of it had been identified as being of 
significance – especially the Coat of Arms on the upper façade. 
Kate Styles, of the office of the Commissioner of Police, commented 
that it would either be removed and shifted to the new police station, 
or a facsimile of it would be made. “As far as we know, it’s the only 
one of its kind in the country, so we’d like to keep it. As to the 
disposal of the building, I couldn’t give a time frame for it, but these 
things are never quick.” 
 
An array of ideas on how to repurpose the old building have been 
suggested since 2005. In December of that year, the Pitt Street 
Community House sought to have PNCC purchase the building for 
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 Manawatu Standard, 3 March 1989, p. 3 
24

 Manawatu Standard, 7 May 1991, p. 3 
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 Beehive.govt.nz: Minister of Police, Annette King’s speech at the ‘Official Opening 
of Palmerston North Police Station’ on 4 November 2005: 
http://www.beehive.govt.nz/speech/opening-palmerston-north-police-station  

the use of the various community groups they were associated with. 
They viewed the old building as an ideal location.

26
 

In 2006, PNCC entered into negotiations to buy the building under 
the Public Works Act for use as a car park. However, the idea of the 
building being bulldozed horrified the Manawatu branch committee 
of the Historic Places Trust, who stated that its art deco features 
were as good as anything in Napier.

27
 A Napier art deco expert 

wrote to Mayor, Heather Tanguay, pleading with her to save the 
building with its unique Maori motifs, while also asking why a 20

th
 

Century building was so unimportant to them, whereas a 19
th
 

Century building would be. He advised that Napier, (“the country’s 
art deco capital”) only had four buildings with Maori designs, and 
that only two of these featured them prominently.  Meanwhile 
Community House Palmerston North now had twenty community 
groups keen to make use of the building.

28
 

 
By 2009, PNCC’s car park plans were “no longer being pursued,” 
and the building was coming to be described as “an eyesore, 
surrounded by overgrown plants, and boarded windows, but sale 
plans will take a step forward after a Parliamentary review next 
month.” Police National Property manager, Andrew MacArthur, 
stated that concern for the building’s various art deco features was 
the reason the building had remained unsold. The building had been 
valued the previous year at $2.25 million.

29
 

 
In 2010, the building was awarded Category II status by the NZ 
Historic Places Trust (now Heritage New Zealand), with the 
Registration No. 9534. The Extent of the List Entry is “the land 
described as Section 2 SO 37467 (CT WN46C/872), Wellington 
Land District and the building known as the Palmerston North Police 
Station (Former) and its fittings and fixtures.”

30
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The Manawatu Standard of 18 August 2012 reported that the 
building had been land-banked. It was now owned and managed by 
the Office of Treaty Settlements, pending a decision on whether it 
would be used in settling Rangitane o Manawatu claims under the 
Treaty of Waitangi. The Office of Treaty Settlements hoped to sign a 
deed of settlement with Rangitane by the end of 2012 – however, if 
that did not occur, then it would be released for sale. 
 
In 2015, the building’s current heritage listing under Palmerston 
North’s District Plan is set to lapse (in November 2016) and various 
matters are under consideration. The building remains under the 
management of the Office of Treaty Settlements, which states that it 
does not have any money to preserve the building, nor to upgrade it 
to meet earthquake standards. It wanted the building’s heritage 
listing removed to make the property more attractive for a Treaty of 
Waitangi settlement. Heritage NZ, however, disagrees.

31
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 Manawatu Standard, 15 April 2015, p. 2 

A close view of the imitation stonework and one of the galvanised steel window 
frames - and one of the side effects of the ten years since the building became 
vacant. (Photo: Val Burr, 5 May 2015) 

 
 
ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 
Building description 
The original building was a two and single storied block built to the 
street with a single storied cell block parallel with, and behind the 
street block.  Garaging and other facilities were house in a single 
storied building on the eastern boundary of the site.  As described 
above, an additional storey was added to the cell-block and to the 
eastern single storied section of the street block.  
 
The ground floor of the main street has offices and a central corridor 
with a stair at the western end and another to the east of the central 
main entry.   This entry is in the centre of the block leading to the 
central corridor.  The first floor also has offices either side of a 
central corridor but with a lunch-room at the western end.  This level 
was originally bedrooms for staff stationed in the building.  The 
general planning of central corridor and rooms off either side 
appears to have been retained. 
 
The building is constructed of reinforced concrete, with rendered 
exterior as described above and steel windows with bronze fittings.  
The first floor retains plastered cornices to the lunchroom, timber 
architraves, panelled doors with openable toplights, and tiled walls 
in toilets (visible through new linings). 
 
Style 
The exterior style of the building has a common combination of the 
Stripped Classical style and decorative elements of Art Deco.  The 
Stripped Classical style is symmetrical, with vestigial Classical 
elements such as columns, entablatures and pediments.  This is 
evident in the Police Station where the vertical panels between the 
windows imply columns while the horizontal Art Deco relief clearly 
suggests a parapet.  There is also a very shallow pediment over the 
main front entrance, which projects slightly from and is higher than 
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the body of the building.   The style, a very subdued form of 
Classicism, is appropriate for a building associated with justice and 
power.   
 
The Stripped Classical style was part of the Modern Movement and 
was popular with architects who were not at the centre of the new 
movement, but had sympathy towards its aims.  The consequent 
stripping of classical details revealing a stark, functional building, 
achieved the requisite forms and simplicity of the new style, while 
retaining classical symmetry.  A vertical emphasis through banding 
of windows within a largely horizontal form of Stripped Classical 
buildings contrasted with the horizontality of both forms and banding 
of the Modern Movement Functionalist style. 
 
The newer building types such as flats, factories, hospitals and 
offices were often designed using the Functionalist style, while 
Banks, Government buildings and offices, town halls and other large 
institutional buildings commonly were designed in the Stripped 
Classical style. 
 
Key proponents of the Stripped Classical style included Sir John 
Burnet in Britain, Auguste Perret in France, and Albert Kahn in the 
United States.  Kahn was probably the most successful industrial 
architect of the United States in the inter-war period.  An early and 
influential building in the Stripped Classical Style was the Kodak 
building by Sir John Burnet, built c1911.  Many notable buildings in 
the style were constructed in Europe and the US in the 1930s, at the 
same time as the Police Station. 
 
Architect:  J.T. Mair (Government Architect) 

John Thomas Mair was born in Invercargill and began his career 
with the New Zealand Railways on the staff of the Office Engineer, 
George Troup.  In 1906 he travelled to the United States of America 
where he studied architecture at the University of Pennsylvania.  He 
then worked in the office of George B. Postin, New York, before 
travelling to England where he was admitted as an Associate of the 
Royal Institute of British Architects.  He became an Associate 
Fellow of the Royal Institute of British Architects and a Fellow in 

1940.  On his return to New Zealand he entered private practice, 
one of his first buildings being the Presbyterian First Church, 
Invercargill (1915), a prominent building of Romanesque character.  
He then practised in Wellington, carrying out largely domestic 
commissions.  In 1918 he was appointed Inspector Military 
Hospitals by the Defence Department, and in 1920 he became 
architect to the Department of Education.  Following the retirement 
of John Campbell in 1922, Mair was appointed Government 
Architect, a position which he held until he retired in 1942.  During 
this period he was responsible for a variety of buildings, including 
the Courthouse, Hamilton, the Post Office in High Street, 
Christchurch, Government Life Office and the Departmental Building 
in Wellington and the Jean Batten Building in Auckland.  A Fellow of 
the New Zealand Institute of Architects, Mair was made a Life 
Member in 1942.    
 
Some of the Building’s Special Design Features 
The building has three specific features – all on its façade - that are 
routinely highlighted as significant heritage items. These are the 
coat of arms, the decoration around the building’s upper façade, and 
the foundation stone. 
 

 
 
 
 
Kowhaiwhai Decoration  
The use of kowhaiwhai to decorate the parapet along most of the 
length of the façade is regarded as a particularly interesting feature 
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on this building. It is an example of a New Zealand element being 
added to Art Deco design. It was deemed important enough to 
include in the description (referred to as “Maori ornament”) of the 
planned building published in April 1938.

32
   

 
In 2006, when there were concerns that the building might be 
replaced by a carpark, Art Deco executive director, Robert 
McGregor, wrote to the Mayor, Heather Tanguay, pointing out that 
the building was “a rare example of art deco that incorporates Maori 
motifs. Most New Zealand architects used American pattern books 
to decorate buildings. ‘Only a few had the wit to use Maori designs 
and your building is one of the best.’” He later explained that Native 
American designs had been added to New Zealand’s Art Deco 
buildings as it was the fashion overseas at the time, and that Napier 
only had four buildings with Maori designs, only two of them 
featuring the designs prominently.

33
 

 

 
 
The Royal Coat of Arms 
The hand-sculptured Royal Coat of Arms above the main door of 
the police station is believed to have been the first occasion when 
such a feature was installed on a New Zealand police station. It was 
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33

 Manawatu Standard, 10 May 2006 

not however the only occasion, and expanding on this matter would 
require additional research.  In this case though, the sculptor, Jack 
Griffiths, was brought out of retirement and to Palmerston North, to 
undertake the work, which was modelled in position in cement 
plaster. This particular decoration was a specification of the 
Government Architect (J.T. Mair).

34
  

 
When the fate of the building was being considered in 2004, the 
Royal Coat of Arms was a particular concern. Kate Styles, of the 
office of the Commissioner of Police, thought that it would either be 
removed and shifted to the new police station, or a facsimile of it 
would be made. She said it was believed that it was the only one of 
its kind in the country.

35
 There is an entirely different insignia on the 

front of the new police station, and it bears no obvious similarity to 
this one. 
 
The relative uniqueness of the Royal Coat of Arms might have also 
been accentuated through its having been a British design, rather 
than being New Zealand’s Coat of Arms. For example, the design of 
the shield shows the various Royal emblems of different parts of the 
United Kingdom. These are the three lions of England in the first 
and fourth quarters of the shield, the lion of Scotland in the second 
and the harp of Ireland in the third. The shield is supported by the 
English lion and Scottish unicorn, and it is in turn surmounted by the 
Royal crown. Below it appears the motto of the Sovereign, Dieu et 
mon droit (‘God and my right’). The shield is surrounded by a garter 
bearing the motto Honi soit qui mal y pense (‘Evil to him who evil 
thinks’), which symbolises the Order of the Garter, an ancient order 
of knighthood of which Queen Elizabeth II is Sovereign.

36
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The Foundation Stone 
The building’s foundation stone was covered in some detail above 
as part of a photo caption marking its installation. It is understood to 
have been the first of its kind on a New Zealand Police Station. 
Today all police stations have a plaque indicating when they were 
opened, however, these plaques are much smaller that this one is.

37
 

The 2015 photo shown here, shows the strips of unpainted plaster 
on with side of the plaque that presumably result from attempts to 
extract the time capsule from behind it in 2005. 
 
Comments 
It is clear that there have been claims about the unique features of 
this building that have been tested against other modern and/or 
current police stations, rather than against its own contemporaries. 
One that features in the story of the old Palmerston North Police 
Station is Rotorua’s former station that is now the ‘Pig & Whistle 
Historic Pub’ in Tutanekai Street – and which does not appear to 
have a Heritage NZ listing. This building, which was in use between 
1940 and 1969, shares the Government Architect, J.T. Mair, with 
the Palmerston North building and also has a Royal Coat of Arms, a 
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 Carter, 2011, p. 72-72 

relatively large foundation stone, and Maori decoration on its 
façade.  
 
The relationship between the two former police stations traces to 
protests in mid-1939 by people in Rotorua at the decision to place 
the town’s new police station on one of its commercially valuable 
shopping streets. The Minister in Charge of the Police Department, 
the Hon. Peter Fraser, replied that during the past few years, police 
stations “had usually been of such an architectural standard that 
they were valuable adjuncts to the main streets of towns, such as, 
for instance, at Palmerston North.”

38
 Like Palmerston North, the 

Rotorua building’s foundation stone was laid by the Hon. Peter 
Fraser on 19 February 1940, however, unlike Palmerston North, the 
building (pictured below at an early date) was duly officially opened 
in August 1940.

39
  

 

 
 
The website of the ‘Pig & Whistle’ includes a section on the 
building’s history. This states that J.T. Mair’s specifications for the 
building included that its brick-veneer-over-concrete exterior walls 
must be 18 inches thick. Its Royal Coat of Arms, which this time had 
been carved in stone by Auckland sculptor, R.O. Gross, also stood 
above its main doorway. Furthermore, “an unusual feature was the 
plaster cast of Maori design, made in Rotorua, which ran around the 
outside of the station near the roof.” Possibly Palmerston North’s 
kowhaiwhai shares the same whakapapa. The following paragraph 
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is relevant to the Palmerston North story also: “The inclusion of 
Maori motifs on the building gave it an individuality and significance 
seldom found in other buildings. A great deal of thought went into 
choosing designs appropriate to the function of the building. They 
were not merely for adornment, but to interpret the role played by 
the Police in the wider community.”

40
 

 
However, this building was staffed initially by only about a third of 
the number who had moved into the Palmerston North Police 
Station the previous year, and even its replacement (on a different 
site) was itself demolished and replaced within the last several 
years. 
 
 
STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 
This building has high regional significance for emotional, 
historical, design, and measure values.   
 
The former Palmerston North Police Station has high symbolic and 
political values in its original use, location in the middle of the city, 
and the promotion of its design by the Minister of Police at the time, 
the Hon. Bob Semple. 
 
The building has high historical, design, and rarity values being 
considered as the first of its type in the Southern Hemisphere, and 
an exemplary interpretation of the Stripped Classical style in form, 
materials and decorative elements.  Unusually for New Zealand it 
was built in a similar period as many notable European and US 
examples of the style at a time when local architects usually lagged 
behind stylistic developments.  This reflects the determination of 
Government Architect J T Mair, with whom the building is 
historically associated, to ensure new government buildings were 
as up-to-date as possible in design, materials and facilities.  The 
building is also associated with the many police staff and prisoners, 
as yet not specifically identified, who occupied the building 
throughout the 66 years it was used as a Police Station. 
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The building also has high design values in its use of Maori motifs, 
coat of arms and foundation stone.  It was intended as, and 
continues to be a visible landmark in Church Street. 
 
The building has moderate levels of external authenticity but 
external authenticity can be regained with the demolition of the 
additional floors on the original single storey only blocks.  Given the 
reinforced concrete partitions on the interior, the planning of the 
building is likely to have high levels of authenticity although with 
new linings but with many original doors, architraves, toplights and 
joinery furniture.  The immediate surroundings have changed 
somewhat since its construction, however a little further east from 
the building is the Church Street historic precinct. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION FOR EXTENT OF LISTING 
It is recommended that the exterior of the original building be listed 
comprising the two storied and single storied section on Church 
Street but excluding the first floor addition on the eastern end.  The 
steel windows, the foundation stone, parapet and Coat of Arms 
decorative elements and the double front doors should be included 
in the listing.  The listing should also include the original single 
storey ‘U’ shaped cell block and the “subsidiary block” connected to 
it.  The interior stairs, central corridors and original doors, 
architraves and toplights to the first floor corridor should be included 
with the listing. 
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ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 
 
Significance  high regional 
Proposed category 1 
PNCC District Plan Criteria 

Cultural Contextual 

Emotional Spiritual  Measure Rarity H 

Sentimental  Landmark M 

Symbolic H Representative H 

Political H Authenticity Design M 

Historical People H  Setting M 

Events   Materials M 

Age   Craftsmanship M 

Tradition     

Continuity     

Design Style H    

Materials     

Group     

Technology Materials M    

Construction M    
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ATTACHMENT IAB4 - ASSESSMENT CRITERIA OF A NUMBER OF NATIONAL 

AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS 
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ATTACHMENT IAB4 – ASSESSMENT VALUES 
 
Assessment criteria 
 

Proposed 
CRDP 

RMA HNZ Information sheet 2 ICOMOS Feilden, B., Jokilehto, J. 
World Heritage Management 
Guidelines, ICCROM, 
UNESCO, ICOMOS.  Has two 
overarching values – 
cultural and socio-economic 
with sub categories of each  

WHC 

Historical Historic Historic - people, events, 
patterns 

Historic Age, continuity, legendary, 
(Cultural - identity) 

 

Social   Social   

Cultural Cultural Cultural - identity, public 
esteem (spiritual), 
commemorative, education, 
tangata whenua, statutory 
recognition 

Cultural Political (Cultural - identity) Cultural, tradition 

Spiritual  Included in cultural Spiritual Spiritual, religious, symbolic, 
memorial, wonder, patriotic, 
nationalistic (Cultural - identity) 

 

Architectural Architectural Architectural Architectural Artistic, design, structural, 
functional (Cultural - artistic or 
technical) 

Architectural, town 
planning, landscape design 

Aesthetic   Aesthetic Artistic, design (Cultural - 
artistic or technical) 

 

Technological Technological Technological Technological Design, structural, functional 
(Cultural - artistic or technical) 

Technological 

Craftsmanship    Workmanship (Cultural - 
artistic or technical) 

 

Contextual  Context/group Contextual  Building, architectural, 
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technological ensemble 

Archaeological Archaeological Archaeological Archaeological   

Scientific Scientific Scientific Scientific   

  Rarity  Rarity in terms of type, style, 
builder, period, region, 
uniqueness (Cultural - rarity) 

 

  Representativeness  Rarity in terms of type, style, 
builder, period, region, 
uniqueness (Cultural - rarity) 

 

  Integrity   Integrity 

  Vulnerability    

   Traditional Tradition (Cultural - identity) Traditional human 
settlement, land use, sea 
use, living traditions, ideas, 
beliefs, artistic 

   Functional Economic, compatibility of use 
(Socio- economic - functional)  

 

   Monumental  Monumental 

     Authenticity form and 
design, materials and 
substance, use and 
function, traditions, 
techniques and 
management systems, 
location and setting, spirit 
and feeling 

    Economic  (Socio- economic - 
economic) 

 

  Educational  Educational (Socio- economic 
- educational) 

 

    Social (Socio- economic - 
social) 
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    Political (Socio- economic - 
political) 
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ATTACHMENT IAB5 – RULES FOR THE DIFFERENT RANKINGS OF 

BUILDINGS FOR WHANGANUI, MANAWATU AND PALMERSTON NORTH 

AND THOSE RECOMMENDED BY THE HNZ GUIDE 3 
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ATTACHMENT IAB5 – DISTRICT PLAN RULES 
 
Wanganui District Plan (2014) 
Heritage building rules 
 

Class Permitted Controlled Restricted discretionary Discretionary Non-complying 

A Minor works and 

maintenance; 

Interior strengthening 

not in a listed interior, 

no external change 

Interior strengthening in a 

listed interior and following a 

conservation plan, no 

external change 

 Exterior alterations 

following a maintenance 

plan;  

New structures in a 

class A area; 

Interior strengthening 

where a conservation 

plan hasn’t been 

prepared 

Demolition or 

relocation; 

Alterations or 

additions without a 

conservation plan 

B Minor works and 

maintenance; 

Interior strengthening 

not in a listed interior, 

no external change 

Interior strengthening in a 

listed interior and following a 

conservation plan, no 

external change; 

Works and maintenance that 

is not minor or fails to 

comply with a conservation 

plan 

Interior strengthening to a 

listed interior where a 

conservation plan hasn’t 

been prepared; 

Exterior alterations; 

New structures in a class B 

area 

Demolition or relocation; 

 

 

C Minor works and Demolition, partial    
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maintenance; 

Alterations and 

additions 

demolition or relocation 

 
 
Manawatu District Plan 
Heritage building rules 
 

Ranks Permitted Discretionary Non-complying 

A Maintenance and minor repair to standards Relocation on the same site Partial or complete 
demolition 

 Partial or complete demolition where work is necessary to make the 
site safe after fire, flood or earthquake to performance standards 

 Relocation to another 
site 

 Internal alteration and additions  External alterations 
and additions 

 Seismic strengthening to the interior where openings are not 
obstructed  

  

B Maintenance and minor repair to performance standards External alterations  

 Partial or complete demolition where work is necessary to make the 
site safe after fire, flood or earthquake to performance standards 

Partial or complete demolition  

 Internal alteration and additions Relocation on the same site  

 Seismic strengthening to the interior where openings are not 
obstructed  

Relocation to another site  

  Seismic strengthening that does not 
meet the performance standards 

 

    

    

 
 
Palmerston North District Plan (2014) 
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Heritage building rules 
 

Category Permitted Controlled Restricted discretionary Discretionary 

1 Maintenance 
and repair 

 External alterations and additions not in the residential zone with 
respect to design and appearance where they are visually distinct, 
maintaining architectural style and character, not visually 
dominant, minimise alteration to street elevation, respectful of the 
setting, safety improvement for seismic performance, in keeping 
with conservation plan 

Total or partial 
demolition 

 Internal 
alteration and 
demolition 

  Relocation 

2 Maintenance 
and repair 

External alterations and 
additions located in the 
residential zone to 
assessment criteria 

Relocation where the only means of saving the building, the site is 
compatible, heritage values maintained 

Total or partial 
demolition 

 Internal 
alteration  

 External alterations and additions not in the residential zone with 
respect to design and appearance where they are visually distinct, 
maintaining architectural style and character, not visually 
dominant, minimise alteration to street elevation, respectful of the 
setting, safety improvement for seismic performance, in keeping 
with conservation plan 

 

 
 
HNZ Guide 3 (2007) 
 

Historic 
places 
buildings 

Permitted Restricted Discretionary Discretionary Non-complying Prohibited 

A Repair and 
maintenance if comply 
with the standards 

Repair and maintenance if do not 
comply with the standards 

Subdivision of land 
containing a listed 
building 

Relocation within the 
property or beyond the 
property 

Demolition 
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  Alterations and additions  Partial demolition  

  Construction of new building within 
the setting 

   

  Construction of a new building to 
an existing or non-contributory 
building within the setting 

   

  Land disturbance within the setting    

  Erection of a new sign attached to 
or obstructing a listed building or 
within the setting 

   

B Repair and 
maintenance if comply 
with the standards 

Repair and maintenance if do not 
comply with the standards 

Subdivision of land 
containing a listed 
building 

Demolition  

  Alterations and additions    

  Construction of new building within 
the setting 

   

  Construction of a new building to 
an existing or non-contributory 
building within the setting 

   

  Land disturbance within the setting    

  Erection of a new sign attached to 
or obstructing a listed building or 
within the setting 

   

  Relocation within the property or 
beyond the property 

   

  Partial demolition    

 
 
 


