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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Alan Ross Matheson.  I hold the position of Team Leader 

District Plan (Strategy and Planning) at Christchurch City Council (Council).  

My qualifications and work experience are set out in my evidence in chief for 

Priority Matter 2 (Temporary Activities), dated 18 December 2014. 

 

1.2 I have previously provided evidence for the following hearings in relation to the 

Proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP): 

 Stage 1 Temporary Activities Related to Earthquake Recovery (and 

related definitions) hearing 18 December 2014; 

 Stage 1 Introduction (Part) and Definitions (Part) hearing 9 June 

2015); 

 Stage 2 Subdivision (as it relates to the Papakāinga Zone) hearing 5 

October 2015; and 

 Stage 2 Papakāinga Zone hearing 23 and 24 November. 

 

1.3 My involvement in the development of the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

Proposal as the Chair of the Technical Advisory Group has been to oversee 

the policy and technical detail development of all four sections comprising the 

proposal.  I attended mediation on 30 November 2015 on those aspects of 

mediation relating to Issues 1(d) and 1(da) and related Issue 3(q) concerning 

whether the objectives, policies, rules and other provisions in Chapter 9 

support and advance the following with respect to cultural landscapes: 

 

(a) Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.3 - Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua; 

(b) Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.9 - Natural and cultural 

environment (particularly sub-clause c of that objective); and 

(c) the matters set out in the submission of Ngā Rūnanga and Te 

Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
1
 (Ngāi Tahu). 

 

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

relation to the process set up to work with Ngāi Tahu in general and 

specifically with respect to wāhi tapu and cultural landscapes.  I also briefly 

comment on the proposed strategic objective for natural and cultural heritage 

included within the submissions of Forest and Bird
2
 and the Crown

3
. 

                                                   
1
 Submission #3722 

2
 Submission #3614 Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of NZ Inc 

3
 Submission #3721 
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1.5 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

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

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

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

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

evidence of another person.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Decision 1 - Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes; 

(b) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (2013) (particularly Section 5.8 Ngā 

Tūtohu Whenua); 

(c) Land Use Recovery Plan (December 2013); and 

(d) Operative Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013) (CRPS) 

(Chapters 2, 4, 12 and 13). 

 

1.7 Finalisation of Council evidence has been awaiting the outcome of mediation 

with Ngāi Tahu on 30 November 2015.  Accordingly, Council evidence has 

been completed concurrently.  With respect to the wāhi tapu and cultural 

landscapes matters addressed in my evidence, I also rely on the evidence of 

Ms Shirley Ferguson and Mr Craig Pauling.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are set out in 

Paragraph 1.4 above.     

 

2.2 In preparing this evidence I have relied on the evidence previously presented 

to the Panel as listed below and draw from that in relation to the cultural 

landscape matters raised in the submission by Ngāi Tahu: 

 

(a) Strategic Outcomes and Strategic Directions - Evidence in chief by 

Michael Theelen, paragraphs 9.1 and 9.2; 
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(b) Subdivision, Development and Earthworks (Part) - Evidence in chief 

by Alan Matheson, paragraph 4.2; 

(c) Papakāinga Zone Stage 2 Proposal - Evidence in chief by Alan 

Matheson, paragraph 4.4; 

(d) Papakāinga Zone Stage 2 Proposal - Rebuttal evidence by Alan 

Matheson, paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3; and 

(e) Papakāinga Zone Stage 2 Hearing - Transcript Page 162 Line 20 to 

Page 163 Line 30. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 While acknowledging the desire of Ngāi Tahu to include provisions relating to 

the recognition and protection of Ngāi Tahu values for wāhi tapu and cultural 

landscapes, I have concerns with the lack of information provided in the 

submission to support the rules and maps, and that consultation and dialogue 

with Council, community and landowners has not been undertaken. 

 

3.2 I do support the incorporation of an objective and policy framework to enable 

the consideration of these matters as part of subdivision and development 

resource consent applications. 

 
3.3 I also support the inclusion of an objective and policy framework to support the 

rules within the pDPR relating to the preservation and protection of natural 

character and water quality of wetlands, lakes, rivers and their margins in 

response to a submissions from  Forest and Bird Society and the Crown. 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 As set out in the evidence referenced in paragraph 2.2 above, the 

development of the pDPR has been a collaborative exercise between the 

Urban Development Strategy partner organisations.  In addition, as part of 

Council's responsibilities to give effect to the principles of Te Tiriti of Waitangi, 

Council has funded and worked with the Rūnanga Focus Working Group for all 

proposals throughout 2014 and into 2015. 

 

4.2 With respect to the development of Proposal 9, I note that Sections 1.5 and 

1.6 of the report "Stage 3 - Section 32 - Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural 

Heritage (Notified 25 July 2015)" sets out in summary the approach to general 

stakeholder discussion and consultation (Section 1.5, page 8) and the specific 
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consultation undertaken with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, Mahaanui Kurataio 

Limited and the Rūnanga Focus Working Group (Section 1.6, pages 9 and 10).  

In summary, at the end of consultation, it was agreed between Council and 

Ngāi Tahu that with respect to the identification and management of places of 

cultural significance (including wāhi tapu and cultural landscape provisions), a 

comprehensive approach with suitable time provided outside the pDPR 

process was required and that this work would be started in 2016.  This 

approach was consistent with the Council's understanding that the Ngāi Tahu 

Cultural Heritage Mapping Project still needed to be completed and would 

provide the authoritative source of information on which to develop Heritage 

Alert Layers and Heritage Risk Models to inform the development of district 

plan provisions (refer to Ngā Kaupapa/Policy CL2.1 and CL2.2 of the 

Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013, page 166).  In the interim, Ngāi Tahu 

agreed that process objectives and policies would be included within the pDPR 

to address wāhi tapu and cultural landscapes matters with the actual work to 

develop district plan implementation methods to be undertaken in 2016. 

 

4.3 Outside of the Rūnanga Focus Working Group process, Council officers 

undertook meetings with officals from Ngāi Tahu and Mahaanui Kurataiao 

Limited that confirmed the approach set out above.  While I did not attend all of 

the meetings, in my role as Chair Technical Advisory Group, I was informed of 

the matters discussed and the agreements reached.  I have also read the file 

that contains email and meeting notes. This confirms that understanding. 

 

4.4 I confirm that in reaching the above understanding, Council was fully 

committed to undertaking the development of wāhi tapu and cultural landscape 

provisions in collaboration with Ngāi Tahu.  It was and still in Council's position 

that this work needs to be undertaken using a comprehensive and robust 

process to ensure that the process cannot be subject to criticism and that the 

outcomes reached have community and individual landowner understanding 

and hopefully agreement.  In this regard, Council has always considered that 

community and individual landowner engagement and consultation was the 

critical key to the success of this work.  Council has sought within the 

timeframes of the pDRP review to undertake a process of consultation with 

respect to landscape and biodiversity (in particular), and heritage and 

significant trees.  In essence, all parties have one chance to get this right and 

Council was and I am still concerned that this chance was not wasted.  If we 

get this wrong, it will potentially result in less than ideal outcomes and could 
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sour relationships with the community and landowners for a long time.  I do not 

consider that is the result that any party wants. 

 

5. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION  

 

5.1 As noted in paragraph 1.3 above, I attended the mediation on 30 November 

2015 where amongst a number of issues that were discussed, included the 

following issues relevant to this evidence: 

 

(a) Issue 1 (d) - Is Chapter 9 consistent with the strategic directions 

objective for Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua, in particular have historic and 

contemporary connections, and cultural and spiritual values, associated 

with the land, water and other taonga of the district been recognised and 

provided for? 

 

(b) Issue 1(da) - Do the objectives, policies, rules and matters of discretion 

proposed by Ngai Tahu appropriately recognise and provide for the 

protection of sites and practices of Ngai Tahu cultural significance?” 

 

(c) Issue 3(n) - Should landscape and natural character in the coastal 

environment overlays be deleted from the Papakainga zones and sites of 

Ngāi Tahu cultural significance? 

 

5.2 On behalf of Council I confirmed that: 

 

(a) It could support the objectives in relation to Ngai Tahu cultural values, 

proposed in Ngai Tahu's submission; 

 

(b) It could support the related policies sought for inclusion in Ngai 

Tahu's submission (subject to some refinement); however 

 

(c) In relation to the sites of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu and rules 

that it seeks in its submission be included in the Plan, the Council 

considers that, it has insufficient evidence in relation to those sites, or 

a section 32 assessment, prepared by Ngai Tahu, to enable the 

Council to form a view on the appropriateness or otherwise of their 

inclusion in the Plan.  
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5.3 As indicated earlier in my evidence, the Council had understood that the 

detailed work required in relation to those sites would be undertaken with 

Council in 2016.  

 

5.4 Ngai Tahu has indicated that it intends to provide evidence in relation to these 

proposed sites and a section 32 assessment when it exchanges its evidence 

in relation to this hearing. Accordingly, the Council anticipates that it will 

confirm its position in relation to the proposed sites of cultural significance and 

rules in its rebuttal evidence, once it has had a chance to consider Ngai Tahu's 

evidence on these matters. 

 

5.5 I concur with the approach as set out in Paragraph 6.5 of Ms Ferguson's 

evidence with respect to the objective and policy framework being 

incorporated into a new section within Chapter 9.  I recognise that the 

provisions around matters of cultural landscapes, wāhi tapu and silent files 

does not sit comfortably within either of Sections 9.2 and 9.3.  In my opinion, 

the creation of a new section would provide the necessary visibility that the 

issue requires, along with the linkage between Sections 9.2 and 9.3. 

 

5.6 I acknowledge the significant work that has been undertaken by Ngāi Tahu in 

preparing its submission to include the objectives, policies, rules and maps for 

wāhi tapu and cultural landscapes.  However, irrespective of the evidence and 

section 32 supporting documentation to be provided by Ngāi Tahu, I am 

concerned that the adoption of the maps and rules as proposed in the Ngāi 

Tahu submission, misses the important opportunity for community and 

landowner engagement and consultation.  As set out previously in this 

evidence, in my opinion, one of the critical ways in which to achieve protection 

of cultural landscapes and wāhi tapu is to engage with landowners and 

community groups early in the process to allow them the opportunity to 

recognise the ways in which their stewardship of the land can incorporate the 

protection of such values.  I have checked the submission and further 

submission database and can advise that no further submissions are recorded 

against that portion of the Ngāi Tahu submission seeking the introduction of a 

new section to Chapter 9 for wāhi tapu and cultural landscapes, along with 

accompanying maps and rules
4
. 

 

 

                                                   
4
 Submission #3277 - Amendments Sought 5.1 - 5.11 (pages 3 - 12) 
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6. STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE FOR NATURAL AND CULTURAL HERITAGE 

 

6.1 Proposal 1 - Strategic Directions as publicly notified contained Policy 3.6.4.1 - 

'Freshwater features and values'.  This policy supported the complementary 

rules within the pDPR that address those matters that contribute to the 

preservation of natural character and water quality of wetlands, lakes, rivers 

and their margins, from a land use perspective (eg riparian planting as part of 

subdivision).  Through the hearing and decision making process on Proposal 

1, this policy was deleted.  However, the decision also noted in respect to 

Objective 3.3.9 - 'Natural and cultural environment', that further or alternative 

strategic direction may be required as part of the Panel's further hearing of 

relevant proposals. 

 

6.2 I concur with the evidence of Ms Ferguson
5
 and the proposed wording in her 

revised proposal (Appendix 1).  In my opinion, the inclusion of this objective 

and policy framework fills the policy gap left by the deletion of Policy 3.6.4.1.   

 

 

 

 

Alan Ross Matheson  

2 December 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
5
 Paragraphs 7.1 - 7.5 


