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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Amanda Emma Ohs.  I hold the position of Senior Heritage 

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

since September 2001. 

 

1.2 I hold a BA with First Class Honours, majoring in Art History from the 

University of Canterbury, and a Post Graduate Diploma in Cultural Heritage 

Management from Deakin University, Melbourne.  I have 15 years’ experience 

in heritage conservation management and research. I am a member of 

ICOMOS New Zealand, and DOCOMOMO New Zealand.   

 

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

relation to the Historic Heritage provisions (Topic 9.3) of the Chapter 9: Natural 

and Cultural Heritage Proposal (Proposal).  

 

1.4 I have been involved with the Proposal since 2014. I was involved in 

preparations for a heritage plan change from 2005 to 2010, which considered 

the policy framework for heritage, the identification of heritage items and 

settings, and their assessment and assessment methodology.  I have 

undertaken a number of site visits to inform my evidence, which are noted in 

my site specific evidence below.   

 

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) ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 (ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010);  

(b) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS);  

(c) Statements of Significance in relation to site specific submissions; 

(d) Christchurch City Council Heritage Files for listed heritage items; and 
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(e) Stage 3 Section 32 Report Appendix 4 - Heritage Technical Report 

available online: 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContai

ner.html?page=section32, 25 July 2015.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of Topic 9.3 that my evidence relates to are: 

 

(a) the assessment and identification of heritage items and heritage 

settings for listings in the proposed District Plan; 

(b) the distinction within the policy framework and rules for items of high 

significance (group 1) and significant (group 2); 

(c) provisions relating to relocation; 

(d) provisions relating to Open Space Heritage Items; 

(e) provisions relating to alterations to cemeteries;  

(f) the incorporation of ICOMOS principles and Heritage New Zealand 

guidance; and 

(g) provisions for heritage items and settings. 

 

2.2 My evidence also addresses the specific relief sought by various submitters on 

these provisions.   

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 My evidence outlines the reasons why I consider that the assessment 

methodology for heritage items and settings is appropriate, and demonstrates 

its alignment with the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), CRPS, 

ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010, Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

Act and Guidance, and international best practice, whilst responding to the 

specifics of Historic Heritage in the Christchurch District.   

 

3.2 In response to submissions I put forward suggested clarification to the 

thresholds for overall Significance and High Significance in respect of national 

and international significance and rarity.   

 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32
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3.3 I provide advice on factors to consider for provisions relating to relocation of 

Heritage Items, open Space Heritage Items and alterations to cemeteries.   

 

3.4 I provide advice on a number of site specific submissions regarding new 

listings, delistings, and amendments to Heritage Items and Settings sought by 

submitters.   

 

3.5 I also summarise submissions in support of heritage items and settings, and 

the Council's submissions on changes to heritage aerial maps, the Appendix 

9.3.6.1 and Statements of Significance.     

 

4. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

4.1 I have been involved in expert conferencing on 10 November 2015 which has 

resulted in signed agreements with other expert witnesses (Expert 

Conferencing Statements).
1
  I have also been involved in formal mediation 

on 18 November 2015.
2
  Where the outcomes of conferencing and mediation 

relate to site specific submissions it is addressed in my evidence below.   

 

5. ASSESSMENT AND IDENTIFICATION OF HERITAGE ITEMS AND HERITAGE 

SETTINGS FOR LISTING IN THE DISTRICT PLAN 

 

Issue 4(b) Was the methodology for determining what are Significant Historic 

Heritage items and settings appropriate? 

 

5.1 My evidence on issue 4(b) will firstly provide a brief overview of the Heritage 

Assessment Methodology, which is explained in more detail in Appendix 4 of 

the section 32 report for the Proposal.
3
 I then discuss submissions relating to 

aspects of the criteria and methodology.  I then discuss the following points 

(which were raised by submitters and noted in relation to this issue in the 

Council's Statement of Issues):
4
 

 

                                                   
1
  Expert Conferencing Statements Historic Heritage 9.3, Tuesday 10 November 2015, Sessions 5-13.  

2
  Draft Mediation report: Chapter 9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Historic Heritage, 18 November 2015.  

3
  Historical and Social; Cultural and Spiritual; Architectural and Aesthetic; Technological and Craftsmanship; Contextual 

and Archaeological and Scientific. Stage 3 Section 32 Report Appendix 4 - Heritage Technical Report available online 
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32, 25 July 2015. 

4  Memorandum of Counsel setting out updated Statement of Issues for Natural and Cultural Heritage (Stage 3) including 
provisions from other proposals that will be heard alongside this Proposal, 29 October 2015.  

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32
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(a) the degree to which damage incurred to buildings as a result of the 

Canterbury earthquakes has been factored into whether a place 

should be listed (included on the Schedule);  

(b) whether international and national significance should be taken into 

account in the methodology; 

(c) the appropriateness of categorisation of heritage items into two 

groups;  

(d) the approach to determining the extent of heritage settings around a 

heritage item; and 

(e) whether interiors of heritage items should be included in listings, and 

whether parts of interiors that are significant should be specifically 

identified in the listings in the Schedule.  

 

Overview of the Heritage Assessment Criteria and Methodology 
 
5.2 A Statement of Significance has been prepared by qualified Council Heritage 

Team and external specialists for each Heritage Item based on the template 

attached at A. 

 

5.3 Items are first described and assessed under six criteria
5
 as having 

Significance
6
 or High Significance.

7
 Then an assessment of overall 

Significance or High Significance is arrived at, based on four thresholds (refer: 

Appendix A: Thresholds for overall significance – Assessment Statement, 

page 10).  

  

5.4 Each Statement of Significance has been independently peer reviewed (ie not 

by the original author).  After considering the feedback from the peer review, 

the statements were finalised (by either the original author, another assessor 

or the peer reviewer). The peer review process has ensured assessments are 

accurate, of a good standard, and fit for the purpose of justifying the heritage 

listings.  These finalised statements form part of the section 32 report for 

                                                   
5
  Historical and Social; Cultural and Spiritual; Architectural and Aesthetic; Technological and Craftsmanship; Contextual 

and Archaeological and Scientific. Stage 3 Section 32 Report Appendix 4 - Heritage Technical Report available online 
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32, 25 July 2015. 

6
  Threshold for Significance under the criteria - The place meets the criterion at a Christchurch District (Christchurch and 

Banks Peninsula) level (and/or beyond) rather than a local or suburban scale because it relates to activities or aspects of 
the Christchurch District that convey aspects of its contextual/thematic development and thereby contributes to its sense 
of place and identity. Stage 3 Section 32 Report Appendix 4 - Heritage Technical Report available online 
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32, 25 July 2015. 

7
  Threshold for High Significance under the criteria - The place meets the criterion at a Christchurch District (Christchurch 

and Banks Peninsula) level (and/or beyond) rather than a local or suburban scale because it relates to activities or 
aspects of the Christchurch District that convey important aspects of its contextual/thematic development, and thereby 
makes an important contribution to its sense of place and identity. Stage 3 Section 32 Report Appendix 4 - Heritage 
Technical Report available online 
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32, 25 July 2015. 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32
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Chapter 9.  Further detail of the methodology is explained in evidence below in 

response to submissions on the methodology.   

 

Submissions Relating to Heritage Assessment Criteria 

 

5.5 The Crown (#3721, page 91) seek greater alignment between the framework 

of values in Policy 9.3.2.3, Protection of Historic Heritage - Assessment and 

Identification and the heritage values listed in the ICOMOS New Zealand 

Charter 2010, and suggest the following values form the Charter are not 

reflected in the Criteria in the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) - 

commemorative, functional, landscape, monumental, traditional.  The Crown 

also considers the grouping of the values to be inappropriate.     

 

5.1 I consider that the heritage assessment criteria in the pRDP (Criteria) are 

appropriate in that they encompass all of the RMA qualities in the 

interpretation of Historic Heritage,
8
 all of the matters listed in Policy 13.3.1 of 

the CRPS for identifying and assessing the historic and cultural heritage 

resource
9
 and most of the criteria for inclusion on the New Zealand Heritage 

List/Rārangi Kōrero (List) as set out in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPT Act).  I also consider that they incorporate all of the 

values in the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010.
10

  

 

5.2 I have provided a table in Appendix B which sets out the Criteria and 

compares them with heritage qualities identified in legislation and conservation 

charters.   

 

5.3 This table shows that the Criteria do incorporate all of the values in the 

ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010.  While they are not all explicitly noted in 

the Criteria or their explanations, I consider the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 

2010 commemorative, functional, landscape, monumental, traditional values to 

be adequately covered.  

 

                                                   
8  Resource Management Act 1991, section 2, Interpretation, historic heritage — (a) means those natural and physical 

resources that contribute to an understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures, deriving from any 
of the following qualities: (i) archaeological:(ii) architectural:(iii) cultural:(iv) historic:(v) scientific:(vi) technological 

9
  (a) Historic; (b) Cultural; (c) Architectural; (d) Archaeological; (e) Technological; (f ) Scientific; (g) Social; (h) Spiritual; (i) 

Traditional; ( j) Contextual; (k) Aesthetic. Policy 13.3.1 CRPS. 
10

  Cultural heritage value/s means possessing aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, commemorative, functional, 
historical, landscape, monumental, scientific, social, spiritual, symbolic, technological, traditional, or other tangible or 
intangible values, associated with human activity. ICOMOS New Zealand Charter, 2010, Definition of Cultural heritage 
value/s, page 9.  
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5.4 "Commemorative" value is included in the description of Cultural and Spiritual 

Significance – "the symbolic or commemorative value of the place".    

 

5.5 "Functional" value can be considered under the Historical and Social 

significance criterion which takes in the history of use of the item from its 

origins to the present day in order to consider continuity and change; under the 

Architectural and Aesthetic criterion in terms of how the design of the place 

relates to its function; and under the Technological and Craftsmanship criterion 

in terms of any technological aspects which might apply to "functional". 

 

5.6 "Landscape" value is encompassed in the pRDP Contextual criterion – 

"Contextual values that demonstrate or are associated with…a 

landscape…recognised landmarks and landscape which are recognised and 

contribute to the unique identity of the environment." 

 

5.7 "Monumental" value is encompassed in the proposed Historical and Social; 

Cultural and Spiritual; Architectural and Aesthetic and Contextual criteria. 

 

5.8 I consider that "Traditional" value is encompassed in the Historical and Social 

criterion which refers to traditional patterns, and in Cultural and Spiritual 

Significance which refers to "…distinctive characteristics of a…tradition".  

 

5.9 Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675) refer to the criteria in the Housing 

New Zealand Act 2014 as giving guidance as to an appropriate range of 

criteria.  The pRDP Criteria and explanations encompass all but two of the 

criteria set out in section 66(3) of the HNZPT Act for inclusion on the List:  

 

(a) the potential of the place for public education (s66(3)(f)); and  

(b) the importance of identifying rare types of historic places (s66(3)(j)).  

 

5.10 I do not consider "the potential of the place for public education" to be an 

appropriate value when assessing heritage significance because it relates to 

potential future uses and is broadly applicable to all places on the schedule.   

 

5.11 Some submitters11 raised concerns that "rarity" ("importance of identifying rare 

types of historic places") is not included in the Criteria.  In my view, rarity is 

implicit in many of the Criteria.  For example, if a place is one of the oldest, this 

                                                   
11   Dr Ian and Dr Lynne Lochhead #3633; Historic Places Canterbury #3675; Christchurch Civic Trust #3700. 
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would be assessed under the Historical and Social criterion; if a place is one of 

few by a particular designer or an uncommon style or type of place, this would 

be considered under the Architectural and Aesthetic criterion for example. I 

therefore consider it is unnecessary to add specific reference to rarity in the 

Criteria. I consider rarity is instead best explicitly included in the methodology 

as part of the thresholds, and this is addressed in paragraph 5.25 of my 

evidence.  

 

5.12 I consider that the Criteria together with their explanations are appropriate in 

determining which places are Significant Historic Heritage items, because they 

encompass the broad range of heritage values in relevant legislation and the 

ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010, and enable consideration of rarity. 

 

5.13 In regard to the Crown submission point about the grouping of values being 

inappropriate, I consider the pairing of values for most of the Criteria to be 

appropriate.  The pairing of values in the criteria has been effective in the 

Christchurch Operative Plan to date. 

 

5.14 Pairing of the values in the Criteria recognises that it is very difficult to 

separate out discussions and assessments for closely related values.  This 

avoids repetition in the heritage assessments, and removes the risk of "double 

counting". Within the Statement of Significance there is still scope to discuss 

each value separately if this is relevant. 

 

 Statements of Significance 

 

5.15 The Crown (#3721, page 103) seeks to amend statements of significance to 

ensure the statement of each heritage value is an assessment of significance 

rather than a simple description of the item and to ensure statements cover all 

explicit values intended to be assessed through matters of discretion.   

 

5.16 I disagree with the suggestion that the statements of significance are simply 

descriptive, and do not consider they need to be amended in this respect. A 

description and an evaluation are provided under each heritage assessment 

criterion.  The purpose of the description is to provide sufficient information 

(based on the information gathered during the research phase) to support the 

evaluation of significance and that the place meets the criterion.  The first 

sentence/s under each criterion in the statements of significance is an 
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evaluation of the significance of the place in terms of that criterion ('Significant' 

or 'High Significance').   

 

5.17 This Assessment Statement at the end of the Statement of Significance 

summarises the aspects of significance which justify the overall "significance" 

or "high significance" rating. The overall significance assessment is an 

overarching assessment which weighs up significance under all the criteria to 

conclude whether the place is of overall "significance" or "high significance" 

based on thresholds for overall significance. This involves consideration all the 

values as identified and assessed together as a whole. 

 

5.18 I conclude that the Statements of Significance provide an adequate 

assessment for the purposes of scheduling in the pRDP.  

 

Overall Assessment of "Significance" or "High Significance"  

 

5.19 Dr Ian & Dr Lynne Lochhead (#3633), the Christchurch Civic Trust (#3700) 

and Historic Places Canterbury (#3675) submitted in relation to the 9.3.2.3 

Policy - Protection of Significant Historic Heritage - Heritage Items and 

Heritage Settings - Assessment and Identification, stating that the distinction 

between items of High Significance (9.3.2.3(b)) and Significant (9.3.2.3(c)) is 

inadequate.   

 

5.20 The thresholds for overall significance
12

 are set out in Figure 1 below.  Note 

the difference in the wording for the thresholds for 'High Significance' is in bold 

and underlined.       

 

Figure 1: Thresholds for overall significance – Assessment Statement  

 Thresholds for Overall "Significance" Thresholds for Overall "High Significance"  

1 The item meets the thresholds for one or more of 
the criteria at the significant or high level, AND  

The item meets the thresholds for one or more 
of the criteria at a high level, AND  

2 Has overall heritage value that means it is of 
significance to the Christchurch District 
(Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because it 
conveys aspects of its contextual/ thematic 
development and thereby contributes to the 
Christchurch District sense of place and identity, 
AND; 

Has overall heritage value that means it is of 
high significance to the Christchurch District 
(Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because 
it conveys important aspects of its contextual/ 

thematic development and thereby make an 
important contribution to its sense of place 

and identity, AND; 

3 Has sufficiently credible and truthful evidence 
(documentary and physical fabric) (see ICOMOS 

Has strongly credible and truthful evidence 

(documentary and physical fabric) (see 

                                                   
12

 Stage 3 Section 32 Report Appendix 4 - Heritage Technical Report available online 
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32, 25 July 2015. 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/PropertySearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32
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New Zealand Charter 2010 definition for 
authenticity)13 to justify that it is of overall 

significance to the Christchurch District, AND; 

ICOMOS definition for authenticity) to justify 
that it is of overall high significance to the 
Christchurch District, AND; 

4 Overall the item is sufficiently whole or intact 
including its meaning and sense of place as well 
as physical fabric to clearly demonstrate it is of 
significance to the Christchurch District (see 
ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 definition for 
Integrity).14  

Overall the item is particularly whole or intact 

including its meaning and sense of place as 
well as physical fabric to strongly and clearly 

demonstrate it is of high significance (see 
ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 definition 
for Integrity) to the Christchurch District. 

 

5.21 In order to meet the threshold for scheduling in the pRDP as a heritage item, 

an item will need to meet the four thresholds for overall significance.  To be 

assessed as a "High Significance" (Group 1) heritage item, it will need to meet 

all four thresholds for "High Significance".  For both levels, the first threshold is 

to meet the threshold for significance under one or more criteria.  The second 

threshold is determining significance to the District in terms of themes in the 

District's historical development.  The third and fourth thresholds relate to 

integrity and authenticity as defined in the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter, 

2010.       

 

5.22 I consider these thresholds are appropriate and reflect best practice. In 

particular, they reflect the UNESCO World Heritage Guidelines requirements 

for authenticity and integrity, and the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010's 

focus on and definitions for authenticity and integrity.  Maintaining integrity and 

authenticity of heritage items is vital to maintaining their heritage value and 

significance to the District. Authenticity and integrity are necessary for a place 

to convey its tangible and intangible values.  

 

5.23 I consider that the thresholds described in Figure 1 clearly provide for 

distinction of the level of significance of items of high significance and 

significance.  I consider that there is potential for the policy to be amended to 

better reflect the detail of the thresholds.     

 

                                                   
13  Authenticity means the credibility or truthfulness of the surviving evidence and knowledge of the cultural heritage value 

of a place. Relevant evidence includes form and design, substance and fabric, technology and craftsmanship, location 
and surroundings, context and setting, use and function, traditions, spiritual essence, and sense of place, and includes 
tangible and intangible values. Assessment of authenticity is based on identification and analysis of relevant evidence 
and knowledge, and respect for its cultural context.(ICOMOS New Zealand Charter, 2010). 

14  Integrity means the wholeness or intactness of a place, including its meaning and sense of place, and all the tangible 
and intangible attributes and elements necessary to express its cultural heritage value (ICOMOS New Zealand 
Charter, 2010). 
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Rarity 

 

5.24 Dr Ian & Dr Lynne Lochhead (#3633), the Christchurch Civic Trust (#3700) 

and Historic Places Canterbury (#3675) consider that rarity should be factored 

into the heritage assessment methodology.   

 

5.25 I am in agreement that rarity should be factored into the heritage assessment 

methodology.  As discussed in paragraph 5.11 above, rarity has been already 

implicitly factored into the statements of significance for all listed items under 

the relevant criteria.  However, in response to the submissions, I consider it is 

appropriate to clarify the role of rarity in the heritage assessment methodology 

by including an express reference to rarity in Threshold 2, as follows (change 

shown in red italics):  

    

 Thresholds for Overall "Significance"  Thresholds for Overall "High Significance"  

2 Has overall heritage value that means it is of 
significance to the Christchurch District 
(Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because it 
conveys aspects of its contextual/ thematic 
development and thereby contributes to the 
Christchurch District sense of place and identity.  
This includes consideration of whether the item is 
one of a small number of its type, age or 
association  AND; 

Has overall heritage value that means it is of 
high significance to the Christchurch District 
(Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because 
it conveys important aspects of its contextual/ 

thematic development and thereby make an 
important contribution to its sense of place 
and identity.  This includes consideration of 
whether the item is unique or one of a very 
small number of its type, age or association.  

AND; 

 

5.26 This amendment would not require the completed assessments to be 

reassessed or changed in any way - this amendment simply clarifies the 

Criteria and heritage assessment methodology in the pRDP, and more 

accurately reflects the full range of aspects considered in the Statements of 

Significance prepared for the pRDP.  

 

The Degree to which damage incurred to buildings as a result of the Canterbury 

earthquakes has been factored into whether a place should be listed (included on 

the Schedule) 

 

5.27 Damage as a result of the Canterbury Earthquakes has been considered in 

terms of the effects of the damage on the integrity of the item, which includes 

consideration of its intactness.  All statements of significance note the level 

and extent of earthquake damage where known as it relates to effects on 

heritage fabric and value.  The effects of the earthquakes are primarily 

discussed under Historical and Social criteria as part of the history of events 

related to the item, and also under the Architectural and Aesthetic and 
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Technological and Craftsmanship criterion in terms of physical impacts on 

heritage fabric.  An example of where the degree of earthquake damage 

impacted on integrity of the building to the extent that it no longer met the 

threshold for listing is the Excelsior Hotel on the corner of Manchester, 

Lichfield and High Streets which is now a remnant.  

 

Whether international and national significance should be taken into account in 

the methodology 

 

5.28 Dr Ian & Dr Lynne Lochhead (#3633), the Christchurch Civic Trust (#3700) 

and Historic Places Canterbury (#3675) seek that international and national 

significance be taken into account in the methodology.    

 

5.29 I agree that whether a place is of national or international significance is 

relevant to a full understanding of its significance. I consider these factors are 

already an implicit part of the methodology, and are included in the Statements 

of Significance where relevant.  If a place is known to be of international or 

national importance under any of the criterion, this is noted in the statement of 

significance.  For example the Town Hall statement of significance discusses 

its international importance for the acoustic properties of the main auditorium 

under the technological and craftsmanship criterion.   

 

5.30 However, I acknowledge that the thresholds for overall significance as they are 

currently worded could be interpreted as excluding items of being national of 

international overall significance, or indicating that there are not items in the 

district which meet this significance.  To address these issues, I suggest 

amending the wording of the last three thresholds for both overall 

"significance" and overall "high significance" to add "and/or New Zealand, 

and/or to the World" as shown in the table below (with added text shown in red 

italics): 

 

 Thresholds for Overall "Significance" Thresholds for Overall "High 
Significance" 

1 The item meets the thresholds for one or more 
of the criteria at the significant or high level 
AND  

The item meets the thresholds for one or more of 
the criteria at a high level, AND  

2 Has overall heritage value that means it is of 
significance to the Christchurch District 
(Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) and/or to 
New Zealand and/or to the World  because it 
conveys aspects of its contextual/ thematic 
development and thereby contributes to its 
sense of place and identity, AND; 

Has overall heritage value that means it is of high 
significance to the Christchurch District 
(Christchurch and Banks Peninsula), and/or to 
New Zealand and/or to the World  because it 
conveys important aspects of its contextual/ 

thematic development and thereby makes an 
important contribution to its sense of place and 

identity, AND; 
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3 Has sufficiently credible and truthful evidence 
(documentary and physical fabric) (see 
ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 definition 
for authenticity)15 to justify that it is of overall 
significance to the Christchurch District and/or 
to New Zealand and/or to the World, AND; 

Has strongly credible and truthful evidence 

(documentary and physical fabric) (see ICOMOS 
definition for authenticity) to justify that it is of 
overall high significance to the Christchurch 
District and/or to New Zealand and/or to the 
World, AND; 

4 Overall the item is sufficiently whole or intact 
including its meaning and sense of place as 
well as physical fabric to clearly demonstrate it 
is of significance to the Christchurch District 
and/or to New Zealand and/or to the World  
(see ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 
definition for Integrity).16  

Overall the item is particularly whole or intact 

including its meaning and sense of place as well 
as physical fabric to strongly and clearly 

demonstrate it is of high significance (see 
ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 definition for 
Integrity) to the Christchurch District and/or to New 
Zealand and/or to the World. 

 

5.31 This would not change any of the existing assessments or require 

reassessments to be undertaken.  Note the geographical range has been 

extended for both Significant Items and High Significance Items to include 

importance to the District, Nation and World.  I do not consider it appropriate 

that High Significance be restricted to places of national and international 

significance as this would exclude items of great importance to the District 

which did not have international or national significance. National or 

international significance is arrived at by comparative analysis.  UNESCO 

World Heritage listing would certainly be an indicator of overall international 

significance.       

 

The appropriateness of categorisation of heritage items into two groups 

 

5.32 The Crown (#3721, pages 70 and 91) seek the amendment of Clause 

9.3.2.3(b) to reflect use of a single heritage category, on the basis that there is 

not sufficient distinction in the rules framework to warrant more than one 

group, and considering the high level of significance of all remaining heritage.  

The Crown consider a single category with a matter of discretion referring to 

the "Statement of Significance" is more appropriate. 

 

5.33 In my view, it is appropriate to distinguish in the Statements of Significance 

those items of high value which have particular importance to the city and high 

integrity and authenticity, as a subset of the items which have met the 

threshold for listing.   

 

                                                   
15  Authenticity means the credibility or truthfulness of the surviving evidence and knowledge of the cultural heritage value of 

a place. Relevant evidence includes form and design, substance and fabric, technology and craftsmanship, location and 
surroundings, context and setting, use and function, traditions, spiritual essence, and sense of place, and includes 
tangible and intangible values. Assessment of authenticity is based on identification and analysis of relevant evidence 
and knowledge, and respect for its cultural context (ICOMOS New Zealand Charter, 2010).  

16  Integrity means the wholeness or intactness of a place, including its meaning and sense of place, and all the tangible and 
intangible attributes and elements necessary to express its cultural heritage value (ICOMOS New Zealand Charter, 
2010).  
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5.34 Identifying which items are of higher significance than others can enable 

prioritization of available resources as needed for efforts to retain items, and to 

allocate funding.  

 

5.35 I consider that all heritage items regardless of their grouping should be offered 

adequate protection of heritage values, in particular from demolition.  

 

The approach to determining the extent of heritage settings around a heritage 

item 

 

R and L Holloway (#3214) 

 

5.36 R and L Holloway (#3214) consider that Heritage Settings in general should be 

excluded from the Plan.   

 

5.37 I consider it is necessary to provide for the identification and protection of 

heritage settings in the pRDP.  The area surrounding a listed heritage item, 

including the spatial organisation, views and natural and physical features, 

make an important contribution to the heritage values of the item. These 

aspects can contribute to the understanding of that item, its history and its 

design.   

 

5.38 Best practice and current legislation provides an imperative to consider and 

protect items in their context, as a whole place.  There is a clear legislative 

direction in the RMA to recognise and provide for the protection of historic 

heritage as a section 6 Matter of National Importance. As defined in section 2 

of the RMA, "Historic Heritage" includes "surroundings associated with the 

natural and physical resources".17 

 

5.39 The CRPS requires the recognition and provision for historic buildings and 

their surrounds in a manner that is sensitive to their historic values (Policy 

13.3.4).   

 

5.40 International best practice and charters favour the understanding and listing of 

heritage items within their context rather than in isolation.  The importance of 

settings is noted in the Venice Charter (1964), is recognised in the UNESCO 

World Heritage Convention (1972) and the World Heritage Operational 

                                                   
17  RMA, section 2, Historic Heritage definition (b)(iv).  
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Guidelines, and in the Xi’an Declaration on the Conservation of the Setting of 

Heritage Structures, Sites and Areas, 2005.   

 

5.41 The ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 defines setting18 and states in Article 

9: 

 

Where the setting of a place is integral to its cultural heritage value, that setting 

should be conserved with the place itself… 

 

5.42 Heritage New Zealand Guidance (2007) defines surroundings associated with 

any historic heritage as an area of land (including land covered by water) 

surrounding a place, site or area of heritage significance which is essential for 

retaining and interpreting the place's heritage significance.  Examples given 

are viewshafts of a prominent historic building or site, designed landscapes 

and historic gardens surrounding a building and green space around a historic 

battle site.  The HNZPT Standard
19

 (2011) is for District Plan heritage 

schedules to include a listed setting or surroundings.   

 

5.43 In conclusion I am not in agreement with the submission to remove all settings 

from the pRDP because of the legislative and best practice imperatives to 

provide for their protection.    

 

HNZPT (#3674)  

 

5.44 HNZPT (#3674) seek
20

 a review of the settings to "ensure that non-

contributing items are not captured unduly by the plan".  I do not agree that a 

review is needed because the use of aerial mapping enables listed heritage 

items to be specifically identified where only one of several buildings on a 

property may be the subject of the heritage listing.  Any buildings located 

within settings which are not identified as heritage items in the aerial mapping 

                                                   
18  “…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 use 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.”  
(ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010). 

19
  National Assessment of RMA Policy and Plan Heritage Provisions, New Zealand Historic Places Trust Pouhere Taonga, 

2011.  
20  A number of further submissions were received in support of this submission: (#FS5013, University of Canterbury; 

#FS5016, Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust Board; #FS5018, Canterbury Museum Trust Board; #FS5024, Christchurch 
Polytechnic Institute of Technology; #FS5049, Orion New Zealand Limited; Church Property Trustees, #FS5040; Lyttelton 
Port Company, #FS5046;  Rangi Ruru Girls School (#FS5057). 
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are non-contributing items and therefore will not be impacted by the 

provisions.   

  

5.45 HNZPT (#3674) seek to "adopt those settings identified, where the setting can 

be demonstrated to contribute to the heritage value of the item" and in a 

closely related submission seek the revision of Appendices 9.3.6 "to ensure 

that the settings are of an appropriate size and layout to ensure that the setting 

as identified contributes to the heritage values of the heritage item".  Further 

submitters21 consider that many of the identified heritage settings are too large 

and include areas which are not essential for retaining and interpreting the 

heritage significance of the associated Heritage item.   

 

5.46 I can confirm that identified settings in the pRDP have been assessed as 

contributing to the heritage value of the item in the Statement of Significance 

principally under the "Contextual" criterion.  

 

5.47 The definition of Heritage Setting in the pRDP outlines what has been 

considered when settings have been identified and their extent mapped.22  

 

5.48 I am not in agreement with these submission points as I consider that apart 

from the settings I have concluded should be amended in my discussion of site 

specific submissions at section 12 below, all settings as mapped in the pRDP 

are appropriate and contribute to the heritage value of the item. I consider 

those settings are of an appropriate size and layout to ensure that the setting 

as identified contributes to the heritage values of the heritage item and to 

accurately delineate the spatial context of the heritage item. 

 

5.49 The Operative District Plans focus regulation on the "site" of listed heritage 

items.  This can mean that very large land parcels or groups of parcels are 

impacted by consent requirements for new buildings.  The replacement of 

"site" with Heritage Setting in the pRDP provides the opportunity to tailor the 

area of setting to the area which contributes to the heritage value of the item, 

and in some cases this is significantly smaller than the "site" in the Operative 

Plans.  Therefore consenting is reduced in so far as the area affected by the 

setting.   

 

                                                   
21  Church Property Trustees, #FS5040.30; Church Property Trustees and Alpine Presbytery (#FS5023). 
22  Proposed Chapter 2: Definitions (stage 3).  
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The Crown (#3721) 

 

5.50 The Crown (#3721) submit that the mapped settings should encompass the 

entire area around and/or adjacent to a place of cultural value which forms the 

spatial context of the place or is in association with the place. 

 

5.51 In most cases, the immediate land parcel or parcels in the same ownership 

contain the area which forms the setting for the item.  This is because the 

current land parcel has remained the same over time, or because historical 

changes in ownership of land previously associated with heritage items usually 

results in a visual change and physical separation of the adjacent land parcels 

through landscaping, fencing and development.      

 

5.52 Settings have been extended adjacent to a heritage item in some instances 

where the road reserve in Council ownership is considered to contribute to the 

heritage value of an item (eg Bridge of Remembrance extension down Cashel 

Street to recognise historical processional aspect and views).   

 

5.53 I do not agree with the submission to extend settings into adjacent land 

parcels in different ownership, other than as identified above for road reserve 

because I do not consider this is justified for any of the settings for scheduled 

Items in terms of their significance.   

 

Whether interiors of heritage items should be included in listings, and whether 

parts of interiors that are significant should be specifically identified in the 

listings in the Schedule 

 

5.54 I consider it a vital aspect of heritage protection to protect the interiors of 

heritage items.  I note that interiors have been listed in the Operative City 

Christchurch plan for 20 years.  It is best practice heritage management to 

recognise and protect the whole of a building or place where it remains intact, 

rather than to specify certain parts of it for protection and not others. The 

exterior of a building only tells us part of the story of its heritage values (largely 

the architectural, aesthetic, technological and craftsmanship values). Whereas, 

the interior can illustrate how people lived, worshipped or worked through the 

room layouts and finishes and embody important historical, social and cultural 

values.  
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5.55 The approach of including the whole of the building, including the interior and 

fixtures, is supported by the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010, which 

states the following in relation to "Fixtures, fittings, and contents" (Article 13):   

 

Fixtures, fittings, and contents that are integral to the cultural heritage 

value of a place should be 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.  

 

Conservation of any such material should involve specialist conservation 

expertise appropriate to the material. Where it is necessary to remove 

any such material, it should be recorded, retained, and protected, until 

such time as it can be reinstated. 

 

5.56 The definition of "Fabric" in the ICOMOS Charter is as follows:  

 

Fabric means all the physical material of a place, including subsurface 

material, structures, and interior and exterior surfaces including the 

patina of age; and including fixtures and fittings, and gardens and 

plantings. 

 

5.57 I consider this approach is also supported by the Australian Burra Charter 

2013, which defines "Fabric" in Article 1.3 as meaning all the physical material 

of the place including elements, fixtures, contexts and objects. The 

Explanatory notes to Article 1.3 state "fabric includes building interiors". The 

HNZPT Sustainable Management of Historic Heritage Guide No. 3 District 

Plans, 3 August 2007 states: "in relation to historic buildings, the extent of the 

listed item should generally include the whole legal property and the entire 

building."  In addition, I note that Historic England listed buildings include the 

whole of the building, including the interior and fixtures. 

 

5.58 Further to this, I note that not all interior fabric is necessarily heritage fabric or 

of heritage value.  Many buildings - particularly dwellings and commercial 

buildings - have has the interiors changed over time.  Whilst some of these 

changes can contribute to the heritage values of the item, other changes result 

in the introduction of new materials which are of no heritage value - such as 

modern kitchen and bathroom fitouts.  I do not consider it appropriate to 
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require the same level of protection for non-heritage fabric as for heritage 

fabric.   

 

HNZPT (#3764) 

 

5.59 HNZPT (#3764, page 19) seek that "all definitions and rules relating to interiors 

are reviewed to ensure that only where they have been identified in the 

statements of significance, appropriate protection measures are in place…"  

HNZPT are concerned to ensure that only interiors which have been identified 

and assessed for significance are protected.  They state in their submission 

that where interiors have been identified and assessed as being significant, it 

is appropriate that rules provide for their protection and assessment.  

 

5.60 Interiors have been assessed based on a combination of site inspections over 

time, photographs and documentation on file, including resource consent files.  

Every statement of significance for buildings discusses and assesses the 

interior of the item along with the rest of the item and a summary of key interior 

features are identified.  The importance of addressing interiors in the 

statements of significance was a focus of peer reviewing of the statements of 

significance which ensured they were given due consideration in the 

assessment process in order to justify their identification and protection.  

Therefore in my view, interiors have been identified and assessed and are 

adequately addressed in the Statements of Significance, in order to justify the 

identification and protection of heritage Items as a whole.   

 

6. ISSUE 4(D): SHOULD A 'DATE FIELD' AND SPECIFIC SECTIONS FOR INTERIORS 

BE INCLUDED IN THE SCHEDULE? 

 

Date Field 

 

6.1 A submitter and further submitter have requested that the date field be 

reinstated to Appendices 9.3.6.1.1 —9.3.6.1.3.
23

   I consider it is unnecessary 

to reinstate the date field in the Appendices because all relevant dates are 

included in the statement of significance for each heritage item which is 

publicly accessible online.  Furthermore, the full extent of heritage items is 

shown spatially in the heritage aerial maps, which in my view is far clearer 

than any indication of extent of scheduling by date information.  Through the 

                                                   
23  HNZPT, #3674; University of Canterbury, #FS5013.  
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recent process of research and reassessment of all listed heritage items, our 

understanding of the dates of construction of some items has changed from 

those dates in the operative District Plans schedules.  Due to the ongoing 

nature of research, it is likely there will be further updates to this information.  

Therefore I disagree with the submissions seeking this change.        

 

Should specific sections for interiors be included in the schedule?  

 

6.2 HNZPT (#3674) seek the addition of a column to Appendix 9.3.6.1 to identify 

where the interior of an item is protected.   

 

6.3 Although as noted above the methodology ensured all interiors have been 

assessed and are included in the listing for all items except where only parts of 

the building are specified, in response to this submission and for clarity I do 

not have any objection to adding a column in the schedule to note where the 

interior is assessed and included.  

 

7. DISTINCTION WITHIN THE POLICY FRAMEWORK AND RULES FOR ITEMS OF 

HIGH SIGNIFICANCE (GROUP 1) AND SIGNIFICANT (GROUP 2) 

 

Issue 4(h) Do the policies for heritage items and heritage settings adequately 

distinguish between why items have been assessed to be High Significance 

(Group 1) and Significant (Group 2)? 

 

7.1 The policy which addresses this (9.3.3.2 in the 4 November 2015 Revised 

Proposal) will need to reflect the assessment methodology outlined at section 

5, and in particular paragraphs 5.19 to 5.23, which I consider clearly 

distinguishes between the two groups.   

 

8. PROVISIONS FOR HERITAGE ITEMS AND SETTINGS 

 

Issue 4(n) To what extent are the provisions for the management of heritage 

items appropriate, and sufficiently enabling?  

 

8.1 In this section of my evidence I will address the effects and risks of relocation 

on heritage items, and what may need to be managed to adequately protect 

heritage fabric and values from relocation.  I will also consider best practice 

guidance on relocation, in particular the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010.  
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I will go on to address the provisions related to alteration of Open Space 

Heritage Items and cemeteries.  

 

Relocation 

 

Best Practice Guidance  

 

8.2 The ICOMOS Charter states that relocation is not a conservation process, and 

“The on-going association or a structure or feature of cultural heritage value 

with its location, site, curtilage, and setting is essential to its authenticity and 

integrity” (Article 10). I note that authenticity and integrity are two of the three 

thresholds for determining whether the heritage significance of an item is 

sufficient to justify its protection in the Plan.  The Charter goes on to state that 

“in exceptional circumstances, a structure of cultural heritage value may be 

relocated if its current site is in imminent danger, and if all other means of 

retaining the structure in its current location have been exhausted.”   

 

Effects of Relocation on Heritage Values  

 

8.3 A building can be reduced in heritage value with relocation.  Relocation largely 

maintains tangible values but causes loss of contextual value and some 

intangible, associative values.  Relocation can negatively impact a building's 

historical and social, and landmark heritage value due to the disassociation 

from the original location or context.  Architectural, artistic, technological and 

craftsmanship value can usually be largely retained with the removal and 

relocation.   

 

8.4 Since the earthquakes, and in the context of the rebuild of the city, our 

remaining heritage buildings in their original locations take on additional 

significance to the community as cultural markers and reference points.  

Contextual significance can be significantly affected by relocation. If the site 

the building has been relocated to is however appropriate in that it provides a 

similar context, impacts of relocation on heritage value can be reduced.  Some 

timber buildings have a history of relocation which then becomes part of their 

heritage value, in which case further relocations, depending on the new 

context they are relocated to, may not have the same potential for adverse 

effects.   
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8.5 Relocation of an item within its setting has significantly less potential for 

adverse effects than when it is relocated off site, as the context is maintained.  

Relocation of an item within its setting is sometimes necessary to enable the 

repair of earthquake damaged foundations, such as has happened with the 

house at 60 Glandovey Road.   

 

Effects of relocation on heritage fabric  

 

8.6 Relocation within or off the site has potential to cause physical damage to 

buildings, particularly those which are damaged or in poor condition, or those 

which have delicate features such as stained glass windows.  Bracing, 

securing and removal of elements is often necessary to prepare a building for 

relocation and this as well as the relocation itself can adversely affect heritage 

fabric.  Because of this it is important that heritage advice is part of the 

process and that adequate temporary protection is provided for prior to 

relocation, ideally through a Temporary Protection Plan.
24

  

 

8.7 Timber frame buildings are usually relatively easily relocated with little impact 

on heritage fabric provided temporary protection is adequate.  Relocation of 

brick and stone buildings requires them to be disassembled and then 

reconstructed on the new site, which is highly intrusive and is likely to result in 

the loss of technological and craftsmanship values associated with the original 

construction, even if the stones are numbered in order that they may be 

repositioned in their original locations on the building.          

 

Open Space Heritage Items - Alterations 

 

8.8 Alpine Presbytery, Church Property Trustees, and The Roman Catholic Bishop 

of the Diocese of Christchurch (#3670, page 6) seek to delete some parts of 

the definition of Alteration of a Heritage Item; in particular the parts relating to 

modification of landscaping layout, removal and transplanting of mature trees 

and new planting on or adjoining cemetery plots in heritage items which are 

open space items. 

 

                                                   
24  A Temporary Protection Plan (TPP) is a plan that identifies potential risks and outlines measures to reduce the potential 

for damage to the heritage item during works or relocation. It also identifies monitoring methods to be used during the 
course of the building works or relocation. A TPP results from consultation between members of the construction, project 
management team, a heritage consultant and the Council..  Christchurch City Council Heritage Information Leaflet no.14, 
Temporary Protection of Heritage Items.   
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8.9 The key for these Open Space Heritage Items is to manage change which will 

remove or impact on heritage fabric or values, as you would for a building.  

The types of features which make up the heritage fabric of an open space are 

outlined in the definitions of alteration and heritage fabric.  Other activities with 

potential to impact on heritage values and value are outlined below.  

 

8.10 Planting on or adjoining cemetery plots with headstones and grave surrounds 

can obscure and cause damage to heritage fabric.  

 

8.11 The landscaping layout of paths and circulation are often part of the design of 

an Open Space Heritage item, in a similar way to the architectural design or 

layout of a building, and their alteration can impact on heritage values.  

 
8.12 In terms of the definition of "alteration to a heritage item" (h), rather than being 

important to manage all "mature trees", it is more important to ensure that 

removal of trees with heritage value are managed. Not all mature trees within 

an Open Space Heritage Item will be of heritage value.  The removal of mature 

trees with no heritage value will not impact on the heritage values of the 

scheduled Item. I consider the definition could be amended to provide for this. 

 

8.13 I note there is a need for the heritage provisions for Open Space Heritage 

Items to allow for the removal of diseased trees, trees at the end of their lives, 

and trees which are causing damage to headstones or grave surrounds. 

 
8.14 In the case of necessary removal of trees of heritage value, some control is 

needed over which species and size of tree is planted in its place, and to 

determine if indeed it is appropriate to undertake replacement planting.  In 

some cases it may be appropriate to accept the loss of the tree and not put 

one in its place.  If the loss resulted in a gap in an avenue of trees then a 

replacement of a large sized tree of the same species would be necessary to 

maintain heritage values.   

 

8.15 There is potential from my perspective to consider the merits of an alternative 

to the resource consent process, for example where an arborist has certified 

that trees are diseased, aged or damaged to the extent that they are 

dangerous or should be removed.  This would need to be coupled with an 

assessment from a landscape historian or historian, or an approved 

independent heritage assessment document such as a conservation plan or 

similar. Another option for open space items which have ongoing maintenance 
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work which may involve the removal of trees, would be to obtain a 

conservation plan, and apply for a global consent for the works therein.  A 

global consent with associated conservation plan is in place for Barbadoes 

Street and Addington Cemeteries.  

 

8.16 When installing new vehicle access or pathways, there is potential to damage 

the roots of trees of heritage value depending on where they are located in 

relation to the root zone.  

 
Cemeteries – Alteration 

 

8.17 The Council's submission (#3723.2) – regarding alteration in cemeteries seeks 

to amend the definition of Alteration to a Heritage item to exclude new or 

replacement headstones, plaques or panels in church graveyards and 

cemeteries other than closed cemeteries.  In my opinion, this amendment will 

reduce consenting requirements for new burials and cremations in church 

graveyards and open cemeteries which are heritage items.   

 

8.18 In closed cemeteries (such as Barbadoes Street and Addington Cemetery 

which consist largely of historic headstones) new modern headstones have 

potential to adversely impact on the heritage values of the cemetery, therefore 

control around the materials and design is desirable in order to minimise those 

potential impacts.  

 

8.19 Cemeteries which are still open, and church graveyards which are essentially 

open cemeteries
25

 usually have a distinct older historic section where early 

graves are located.  As the cemeteries have expanded over time, large (more 

recent) parts of them are characterised by modern headstones.  It is unlikely 

that new headstones will be going into the older parts of these cemeteries 

alongside the early headstones, as a burial in the older sections is likely to be 

in a family plot, and there may be an inscription added or a plaque added to 

the existing headstone.  This has low potential for adverse effects on heritage 

values.   

 

                                                   
25

  Cemetery as defined in the pRDP includes closed cemeteries and does not include church graveyards.  Closed 
cemeteries are also separately defined.  Church graveyards are not defined in the pRDP.    
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9. SUBMISSIONS SEEKING DE-LISTINGS  

 

9.1 As an introductory comment, I note that in addition to submissions seeking de-

listings, which I address below, there are a large number of submission points 

in support of listings that have been included in the pRDP.  For ease of 

reference, I have attached a table setting out these submissions in Appendix 

C.  

 

Elmwood Park, 83 Heaton Street, Christchurch - Heritage Item no. 243 

 

9.2 The Elmwood Club Inc. oppose the listing of Elmwood Park (Subs #3682; 

#FS5019) in order to enable the recovery and development of shared 

community facilities, and on the basis that the listing does not clearly describe 

or define the elements that necessitate protection.  The submission goes on to 

identify some factual corrections needed to the statement of significance.  I 

note this park is owned by the Council who have not opposed the listing.  I 

disagree with this submission as I consider the park meets the threshold for 

heritage listing.   

 

9.3 Elmwood Park is of overall significance to Christchurch, including Banks 

Peninsula.                                                                                                                                                                      

The park has historical and social significance due to its association with the 

Rhodes family, its acquisition by the city for use as a suburban park, and its 

development from a private estate to a public park by James Young, Curator 

of the Christchurch Botanic Gardens and Superintendent of Reserves.  The 

grounds of Elmwood Park were originally part of the Rhodes estate; the 

residence known as Elmwood was on the site now occupied by the Heaton 

Normal Intermediate School and the park occupied the former estate's 

extensive garden and orchard.  James Young, Curator of the Christchurch 

Botanic Gardens and Superintendent of Reserves was responsible for the 

overall park layout and his early plant selections for the park included Plane, 

Horse chestnut and white beam. In addition a number of large lime trees were 

transplanted from St Albans Park.  

 

9.4 I have drafted amendments to the statement of significance (Appendix D) to 

correct the factual changes as pointed out in the submission.  Additional 

information has been obtained since the statement was written on the dates of 
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the buildings within the park and these are also added to the amended 

statement of significance.   

 

9.5 If the listing is not deleted, the submitter seeks to amend the heritage listing 

(Heaton Street - Elmwood Park - Heritage ID 243) to ensure it is accurate and 

consistent across Appendix 9.3.6.1.1, Planning Maps 31 and H6 and Heritage 

Aerial Map 243.  The submission has highlighted an error in the schedule 

which includes 83D Heaton Street as an address for Elmwood Park.  This is 

intentionally excluded from the heritage item outline as this area known as the 

urban beach is not part of the listing.  Therefore I accept the alternative relief in 

part to amend the schedule address by deleting 83D Heaton Street to align 

with the mapping.    

 

Dwelling, 16 Aubrey Street, Akaroa - Heritage Item no 1037 

 

9.6 This submission by Rosemary Lyon, owner, seeks the removal of the dwelling 

at 16 Aubrey Street from the heritage schedule and heritage aerial map
26

.  I 

visited the property on 6
th
 November 2015.  The submission claims that the 

dwelling "does not meet the criteria (sic) of importance to the district described 

in Policy 9.3.2.3 to warrant listing".  I consider that the statement of 

significance is valid, however I note that earthquake damage and repairs have 

not been acknowledged in the statement of significance - the chimney has 

been removed above roof level, and a new log burner installed within the 

fireplace.  A new retaining wall has also recently been built in front of the pre-

existing one.  These changes do not impact on the heritage significance 

assessment. The Statement of Significance can be updated to reflect this 

recent change. 

 

9.7 The submission claims the property does not demonstrate connections or links 

to the past owners.  Historical and social value is often an intangible 

association - the history of ownership links the dwelling to past owners such as 

Robert Bayley and his wife Elsie; Henry Robinson or James and Annie 

Rhodes.  The submission claims no cultural or spiritual values.  I agree there 

are no spiritual values.  The dwelling has cultural value in terms of the 

definition of the criterion - on account of the retention of much of its early form 

and fabric, and the distinct early addition (c1910s) I consider that the house 

demonstrates the way of life and changing needs of these early owners.   

                                                   
26

  Rosemary Lyon, #3625.01 - #3625.04, page 1.  
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9.8 The submission claims "the property has no unique or special architectural and 

aesthetic values that warrant protection because of their obvious district 

importance."  It notes that its features are exceptionally common.  This criteria 

does not require a building to be unique or special.  The dwelling fulfils this 

criteria as it demonstrates the stylistic characteristics of the two main periods 

in which it was built - c1880 (colonial) and c1910 (early bungalow - the porch 

and the bay window to the north).  The submission claims the technology and 

craftsmanship is "very common and unexceptional."  I consider that the 

dwelling demonstrates a good quality of craftsmanship for the period, and that 

it illustrates the nature and use of materials, finishes and construction 

methods, on account of its retention of much of its early fabric.    

 

9.9 Although the dwelling has more modern dwellings in the immediate vicinity in 

Aubrey Street, as noted in the submission, I consider it has contextual 

significance for its garden setting, and its relationship to the wider group of 

colonial timber dwellings.  Concrete paths and a new concrete retaining wall 

have been installed relatively recently, however the dwelling and setting met 

the archaeological and scientific criterion as they have potential to provide 

archaeological evidence relating to past construction methods and materials 

and human activity on the site - considering the building retains much of its 

early fabric and there is no record of the site having been significantly 

excavated.   

 

9.10 I note that the owner, Rosemary Lyon appears to have diligently maintained 

the property to a very high standard during her ownership of the past 20 years.  

Ms Lyon in her submission anticipates that she may need to modernise the 

house as she grows older.  I consider that the historic heritage provisions 

would not prevent her from doing this.  The plan provisions anticipate change 

to heritage buildings (9.3.2.7 Policy – Ongoing, Viable Use of Heritage Items 

and Heritage Settings - i, v, vii).   

 

9.11 Ms Lyon also expressed concern about the expense associated with having a 

scheduled heritage item due to consenting requirements.  I note that repair 

and maintenance are permitted activities requiring no resource consent, and 

also draw attention to 9.3.2.11 Policy - Incentives and Assistance for Historic 

Heritage, and the Heritage Incentive Grants available to owners of scheduled 

heritage items.  I understand from discussions with Ms Lyon that she 
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potentially would like to build a new dwelling within the setting - to the North.  A 

new dwelling in this location, depending on its size and design, has potential to 

adversely impact on the heritage listed dwelling.  The dwelling has two 

principal facades - the east facing frontage with the verandah extending across 

it, and the north frontage which features the central gabled entrance porch and 

bay window.   Any new building would need to be carefully designed to ensure 

minimum impact on the heritage values and amenity values (eg sunlight) of the 

heritage dwelling, and the retention of the heritage listing with associated rules 

in the pRDP will enable this to be considered.   

  

Former Bishops Residence, Bishopspark, 100 Park Terrace, Christchurch - 

Heritage Item no 436 

  

9.12 Anglican Living, (#3349) supported by a further submission from Church 

Property Trustees and Alpine Presbytery (#FS5023) seeks the removal of 

heritage item number 436 from the schedule.  I accept this submission as the 

item has been demolished pursuant to a section 38 notice of the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Act 2011.   

 

Landsdowne Stables, Old Tai Tapu Road, Christchurch - heritage item no 1363, 

heritage setting no 629 

 

9.13 The submission by Trevor John Burt and Fiona Leigh Glassey (#3647, page 2) 

seeks the removal of the heritage item and setting, as the building has 

suffered considerable damage in the Christchurch Earthquakes, and has been 

deemed uneconomic to repair by their insurance company.    

 

9.14 This was a new addition to the heritage listings, resulting from the requirement 

to have regard to the HNZPT List of Historic Places.  HNZPT have supported 

the listing (#3674). 

 

9.15 I undertook a site visit on 5 November 2015.  I observed the stables are of 

stone construction on the ground floor and timber construction on the first 

floor.  There is only one corner (south east) consisting of original stonework 

which remains standing. The rest that is standing was rebuilt in the 1980s.  

The riverstone cobble floor and timber stalls left are intact. The upper floor 

remains intact, but is of uncertain date.  The most original timber wall is on the 

east end, above where the area of original stone wall is still standing.  The 
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interior of the upper floor is very intact.  The Statement of Significance rested 

heavily on the early build, the use of stone for the lower and timber for the 

upper floor, and the uncommon use of stone for a stables, and the technology 

and craftsmanship of the stonework, but the stone walls have largely been 

rebuilt or fallen, and the upper floor is of unknown date.  The use of stone also 

provided a link with the old Landsdowne homestead and also conveyed the 

wealth of the owner and proximity to Halswell Quarry.     

 

9.16 Based on the site visit I undertook a review of the statement of significance 

(Appendix E) to more accurately reflect the extent of loss and damage caused 

by the Canterbury Earthquakes.    

 

9.17 I recommend that the building be delisted on account of it not meeting the 

threshold for integrity - particularly in terms of its intactness and the reduced 

ability for it to convey its heritage values.   Ms Jennifer May peer reviewed this 

revised statement along with the photographs I provided to her, and agreed 

with the revised statement.   

 

9.18 Therefore I agree with this submission to delist the Landsdowne Stables and 

setting. 

 

Former Millers Factory Building, 558 Wairakei Road, Christchurch - Heritage Item 

no 1347, heritage setting no 593 

 

9.19 The Tait Foundation and Tait Limited (#3707) seek the removal of the heritage 

item and setting in the schedule and maps.  This is supported by The New 

Zealand Manufacturers & Exporters Association (#3634).  The submitter also 

seeks amendment of the statement of significance by deleting reference to 

those significant attributes that do not exist, including archaeological, cultural 

and spiritual attributes; that an additional column be added to Appendix 

9.3.6.1.1 titled "heritage fabric"; and that the entry for Heritage item 1347 be 

amended to include the following in the new "heritage fabric" column: 

 

(I) That part of the original circular saw shape of the exterior of the building 

that is unmodified as at 25 July 2015.   

 

9.20 I undertook a site visit to the property on 2 October 2015.  I reviewed the 

statement of significance and the extent of the heritage setting in light of the 

site visit and the submission.  My changes are reflected in the attached 
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statement of significance (Appendix F) and revised setting map (Appendix 

G).  Largely the changes in the statement provide further evidence to justify 

the significance ratings under the criteria.  Detail has also been added to more 

accurately reflect the integrity of the building and the extent of alterations.  I 

consider that although the building is of high historical and social and 

architectural and aesthetic significance, it does not meet the threshold for high 

integrity due to the extent of the changes, and therefore I have reassessed it 

as being Significant (Group 2).   

 

9.21 I note there is more heritage fabric that exists in the building than its circular 

saw shape - this is clearly outlined in the statement of significance.  The 

approach to listings is to include whole building except when it is clearly known 

that none remains such as with a façade - refer to methodology evidence 

above. This approach has been supported by Ian & Lynne Lochhead (#3633) 

who are opposed in principle to the listing of parts of buildings.  

 

9.22 I note the building is one of 22 Christchurch buildings, eight of which have 

been demolished, in Long Live the Modern New Zealand's New Architecture 

1904-1984, Julia Gatley, 2008, a publication which identifies buildings which 

are considered to be integral to New Zealand architecture of the twentieth 

century.    

 

MED Substations, Ferry Road, Gasson Street, Miller Street, Woodard Terrace, 

Retreat Road, Linwood Avenue, Christchurch  

 

9.23 Orion (#3720) opposed the listing of a number of substations - heritage items 

201, 600, 489, 207, 544 and 624 and their associated settings from the 

schedule and maps.  Orion have since advised (email from Penny Lemon, 

23.11.2015) that they no longer wish to pursue the delistings, but rather they 

would pursue the alternative relief of exemptions for works to electrical 

equipment within the six listed Orion heritage buildings associated with the 

replacement, repair, maintenance and minor upgrading of the electricity 

distribution network.   

 

9.24 In the case of the substations, the heritage listings are only concerned with the 

building envelope - the listing does not apply to electrical equipment within the 

buildings.  Therefore there is minimal potential for adverse effects on heritage 

fabric or values of changes required to upgrade the electricity network.  The 
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alternative relief will be addressed further in the evidence of Ms Caroline 

Rachlin.   

 

Karaweko and Setting and Te Whare Karakia o Onuku, Onuku, Banks Peninsula 

 

9.25 Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu submitted to remove Karaweko and Setting 

(Heritage item no 1174, heritage setting no 152) and Te Whare Karakia o 

Onuku and Setting (Heritage item no 683, heritage setting no 500) from the 

Schedule and maps (#3722).  I received an email on 4 November from Tanya 

Stevens, Senior Environmental Advisor – Planning Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 

advising she had been in conversation with the Ōnuku Runanga and that they 

are not going to progress those two submission points. 

 

High Street Triangles  

 

9.26 The Carter Group Ltd (#3602) seeks to remove all the High Street Triangles 

(Heritage Items 1359, 1281, 1362, 1279, 272, 1282, 1362 and their settings 

from the schedule and maps out of concern that adjacent developments would 

be affected by the rules.  I disagree with this submission, as I consider the 

High Street Triangles to meet the threshold for listing.   

 

9.27 The High Street Triangles are the five reserves formed by High Street crossing 

Colombo, Cashel, Lichfield and Tuam Streets. High Street was plotted on the 

1849-50 city grid by Edward Jollie in order to allow direct access to the 

Sumner, Lyttelton and Ferrymead areas. The formation of the triangles was a 

result of the development of a roadway to connect the city to Sumner creating 

a diagonal across a grid layout. Originally the triangles served as a location for 

essentials such as wells, water troughs and a taxi stand. In more recent times 

the triangles have converted to providing inner city recreational space with 

fountains, plantings and seating.  The heritage items in question are triangular 

reserves in Council ownership, and their settings are located in Road Reserve.  

There is no impact on adjacent owners in terms of the listing and the 

associated provisions.   

 

Dwelling 3 Rue Benoit, Akaroa  

 

9.28 Viewfield Trust (#3289) seeks the removal of 3 Rue Benoit (Heritage Item No 

1197) from the heritage schedule and maps.  The submitter claims this is a 
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new listing and does not accept that 'the property can be objectively assessed 

as distinctive or important in terms of the District'.  I consider that it was 

intended to be listed in the Operative BPDP, which lists 91 Rue Lavaud, Lots 

1& 2 DP 42595 as a Notable building.  The legal description covers both 91 

Rue Lavaud and 3 Rue Benoit.  In 1980 the property was subdivided into two 

sections, and a house was built on the previously vacant Rue Lavaud address 

in 1995.  Regardless of whether the dwelling is listed in the Operative plan, I 

consider that it meets the threshold for listing in the Historic Heritage schedule.  

 

9.29 The former Taylor residence has overall heritage significance to Banks 

Peninsula and Christchurch. It has historical significance for its association 

with prominent Akaroa business owner Thomas Taylor, who built the house in 

1910, and lived there until his death in 1948. T E Taylor was one of Akaroa's 

leading businessmen and identities for more than half a century, through the 

late Victorian and Edwardian periods into the interwar years.  In addition to his 

large shop on Beach Road - in effect Akaroa's 'department store', he also ran 

the Gaiety Theatre as a cinema for more than 30 years.  His former home at 3 

Rue Benoit is one of few large Edwardian homes in Akaroa.  It sits in the 

town's 'dress circle' above Beach Road along with other large homes of the 

town's leading early twentieth century citizens.  I consider 3 Rue Benoit to be 

of significance to the district for its association with Taylor, as one of the first 

homes in the town in the Arts and Crafts style, and as part of a small precinct 

of larger homes that indicate the lifestyle of the town's leading citizens in the 

early twentieth century. 

  

9.30 It is my opinion that 3 Rue Benoit has sufficient credible and truthful evidence, 

and sufficient intactness, to give it the degree of authenticity and integrity 

required to be of overall significance to the Christchurch district.  Changes to 

the building have been sympathetic and they are well-documented.  The 

modern additions are relatively small-scale (in relation to the large size of the 

house) and concealed at the rear.  There is sufficient of the original form, 

layout and detail remaining to allow the heritage values of the house to be 

expressed.  

 

9.31 Based on the statement of significance, extensive photographic record, and 

discussions with Gareth Wright regarding his site visit on 20 November 2015, I 

consider the dwelling at 3 Rue Benoit meets the threshold for listing as a 
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Significant heritage item (Group 2) and disagree with the submission to 

remove it from schedule of Historic Heritage Items.      

 

10. SUBMISSIONS SEEKING A CHANGE IN GROUPING 

 

Belfast Schoolhouse, 663 Main North Road, Christchurch 

 

10.1 Submissions by Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675) and Ian & Lynne 

Lochhead (#3633) seek to change this heritage item from Significant to High 

Significance, as it is a rare Gothic Revival style timber dwelling designed by 

Thomas Cane, is largely unmodified and shows the adaptation of the 19
th
 

Century ecclesiologically inspired parsonage house for use as a school 

masters dwelling.  The Statement of Significance has been reviewed in light of 

the submission, and has been amended accordingly (Appendix H).  The 

Statement of Significance, with additional information added, now states the 

building is of high historical/social, cultural/spiritual and architectural/aesthetic 

significance, and arrives at an overall high significance rating.  This revision 

has been supported by a peer reviewer - Ms Jennifer May .  Therefore I agree 

with these submissions.   

 

10.2 The Former School Master’s House has overall high significance to 

Christchurch, including Banks Peninsula as a 19
th
 century colonial 

schoolmaster’s house and for its association with the development of public 

schooling in New Zealand following the enactment of the Education Act of 

1877. The building has high historical and social significance as the 

schoolmaster’s house for the Belfast Community and as a building saved by 

public appeal for the historical social tangible contribution it made to the area.  

It has high cultural significance for its role within the early New Zealand 

Education system and the site of the Former Schoolmaster’s House has 

cultural and spiritual significance for Te Ngai Tuahuriri for its association with a 

traditional ara (pathway) that once linked Kaiapoi and Banks Peninsula.  

 

10.3 The Former Schoolmaster’s House has high architectural and aesthetic 

significance as an example of early Education Board architect Thomas Cane’s 

work and the typology of the schoolmaster’s house. The Former 

Schoolmaster’s House has high technological and craftsmanship significance 

for the information it may provide about nineteenth century colonial building 

methodologies, construction and materials and as an example of typical 19
th
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century colonial timber construction.  The contextual significance of the 

building is due to its siting on a major thoroughfare and position with the 

Kapuatohe Historic Reserve. The Former Schoolmaster’s House has 

archaeological significance given the date of its construction.  The site itself 

has the ability to provide information of human activity on the site, including 

that which occurred prior to 1900.  

 

Holy Trinity Avonside Lychgate, 20 Lychgate Close, Christchurch 

 

10.4 Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675) and Ian & Lynne Lochhead 

(#3633.60) submit that the lychgate should be rated as "high significance" as it 

is the most architecturally sophisticated example of its type in Canterbury; 

formed the model for subsequent designs such as the St Mary's Halswell 

lychgate; is the only remaining evidence of generous donations to the church 

by Mrs Jane Palairet; and is the sole surviving element of one of the most 

comprehensively designed and executed High Victorian ecclesiastical 

environments in Christchurch and New Zealand.   

 

10.5 I note the Holy Trinity Church was demolished as a result of the earthquakes.  

Dr Lochhead provided further information by email correspondence which 

notes that the lychgate is comparable in quality to the Gothic revival lychgates 

that one would find in the United Kingdom by leading architects from this time; 

that it is an outstanding example of Gothic Revival timberwork; that it is the 

most elaborate of Mountfort's lychgate designs (excluding the St Michael's 

belfry/lychgate); that the trefoil elements reference the Trinity, and are an 

example of architectural symbolism advocated by the Ecclesiological Society.   

 

10.6 As a noted architectural historian, I do not doubt Dr Lochhead's statements are 

accurate, however he does not provide further documentation to back up his 

statements, and I do not have the knowledge or access to documentation 

which can confirm his statements, such as a comparative analysis and 

thematic research of lychgates in Canterbury, and English precedents.  

Without this further information, I cannot support a change in the assessment 

to High Significance.   

 

10.7 The Lochhead submission also states apparent inconsistency as a reason to 

upgrade the lychgate to High significance - they consider that because the 

Holy Trinity graveyard is high significance, the lychgate should also be rated 
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as high significance. I do not consider the inconsistency between the rating of 

the associated graveyard and the lychgate to be sufficient reason in itself to 

justify the change in rating.  Each heritage item needs to be assessed on its 

own merits.   

 

10.8 Being the sole surviving element of what Dr Lochhead claims to be one of the 

most comprehensively designed and executed High Victorian ecclesiastical 

environments in Christchurch and New Zealand is also not reason enough to 

render the lychgate of high significance - without the church this claim to fame 

no longer remains.  The lychgate needs to be assessed in terms of the current 

situation, which is as a lychgate historically linked to the church which has 

been demolished, and which is associated with the churchyard.   

 

10.9 In order to determine whether the lychgate is of High significance rather than 

significant, I have assessed it against the thresholds for high significance.  I 

viewed the lychgate on 29 November 2015.  In my opinion the lychgate does 

not meet any of the criteria at the high significance level.  I do not consider the 

lychgate has high integrity - on site it was apparent to me that some 

modifications had been made to it over time.  I do not consider that the 

lychgate conveys important aspects of the thematic development of the 

Christchurch District.  I do not see it as being of equivalent significance as the 

Holy Trinity churchyard, which is rated High Significance.  Therefore I disagree 

with this submission.  

 

St Peter's Church Lychgate, 25 Yaldhurst Road 

 

10.10 Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675); Ian & Lynne Lochhead (#3633) 

submit that this lychgate should be raised from significant to high significance.  

The Lochhead submission claims it is inconsistent to rate the oldest heritage 

item of this interconnected group (Church, lychgate and churchyard) as merely 

'significant'. The Church and churchyard are rated High Significance.  I note 

that age is not a criterion or threshold for listing in itself, though this would be 

considered under the historical and social criterion, and items need to meet all 

thresholds for overall High significance to reach High Significance.   

 

10.11 The Lochheads’ submission also states that the lychgate 'documents, in its 

earliest form, the introduction of Gothic Revival church design in the city and in 

particular the adaptation of ecclesiological principles to timber church 
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construction' and that it is the "oldest surviving fragment of a parish church of 

any denomination in the city'. The submission also associates the adaptive 

reuse of the porch with the emergence of heritage preservation in New 

Zealand.    As above, I do not doubt Dr Lochhead's statements are accurate, 

however he does not provide further documentation to back up his statements, 

and I do not have the knowledge or access to documentation which can 

confirm his statements.  Only with caution and sufficient documentation have 

we made statements of rarity such as 'the oldest' in the statements of 

significance.  Often extensive research and comparative analysis is needed to 

make such claims and this was beyond the scope of work we could achieve or 

felt necessary to achieve within the timeframes for this District Plan Review.   

 

10.12 In order to determine whether the lychgate is of High significance rather than 

significant, I have assessed it against the thresholds for high significance.  The 

lychgate does not meet any of the criteria at the high significance level.  As a 

repurposed and relocated fragment of a now demolished 1858 church building 

I do not consider the lychgate has high integrity.  I do not consider that the 

lychgate conveys important aspects of the thematic development of the 

Christchurch District.  I do not see it as being of equivalent significance as St 

Peter's Church or churchyard, which are both rated High Significance.  

Therefore I disagree with this submission.  

 

Riccarton Grandstand and Teahouse 

 

10.13 The Canterbury Jockey Club submitted (#3414) the Grand National Stand 

(Heritage Item no 453) and Tea House (Heritage Item no 452) should be 

categorised as Significant (Group 2) rather than High Significance.  The 

submitter has now advised that they will not be pursuing a lowered group for 

the tea house (email from Nic Todd, Aecom, acting as the submitter's agent 

30.11.2015).  

 

10.14 I visited the site on 24 November 2015.  During the site visit I observed a high 

level of integrity in the Grand National Stand.  The building retains its original 

form, its structural system including the roof, windows, stairs (internal and 

external), handrails (internal and external), pressed metal ceiling, some 

internal timber doors, the interior layout and seating in the stand area.  It is 

evident that refurbishment was undertaken in the 1980s in some of the interior 

spaces, and on one level the interior space has been extended into the stand 
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area as a lean-to.  This has not impacted on the building's high integrity.  

Therefore I disagree with this submission.   

 

10.15 The building has high historical and social significance for its association with 

the Canterbury Jockey Club and the sporting and recreational identity of 

Canterbury. The Public Grandstand has high cultural significance for its 

association with the culture of horse racing locally and nationally as well as its 

association with New Zealand Cup Week. The Public Grandstand has high 

architectural significance for its design by the Luttrell Brothers, who were 

acknowledged specialists in grandstand construction. The building has high 

technological and craftsmanship significance for its early 20
th
 century use of 

reinforced concrete and steel truss construction, of which the Luttrell's were 

leading exponents. The Public Grandstand has high contextual significance 

within the racecourse as the largest and most prominent building and for its 

relationship to other building and structures, including the 1903 Luttrell-

designed Tea House. 

 

10.16 It was explained at the site meeting that the building has recently only been 

used one day a year - for Cup and Show week.  The building, due to its current 

layout and placement of some internal columns does not enable the Jockey 

Club to use it as they wish for functions with at least 400 people, which would 

make it viable.  There is also a need to earthquake strengthen the building and 

for it to be brought up to building code.  I consider that there is plenty of scope 

to address these concerns through a sympathetic design for alterations, 

strengthening and code compliance.  The strengthening and conservation 

works would be eligible for application to the Council's Heritage Incentive 

Grants scheme, which can provide up to 50% of the total costs of 

strengthening and conservation works.   

 

Banks Peninsula Presbyterian Church, Akaroa - Heritage Item no 725 

 

10.17 Banks Peninsula Presbyterian Church (#3105) seeks that if the Council is not 

able to recommend an easing of the rules, the submitter requests that the 

Church at 43 Rue Lavaud (note this is 39 Rue Lavaud in appendix 9.3.6.1.2) 

be downgraded to Significant from High Significance. 

 

10.18 I visited the site on 6 November 2015.  I reviewed the statement of 

significance.  The submitter has provided no reasoning for a downgrading of 
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significance based on heritage value.  The Trinity Church, Hall and setting 

have high historical and social significance as they have served as the church 

complex for the Presbyterian community of Akaroa since they were built in 

1886 and 1916. The Trinity Church and Hall continue to serve the Presbyterian 

Church community of Akaroa up to the present day. For these reasons, I 

consider that it conveys important aspects of the development of the District - 

churches played a vital role in the development of the Peninsula.  The church 

is largely unmodified and therefore I consider it has high integrity.  I consider 

the church meets the thresholds for high significance, and should remain listed 

as a Group 1 Heritage Item.  Therefore I disagree with this submission.     

 

11. SUBMISSIONS SEEKING CHANGES IN GROUPING AND DELISTINGS  

 

Submission 3420, College House, 100 Waimairi Road  

 

11.1 This submission supports in principle the inclusion of its buildings in Appendix 

9.3.6.1 of the pRDP (Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage Places) and the 

boundary of the setting (3420), however College House propose some 

changes to the level of significance of some items (Principal's Lodge - Heritage 

Item 534; Stanford, Carrington, Parr, Wilfred and Warren Houses - Heritage 

Item 1337; Rymer, Chichele and Watts Russell houses - Heritage Item 1339; 

Library and Recreation Centre - Heritage Item 1340) and removal of some 

items (Squash Court, laundry, workshop and bike sheds - Heritage Item 1341; 

Maidment house, kitchen, dining hall, study centre, common room and offices - 

Heritage Item 1336).
27

  I visited the site on 20 October 2015.   

 

11.2 The fact that College House is not listed with Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga (#3420, para 1.7, page 2) does not reflect on the relative heritage 

value of the complex.  In June 2010, NZHPT initiated a nomination for College 

House and engaged an architectural historian to carry out research.    HNZPT 

wrote to the owners of College House indicating that they would like to 

progress a registration proposal in the 2010-2011 financial year and would like 

to know their views.  They have no record of their response on file and the 

earthquakes intervened.  Therefore it is still in their system as a nomination.
28

   

 

11.3 The submission notes the change in group from "the least stringent group to 

the most stringent group" (paragraph 2.4, page 2).  I note that at the time of 

                                                   
27

  College House, #3420.1 - #3420.10, page 2; #3420.11, page 4. 
28

  Email from Robyn Burgess, Acting Registrar (National Office), Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 16.11.2015. 
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notification of the Operative District Plan, College House was proposed for 

Group 2 Heritage listing, and it was only through the submissions and hearings 

process for that plan that the grouping was downgraded to Group 4.   

 

11.4 The table below outlines my response to the submission:    

  

Heritage Item  Relief 

sought 

Response 

Principal's Lodge - 

Heritage Item 534 

Change to 

Group 2 

Agree  

Stanford, Carrington, Parr, 

Wilfred and Warren 

Houses - Heritage Item 

1337 

Change to 

Group 2 

Disagree - retain as Group 1 

Rymer, Chichele and 

Watts Russell houses - 

Heritage Item 1339  

 

Change to 

Group 2 

Disagree - retain as Group 1 

Library and Recreation 

Centre - Heritage Item 

1340 

Change to 

Group 2 

Disagree - retain as Group 1 

Squash Court, laundry, 

workshop and bike sheds 

- Heritage Item 1341 

 

Remove from 

heritage 

schedule  

Agree in part - retain Squash court listing, 

as Group 2; remove laundry, workshop 

and bike sheds from the schedule.     

Maidment house, kitchen, 

dining hall, study centre, 

common room and offices 

- Heritage Item 1336 

 

Remove from 

heritage 

schedule 

Agree in part - retain listing for entrance 

foyer and offices, but lower from Group 1 

to Group 2; remove listing for Maidment 

house, kitchen, dining hall, study centre 

and common room.   

 

11.5 Amended Statements of significance (Appendix I) document in detail the 

revised assessments.   

 

11.6 After visiting the site and reviewing the Statement of Significance I consider 

that the Principal's Lodge does not meet the high historical/ social significance; 

or high architectural/aesthetic significance, but rather meets these criteria at 

the 'significant' level.  The building does not have the level of articulation and 
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detailing found in other buildings on the campus.  In terms of the thresholds for 

overall 'significant' or 'high significance', I do not consider that the Principal's 

Lodge meets the threshold of "high significance to the Christchurch District 

(Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because it conveys important aspects of 

its contextual/ thematic development and thereby makes an important 

contribution to its sense of place and identity", but rather it meets the 

'significant' threshold of importance to the district. Alterations have impacted 

on the extent of heritage fabric and sense of place of the building and mean it 

does not meet the threshold for high integrity. 

 

11.7 I cannot support a downgrading of the level of significance of the two 

accommodation blocks.  These two blocks to the north and south of the 

quadrangle are key features of Warren and Mahoney's award winning design.  

The provision of accommodation, and the arrangement and grouping of 

students in the various 'houses' which make up these blocks is a key part of 

the history and culture of College House.  The accommodation blocks of 

College House have cultural significance for their demonstration of a way of 

life that originated with the residential colleges of Oxford and Cambridge in 

England.  The houses within each block were modelled on the Oxbridge 

staircase system in which study bedrooms are arranged in groups around 

stairs and ablution blocks, rather than having ranks of bedrooms accessed 

from long corridors. Refurbishment of the accommodation blocks has been 

undertaken over time, however this has not affected the high integrity of the 

blocks.  College House’s southern accommodation block and setting has high 

contextual significance as a defining feature within the College House precinct.  

 

11.8 During my visit to the site, it became evident that the Library building also 

includes the Recreation Centre facilities, so the proposed revised statement of 

significance reflects this with a change in name.  Although the recreation 

centre rooms are fairly utilitarian, this contrasts with the architectural richness 

of the library interior and its elaborate exposed timber roof structure.    The 

library and recreation centre was built in 1968-70, at which time it importantly 

completed the axial plan of the college by enclosing the eastern boundary of 

the courtyard. The building is a defining feature overlooking the courtyard of 

College House. It defines the eastern boundary of the courtyard and asserts 

the axial plan of the college.  The College House Library and recreation centre 

and its setting have high contextual significance for the defining contribution it 

makes to a cohesive and integrated architectural precinct.  
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11.9 I consider that the laundry, workshop and bike sheds have less historical, 

social, cultural and architectural values of the rest of the complex, and are 

located away from the complex within the setting.  I do not consider these to 

meet the threshold for listing - whilst they are important to the College House 

complex for functional reasons, and do relate to the complex in terms of their 

construction, placement and materials, I do not consider they can be claimed 

to be of importance to the district.  The squash court at College House has 

historical and social significance for its association with the everyday life and 

onsite recreation of college residents, and as reflecting the rise in popularity of 

Squash in the 1970s and 80s, and has contextual value as part of the complex 

of College House.   Although it does not have the degree of architectural and 

aesthetic or technological and craftsmanship significance of other College 

House buildings, as a purpose designed squash court, which has served the 

students at College House for over 40 years, and relates to the rest of the 

complex in terms of its materials and construction, I consider it meets the 

thresholds for overall significance.     

 

11.10 I consider that Maidment house (student accommodation), the rebuilt kitchen 

and dining hall, the study centre, and common room do not meet the 

thresholds for listing.  The dining hall, kitchen and eight student bedrooms on 

the floor above were damaged by the 2011 Canterbury earthquake - this block 

has been rebuilt in new materials (aside from the reuse of the dining hall 

butterfly roof) to reflect the original building - this does not meet the threshold 

for integrity.  The 2006 Alan Pyatt Study Centre does not have heritage value 

and does not meet the threshold for listing.  The entrance foyer which leads 

from the principal entrance on Waimairi Road into the courtyard has seen only 

minor alterations over time, and I consider it is of vital architectural importance 

to the complex.  This links to the administration building containing offices 

which has been altered and added to over time so that two of its exterior 

facades are now internal walls housed by later additions.  The original stairwell 

with Meranti timbers is accessed off the entrance lobby, and the form of the 

board room and waiting room below is still intact (openings have been 

changed).  Decorative timber ceiling panels feature in the downstairs room 

along with a built in bookcase.  I consider that the entrance foyer and 

remaining original administration wing are sufficiently intact and have sufficient 

heritage value to reach the threshold for significant, and remain listed in the 

schedule.   
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11.11 A map showing the deletion of those buildings I am in agreement to remove 

from the list is Appendix J.  

 

Related submissions 

 

11.12 University of Canterbury initially supported the retention of heritage items that 

College House seeks to change: 1337, 534, 1336, 1341, 1339, 1338 (#3694).  

However in a further submission (FS5013)it supports the submission to amend 

the heritage listings of buildings located at College House, at 100 Waimairi 

Road, for the reason that it better reflects the heritage significance of the 

buildings on site. 

 

12. SUBMISSIONS SEEKING TO AMEND OR CLARIFY THE EXTENT OF HERITAGE 

ITEMS AND SETTINGS 

 

Carter Group Limited (CGL) (#3602) - Cathedral Square  

 

12.1 Carter Group Limited (CGL) (#3602) seeks to amend the heritage map to 

clarify the extent of the heritage settings in the Cathedral Square area 

generally and the extent of the heritage setting relating to heritage items 609 

and 98 in particular.  The matter was raised and discussed in informal 

mediation.  I can confirm that the setting of the former Post Office consists of 

the footprint of the building, and that neither that setting nor the setting for 

Cathedral Square items, nor the Cathedral Square heritage item outline 

encroach into the adjacent former Regent Building property owned by CGL.  I 

have provided this confirmation to Jeremy Philips who is acting for CGL, and 

he has advised that this satisfies the submission point.   

 

Theatre Royal, Gloucester Street, Christchurch - Heritage Item no 222  

 

12.2 Dr Ian Lochhead and Dr Lynne Lochhead (#3633) request that the whole of 

the reconstructed Theatre Royal be listed, rather than being limited to the 

façade, staircase and dome.  Their reasons are that there are other parts of 

the original heritage fabric which remain including the original poppy windows 

on either side of the Grand Circle, the reinstated busts of Shakespeare and 

Wagner over the stage boxes, as well as other heritage items that have been 

recovered and reinstated in the reconstructed building.  This was opposed in a 
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further submission by the Theatre Royal Foundation (#FS-5072).  Both 

submitters met and reached an agreement (email from Bob Nixon 6 November 

2015) "to list all of that part of the building south of the proscenium arch but 

excluding the new part of the building on the eastern side of the seismic wall".  

 

12.3 I support this agreement, as it enables all original remaining heritage fabric to 

be provided for.  The Theatre Royal is somewhat of an exception in that it is 

substantially a faithful replica, with some original fabric incorporated.  In 

principle replicas do not have the integrity or authenticity required to be 

considered as heritage buildings.  However events such as the Christchurch 

Earthquakes, or destruction as a result of war can result in situations where 

communities have a strong desire to rebuild and reconstruct heritage buildings 

which have been largely lost.  This approach is recognised in the Charter of 

Cracow, 2000 Article 4: "Reconstruction of an entire building, destroyed by 

armed conflict or natural disaster, is only acceptable if there are exceptional 

social or cultural motives that are related to the identity of the entire 

community". 

 

12.4 The reconstruction of the Theatre Royal has provided an appropriate context 

for the remaining original fabric and contributed to the understanding of the 

place, in accordance with the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter, 2010, Article 20 

Reconstruction: "Reconstruction is appropriate if it is essential to the function, 

integrity, intangible value, or understanding of a place, if sufficient physical and 

documentary evidence exists to minimise conjecture, and if surviving cultural  

heritage value is preserved."  By increasing the listing beyond the main original 

elements, I am not claiming that the reconstructed parts of the Theatre Royal 

have heritage value, but rather that recognising the increased area as sought 

by the agreement between submitters ensures all remaining heritage fabric is 

included in the listing, and the very important although newly constructed, 

context for remaining heritage fabric can be considered for any future works 

which may have adverse effects on heritage fabric and values.  I note there is 

historical and social and cultural value in the reconstructed Theatre Royal, as 

a response to the impacts of a major natural disaster.   
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Lyttelton Port Company (#3323) 

 

Graving Dock, 45 Godley Quay, Lyttelton - Heritage setting 515 

 

12.5 The Lyttelton Port Company (#3323) submission requests deletion of Heritage 

Setting (Heritage Setting no 515) for the dry dock from Appendix 9.3.6.4.  This 

submission was discussed in formal and informal mediation, and agreement 

between the parties on a revised setting which takes in the slipway and which 

excludes the majority of modern industrial buildings has been reached.  

Therefore I agree with this submission in part, and attach a revised setting 

map in Appendix K.   

 

12.6 The slipway is included in the statement of significance as it was historically 

linked to the graving dock. It was constructed to handle repairs to smaller 

vessels and dates from 1882-84. This reflects the definition of a heritage 

setting which "means the built and non-built elements forming the identified 

spatial context around a heritage item, which contribute to the significance of 

the heritage item but which have not met the significance threshold to be 

individually listed as heritage items in their own right; includes b. other 

structures or features", in this case the slipway.  The proposed setting also 

maintains viewshafts of the graving dock from Godley Quay. 

 
Signal Box, 1 Norwich Quay, Lyttelton - Heritage Setting 519 

  
12.7 The Lyttelton Port Company (#3323) seek the deletion of the Heritage Setting 

(Heritage Setting no 519) for the signal box.  This submission was discussed 

in formal and informal mediation, and agreement between the parties on a 

revised setting which reduces the setting to the south of the building was 

reached.  Therefore I agree to this submission in part, and attach a revised 

setting map in Appendix L.   

 

12.8 Although the signal box has been relocated, its setting provides for open 

space around signal box, maintaining viewshafts from street. The setting has 

been reduced to the fenced area surrounding the signal box. The proposed 

reduced setting aligns with the fenced level change to the south of the signal 

box. 
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Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology (CPIT) (#3674) 

 

Former Girls Training Hostel Setting, 30 Sullivan Avenue, Christchurch - Heritage setting 632 

 

12.9 CPIT seek a reduction in the setting (Heritage Setting no 632) for the Former 

Girls Training Hostel (Heritage Item no1366), for the reason that it is extensive 

and covers land and building which are not associated with the hostel.  The 

submission included an annotated aerial map showing the reduced area 

sought.  I visited the site on 10 November 2015.  I agree with this submission 

in part.  A further submission was also lodged (#FS5024) which highlighted the 

inclusion of non-contributing buildings within the setting.  I agree with the 

reduction of the area to the south of the setting to the land parcel which 

removes the heavy goods vehicle entrance from the setting.  I also agree with 

the removal of the adjacent modern building to the rear of the heritage item 

from the setting.   

 

12.10 However I consider that the remainder of the setting, which extends west to 

Ensors Road and north along Ensors Road is necessary to provide sufficient 

open space, views and context to the heritage item, and consider this area 

contributes to the heritage value of the Hostel.  A review of historical aerial 

plans from the 1940s to the present day
29

 shows that this area has historically 

provided context to the house, and the mature trees along Ensors Road have 

been there from at least the 1940s.  This revised setting area was discussed in 

expert conferencing and formal mediation.  In expert conferencing it was 

agreed that the boundary on the south side could come in closer to the 

property boundary.  At formal mediation the boundary shown in the revised 

setting map Appendix M was agreed.   

McLeans Mansion setting, 387 Manchester Street, Christchurch - Heritage Setting 

332  

 

12.11 Rochford Group Holdings Limited (#3668) seek a reduced heritage setting 

(Setting no. 332) for McLeans Mansion (heritage Item no. 373) in order to 

reflect the legal boundaries and because it does not make a contribution to the 

significance of the heritage item.  I agree with this submission, and note that 

the reduction sough aligns with that sought and mapped in the Council's 

submission (#3723, point 71 and Appendix 2 - Page 4).  A revised setting map 

is Appendix N.  

                                                   
29

  Canterbury Maps, http://canterburymaps.govt.nz/AdvancedViewer/.  

http://canterburymaps.govt.nz/AdvancedViewer/
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12.12 The setting has been reduced to conform to legal boundaries of the immediate 

land parcel Mclean's Mansion is located within.  This is to restrict the setting to 

the ownership of the heritage item and to be consistent with the approach to 

mapping and identification for the rest of the heritage settings. Aligning with 

the land parcel also assists with certainty of the mapping.  While the area of 

carpark provides open space to the north of the dwelling, its principal 

orientation is to the east, and the revised setting maintains views and open 

space to this principal elevation.   

 

12.13 The revised setting also includes a long narrow section running north to 

Bealey Avenue.  The circular garden feature in this location is visible in aerial 

photographs dating back to 1941.
30

  Peterborough Village Incorporated 

Society submitted (#3233) that they seek and support itemised protection of 

historic heritage items and their context within and associated with the lands 

and waters of the village, including: Holly Lea/ McLeans Mansion (HID373), 

and confirmed at mediation that they supported the setting for Mcleans 

Mansion as notified.   

 

Okeover Homestead setting, 90 Ilam Road, Christchurch - Heritage Setting 201 

 

12.14 The University of Canterbury (#3694) seek to amend heritage setting 201 to 

align with the boundaries shown on Map 1 attached in Appendix 2 of their 

submission, because they consider the setting as currently proposed is 

extensive and covers land and buildings and surrounds that are not associated 

with the dwelling.   I visited the site on 9 November 2015.  

 

12.15 Agreement to reduce the area to the east to exclude the driveway behind the 

old registry building (Matariki) was reached in expert conferencing.  Agreement 

on a revised setting outline was not reached in formal mediation.  I agree to 

the submission in part.  I agree to the area of driveway and area to the east of 

the driveway not contributing to the heritage value of Okeover, and for this to 

be removed from the setting.  I have attached a revised setting map to show 

this Appendix O.   

 

12.16 Okeover is principally oriented to the north, and the revised setting provides for 

an expanse of open lawn which is an appropriate context for the former 

                                                   
30

  Ibid. 
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dwelling.  Historical aerial photographs
31

 show that a large area of open lawn 

to the north and extending to the north west was extant in 1941.  The area to 

the west (Ilam Road boundary) was heavily planted with trees.  Although it 

appears that few of the original trees remain, the extensive planting by the 

University in the 1960s on the Ilam Road frontage has resulted in the 

continuation of this wooded landscape character for Okeover.  The area to the 

east was historically the working area of the property, where fruit and 

vegetables were grown, and no evidence of this remains.  The extent of the 

revised setting is appropriate in that it is large enough to encompass the 

original homestead grounds, and reflects the historically large land holding of 

Okeover.  In this way it relates to the Former Ilam Homestead across the road, 

which also retains its extensive grounds.  The revised setting maintains views 

through the trees from Ilam Road.   

 

Ilam Homestead Gardens Item and setting, Ilam Road, Christchurch - Heritage 

Item no 302, Heritage Setting 620 

 

12.17 The University of Canterbury (#3694, #FS5013) seek the amendment of Ilam 

Homestead Gardens, heritage item 302 and heritage setting 620 to remove 

the University caretaker/maintenance area from the defined area as identified 

by the boundaries shown on Map 2 attached in Appendix 2 of the submission.  

They seek this because the setting as notified is extensive and covers land 

and buildings associated with the University caretakers and maintenance area, 

which the University believes is not associated with the Ilam Garden.  

 

12.18 In expert conferencing and mediation it was agreed to exclude the hard 

surfacing of homestead lane to the south of the property.  After researching 

historical aerial photographs,
32

 and also taking into account Clare Kelly's 

report dated 20 November 2015,
33

 I can confirm the extent of the historical 

rose garden, and I accept the submission in part.  I accept a revised setting as 

shown in the amended setting map Appendix P which aligns with that put 

forward in Clare Kelly's report.    

 

Rangi Ruru Girls' School (#3697) - Heritage Setting nos 240 and 239  

12.19 Rangi Ruru Girls' School (#3697, #FS5057) oppose the extent of area 

identified as the 'setting' associated with Te Koroha (Heritage Item no 270, 

                                                   
31

  Ibid. 
32

  Ibid. 
33

  Additional information was request at formal mediation, and a document 'Rationale for Proposed Revised Heritage 
Setting Boundaries', 20 November 2015.     
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Heritage Setting no.240) and St Andrews Church (Heritage Item no 271, 

Heritage Setting no. 239) and seeks that the area be reduced. A map 

identifying the reduced settings sought was included as part of the submission.   

 

Te Koroha 

 

12.20 An alternative reduced setting map for Te Koroha was subsequently provided 

(email from Nick Boyes, on 17 November 2015.)  The matter was discussed at 

mediation however no agreement was reached.  I do accept the setting can be 

reduced at the southern end of the playing field, and still retain sufficient open 

space to view Te Koroha, and provide sufficient open space around the 

building.  The setting area is large because the extent of unbuilt space reflects 

the large rural landholding historically associated with the former dwelling.    

 

12.21 I do not agree to the slight reduction of the setting on the west boundary by the 

tennis courts, as historical aerial photographs show the former dwelling had a 

good amount of open space in this area as well.  I agree that the setting at the 

entrance from Hewitts Road should be rationalized, and to reflect recent 

changes on the site.  It was discussed in mediation by the submitter's 

representative that there was potential for the setting at the entrance from 

Hewitts Road to be widened and aligned to reflect the changes to buildings in 

this location and a desire by the School to open up views to the former 

dwelling from this direction.  Therefore I agree with this submission in part, and 

attach a revised setting Appendix Q.       

 

St Andrews Church 

 

12.22 The submission as it relates to the sought reduction of setting for St Andrews 

is agreed.  A revised setting map is attached to reflect this in Appendix R.  

The revised setting aligns with the immediate land parcel, and I consider a 

reduced setting is appropriate in this instance as resource consent has 

recently been approved to construct buildings within the area next to the 

church, and considering the church is not on its original site.     

 

Dwelling, 81 Rue Grehan Valley Road, Akaroa - Heritage Setting 15 

 

12.23 Alistair Douglas Cocks (#3654) seeks to reduce the extent of Heritage Setting 

no 15 to the immediate area around the dwelling (Heritage item no 669) 
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because the proposed setting contains an extensive areas of modern garden 

which he considers do not contribute towards the significance of the heritage 

item, and in order to exclude non-contributing items.  I visited the site on 6 

November 2015.    

 

12.24 A map showing the reduction sough is included in the submission.  I do not 

consider the reduction proposed would provide for the retention of the 

contribution the setting makes to the heritage item, and does not provide 

sufficient open space, context and views to the heritage item.  The setting as 

notified reflects the historical extent of this property which was associated with 

a Mill operation, provides for views to and from the cottage, recognises the 

importance of the proximity of the stream, and also includes a number of early 

fruit trees historically associated with the heritage item.
34

  Based on the above 

discussion, I disagree with this submission.  The owners have expressed a 

desire to keep their options open for potential future subdivision.  I do not 

consider that the identification of the whole of the existing land parcel would 

prevent this, but I do consider that there is potential for impact on the listed 

item from subdivision or new buildings, and therefore the setting protection is 

appropriate.          

 

St Peters Church setting, 24 Main South Rd/25 Yaldhurst Road, Christchurch - 

Heritage Setting 193 

 

12.25 Church Property Trustees (#3670) requests revision of Heritage Setting 19 to 

exclude the area beyond St Peter's Lychgate.  Although discussed, no 

agreement was reached in formal mediation, agreement was reached at a 

subsequent meeting to exclude the vicarage, glebe land and an adjacent 

cottage on Yaldhurst Road.    

 

12.26 I agree with this submission in part, and the revised setting map is attached 

(Appendix S).  The revised setting includes two halls which relate to the 

history of the church site. The statement of significance identifies the area to 

the west of the lychgate as making a significant contribution to the setting of 

the church.  

 

                                                   
34

  Louise Beaumont and John Wilson, Akaroa Historical Overview, 2009. Landscape historian Louise Beaumont noted that 
the site still has remains of the 1850s orchard.     
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Battery Point, 231 Old Sumner - Lyttelton Road, Lyttelton - Heritage Item no 1229 

 

12.27 Lyttelton Port Company Limited (LPC) (#3323.23) seek to amend the 

geographic extent of the Battery Point listing as shown in Appendix 9.3.6.4 so 

that it more accurately covers the WWII fabric and headland rather than the 

extensive area of batter slopes and haul road located behind the coal 

stockyard.  I agree to this submission in part. This matter was discussed in 

mediation and no agreement was reached.  A revised extent of the item was 

reached at a subsequent meeting.  The extent is shown on revised item map – 

(Appendix T).  

 

12.28 I agree to the reduction of the item to exclude the batter slopes and haul road 

behind the coal stockyard as proposed by the submitter. The revised item 

shape takes into account HNZPT Historic Area listing and reflects the 

alteration of the landform due to industrial use of the site.  The shape reflects 

areas involved in all three defensive phases of coastal protection, not just 

WWII. As per the statement of significance: Battery Point was the only coastal 

defence site in Canterbury which was active through all three major phases of 

coastal defensive site construction and armament: the Russian Scare of the 

1880s, World War I and World War II.   

 

12.29 The area to the east of the site has been excluded as no above ground 

remains exist - only a platform of the former barracks.  This is protected under 

the HNZPT Act.  Archaeological sites are not being addressed as part of this 

PDPR - refer evidence of Ms Fiona Wykes.  A sentry post exists within the 

cliff-face beside the road. As a built feature which relates to the features on the 

headland I consider this should part of the listing.   

 

Ngai Tahu Property Limited (#3626) 

 

Addington Workshops Water Tower - Heritage Setting no 222 

 

12.30 This submission seeks to amend the heritage setting of the water tower to 

align with the boundaries of Lot5 DP338864 - the immediate land parcel on 

which the water tower is located.  I agree with this submission, and a revised 

setting map is Appendix U.  Due to the height of the structure, the revised 

setting still enables views to it and adequate space around the base of the 

tower. The new Railway Station and landscaping doesn't "contribute to the 
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significance of the heritage item" as per the definition of Heritage Setting in the 

plan. The spatial relationship with the railway line is maintained due to the 

height of the tower.  

 

The Former Control Tower and Hangars, Wigram - Heritage setting no 184 

 

12.31 This submission requests amendment of the shared setting of Former Control 

Tower and Hangars, and provides a map of the setting reduction sought.  I 

agree to this submission, and a revised setting map is Appendix V.  The 

proposed setting, attached as appendix to submission 3626, is a minor 

realignment of that proposed by council, to take into account the latest 

development of the site. The spatial context around the buildings that 

contributes to the significance of the buildings is maintained with the revised 

setting. 

 

Penelope Wenlock (#4002), 6 Peartree Lane Setting - Heritage setting no 395 
 

12.32 The owner has submitted seeking a reduced heritage setting to exclude the 

back garden of property as this is the "work end" of the property.  The setting 

proposed in the RDP is the same as that under the operative plan in that the 

setting is the immediate land parcel of the property. This is consistent with the 

bulk of residential settings in urban areas under the proposed plan.  The 

setting as notified includes the garden as a whole (front and back) as it has 

historically been part of the setting of the house over time. The original setting 

of the house has been much reduced through sub-division however the 

proposed setting reflects that area of the original garden that has remained in 

the same land parcel as the house, and provides sufficient open space around 

the large two storey house to enable it to be viewed and appreciated and to 

provide it with appropriate context for its size.  The back portion of the garden 

includes mature trees, open space and spatial relationships which contribute 

to the significance of the heritage item.  Therefore I disagree with the 

submission to reduce the setting.     

 
Michael Ruscoe and Susan Stagg (#FS5025), 228 Kilmore Street setting - Heritage 

setting no 367 

 

12.33 This is a further submission on Council's submission (#3723, Reference 

Number 57/Appendix 2 - Page 6).  I agree with this further submission that the 

setting should match the outline of the heritage item as per the notified 
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proposed plan (Heritage Aerial Map 300).  The land to the south of the building 

does not contribute to the heritage significance of the building in that it has no 

known features or associated history of buildings or activity which contribute to 

the heritage values of the item.  Essentially the listed item is a commercial 

building which is orientated to the street frontage.   

 

5 St Barnabas Lane setting 

 

12.34 Richard Peebles (#FS5073) seeks a reduction in the setting for Brenchley, 5 

St Barnabas Lane to limit the setting to the immediate land parcel of 5 St 

Barnabas Lane.  Mr Peebles considers that the heritage settings identified for 

the properties at 7 St Barnabas Lane and 10a Glandovey Road do not 

adequately account for their particular characteristics, are not appropriate and 

should be deleted.  I agree with this further submission that the setting be 

reduced to Lot 2 DP 67360, as shown on the revised setting map Appendix 

W.   This excludes 10A Glandovey Road from the setting - this property had a 

separate house on the site until 2009 at which date it was purchased and 

demolished by the owners of Brenchley.  The revised setting also excludes 7 

St Barnabas Lane - this was subdivided in c1994 along with 8 and 9 St 

Barnabas Lane.  I consider that the revised setting provides for views, context, 

open space, and the relationship of the dwelling with the river boundary.   

 
Anglican Living (#3349, #FS5023) - Bishopspark Chapel setting - Heritage setting 

no 470 

 

12.35 This submission seeks either the removal of Heritage Setting no 470 or that it 

be spatially limited to the immediate curtilage of the Bishopspark Chapel.  I 

agree to this submission in part.   

 

12.36 The demolition of the former Bishop's House has reduced the heritage item 

from a heritage place with two heritage items to a single item. Christchurch 

City Council accepts that this reduces the acceptable scope of the heritage 

setting. The revised setting shown in the map Appendix X reduces the setting 

to the extent of open space that remains around the chapel.  

 

12.37 Prior to the development of the Bishopspark site the chapel sat in an open 

space garden setting alongside the Bishop's House. With the development of 

the site the chapel sat in space defined by adjacent buildings. The demolition 

of the Bishop's residence has opened up views to the Chapel from Park 
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Terrace, however these did not historically exist.  The revised setting aims to 

require consideration to be given to any further development within the 

confined spatial setting in which the chapel now sits. The revised setting has 

been articulated to exclude any existing buildings.  

 

Lawrence John Allpress (#3025) - Former Dwelling, Middleton Setting  
 

12.38 Lawrence John Allpress (#3025) seeks to delete 47B Arthur Street from the 

Heritage Setting #200 (Middleton Grange).  I agree to this submission because 

the property at 47B Arthur Street was included in error in the heritage setting 

of Middleton Grange. Christchurch City Council has included in the Council 

Submission (#3723 point 62) that the property at 47 B Arthurs Road is not 

owned by the school and does not contribute to the setting of the heritage 

item.  A revised setting map prepared as part of the Council submission to this 

effect is Appendix Y.  

 

St Michael and All Angels Church, Classroom and Hall Setting, 243 Durham 

Street, Christchurch - Heritage Setting No 307 

 

12.39 The Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of Chch and Alpine Presbytery, 

Church Property Trustees (#3670) submission requests reduced heritage 

setting that excludes 3 sections:  Pt Section 1037, Section 1035 & 1036.  The 

submission notes that the site includes a commercial building and associated 

carpark area.  Pt section 1037 contains St Michael's gully, which is of 

importance as a historic landform. It is a recommendation in the Contextual 

Historical Overview for Christchurch City, 2013, John Wilson, that the St 

Michael's gully be protected as part of the setting of the Church and School. 

The Contextual Overview states that the gully "is described in some written 

sources and remains visible".
35

 The gully is described as the "depression in 

the St Michael's church grounds which is all that remains of an old 

watercourse that caused endless trouble in the city's early days".
36

  

 

12.40 The protection of surviving landforms and surface features is seen as 

desirable.  Although Section 1036 and Section 1035 include new buildings 

which do not contribute to the heritage value of the St Michael's heritage 

items, I consider it necessary to include them within the setting because they 

are in the area between two heritage items (St Michael's Hall and Classroom) 

                                                   
35

  Contextual Overview 2013 Revision, page 43.  
36

  Contextual Overview 2013 Revision, page 40.  
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and are physically linked to the two buildings.  In order to retain control over 

the spatial relationship of the classroom and the hall, the area of modern 

building between must be included within the setting.  Although it is unlikely 

the new buildings will be replaced in the near future, the setting provision 

allows for consideration of any adverse effects of future buildings in this area 

on the heritage items.  Part of the section 1036 and 1035 provide important 

open space and viewshafts to west of St Michael's School Stone building.  

Therefore I disagree with this submission. 

 

200 and 214 Tuam Street Settings - Heritage setting nos 514 and 606  

 

12.41 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (#3721) seek the amendment of 

Heritage Aerial map 690 for heritage item and setting 514, and heritage item 

515 and setting 606, to reflect the boundary changes proposed by the 

intended subdivision.  Accept.  The revised settings based on the newly 

subdivided sites maintains sufficient open space for the heritage items and 

scope to influence the design of potential new buildings behind the Former 

Tuam Street Hall remnant.  The revised settings are shown on map Appendix 

Z. The change will also need to be shown on Heritage Aerial Map 691.  I agree 

with this submission.   

 

13. SUBMISSIONS SEEKING NEW HERITAGE LISTINGS (OWNER REQUESTED) 

 

Commercial building and setting, 2 Norwich Quay, Lyttelton 

 

13.1 Jenny Betts (#3615) seeks the heritage listing of the building at 2 Norwich 

Quay.  Heritage staff member Gareth Wright visited the site on 21 October 

2015.  I have prepared a statement of significance that assesses the building 

as meeting the threshold as a Significant Heritage Item. This is Appendix AA.  

The extent of the heritage item and setting is shown on the map Appendix 

AB.  

 

13.2 Norwich Quay has overall heritage significance to the Christchurch district 

including Banks Peninsula.  The building has historical and social significance 

as a former part of the British Hotel, one of Lyttelton's few remaining historic 

hotels; and as a commercial building with the former Lyttelton office of the 

Lyttelton Times newspaper the Seamen's Union as former tenants.  The 

building has cultural significance for the way it represents several central 
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aspects of life in a traditional port town, including pub culture, travel and 

tourism, communications and unions' activity.  The building has architectural 

and aesthetic significance as an Edwardian Italianate commercial building, 

typical of a number built in the Lyttelton in the early twentieth century, and for 

its number of remaining interior features such as timber lining, joinery and 

room layout.  The building has technological significance as one of the last of 

the port town's buildings to reflect traditional techniques of masonry 

construction.         

 

13.3 I note the building has suffered earthquake damage and external brick walls of 

the upper floor have been deconstructed, with bricks and windows salvaged 

and stored for reinstatement.  I consider that enough or the remainder of the 

building remains intact to the extent that the building meets the integrity 

threshold for significance.    

 

13.4 Based on the statement of significance, extensive photographic record, and 

discussions with Gareth Wright regarding his site visit on 21 October 2015, I 

consider the commercial building at 2 Norwich Quay and its setting meet the 

threshold for listing as a Significant heritage item (Group 2) and agree with the 

submission to add it to the schedule of Historic Heritage Items.    

  

Former Stoneycroft/Hornby Lodge and setting, 79 Carmen Road, Christchurch   

 

13.5 Submitter Li Jun Xue (#3643) seeks the listing of the former Dwelling at 79 

Carmen Road.  Heritage staff Gareth Wright and Deborah Cosgrove visited 

the site on 5 November 2015.  A statement of significance was prepared for 

the building and is included as Appendix AC.   The extent of the item and 

setting have been mapped and this is Appendix AD.  The Statement of 

Significance was peer reviewed by Ms Jennifer May, who was in agreement 

that it met the threshold for listing.   

 

13.6 The former Stoneyhurst/Hornby Lodge and its setting are of heritage 

significance to the Christchurch District including Banks Peninsula.  It has high 

historical and social significance for its association with the Morten family, and 

for its long and progressive connection with mental health treatment in New 

Zealand.  The former dwelling has cultural significance as a representation of 

the way of life of a specific sector of society in Edwardian New Zealand, and 

also as a representation of the evolution in mental health understanding and 
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treatment that took place during the early and mid-twentieth century. It has 

architectural and aesthetic significance as a large and uncharacteristic 

domestic revival house by the prominent Christchurch architectural firm of 

Collins and Harman.  The ornate entry hall is of particular note.   

 

13.7 The former dwelling has technological and craftsmanship significance for the 

manner in which it illustrates construction methods and the use of materials in 

the early twentieth century.  Post the Canterbury earthquakes the double brick 

construction is now less common, and surviving interior features exhibit a high 

degree of craftsmanship.  It has contextual significance in its setting, a portion 

of the once extensive grounds that were integral to the functioning of the 

property for much of its existence as a mental hospital.  The former dwelling 

and its setting are of archaeological significance because they have the 

potential to provide archaeological evidence relating to past building 

construction methods and materials and human activity on the site, including 

that which occurred prior to 1900.  There has been a dwelling on the wider site 

since 1863.  

  

13.8 Based on the statement of significance, extensive photographic record, and 

discussions with Gareth Wright regarding his site visit, I consider Former 

Stoneycroft/Hornby Lodge and setting, 79 Carmen Road meets the threshold 

for listing as a Significant heritage item (Group 2) and agree to the submission 

to add it to the schedule of Historic Heritage Items.      

 

14. THIRD PARTY REQUESTED NEW LISTINGS  

 

Heritage New Zealand Submission # 3674 
 

14.1 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (#3674) recommends that a future 

work programme is undertaken to identify and assess places of significance 

associated with Christchurch's experience during the Canterbury Earthquakes.  

I agree with this submission.  Future listings will be considered within the 

thematic framework which shapes the future work programme for new listings. 

A work programme is set in place to identify, research and assess 30-40 

buildings or places per annum.  The earthquakes have been integrated into 

the thematic framework for listings in the Contextual Historical Overview for 

Christchurch City - 2013 Revision by historian John Wilson.  I note also that 

some Historic Heritage items on the schedule have added significance due to 
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the earthquakes  and this has been included in the statements of significance 

for Latimer Square for example for the role it played during the earthquakes.  

 

Godley Head Battery, 2 Summit Road, Christchurch  
 

14.2 Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675) seek to include Godley Head 

Battery and associated camp in the listed heritage items because of its 

heritage value and they note that it is a HNZPT Historic Area. Additional 

information was provided at the request of Council.  A statement of 

significance has been prepared by Council which is Appendix AE.  The extent 

of the item has also been mapped and included in Appendix AF.  The 

statement has assessed Godley Head as being of High Significance.  This 

assessment was confirmed in a peer review by Dr Ann McEwan.  

 

14.3 The Godley Head Battery is of high overall heritage significance to the 

Christchurch District including Banks Peninsula.  The battery is of high 

historical and social significance as one of largest and most intact examples of 

the extensive network of defences established around the coastline of New 

Zealand during World War II.  The battery and its associated camp were 

constructed between 1939 and 1946 as part of a network of Port Hills 

defensive works (designated as Fort Lyttelton) intended to defend the port.  

The battery has cultural significance as it demonstrates the way of life of New 

Zealand based military personnel during World War II, and subsequently.  The 

battery has architectural and aesthetic significance as a closely contemporary 

intact group of purpose built military buildings and other structures designed 

and built by the Public Works Department over the course of World War II.  

The buildings' design reflect the particular requirements of their defence 

purpose, and the need to be inconspicuous in the landscape.   

 

14.4 The former battery has high technological and craftsmanship significance as a 

product of contemporary thought on the type of construction and materials 

suitable necessary of coastal defensive works.  The Battery has high 

contextual significance on its Godley Head site and within the wider context of 

an extensive network of Port Hills and Lyttelton Harbour defensive works.  The 

battery is of archaeological significance because it has the potential to provide 

archaeological evidence relating to past building construction methods and 

materials and human activity on the site, including that which occurred prior to 

1900.  This is primarily in relation to the Godley Head Lighthouse, which was 

located on the site of the battery from 1865 to 1939.  The site also has 
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scientific significance as the site of a reference station set up in 1949 to 

observe the upper atmosphere and take soundings.   

 

14.5 Based on the above, I accept this submission.  I note that DOC supports the 

listing:
37

  

 

…subject to conditions that do not prevent DOC from achieving, or unduly 

impose time and expense, our national goals around the management of 

nationally significant historic sites and recreation areas such as Godley 

Head… provided that we are able to effectively manage, restore and reuse the 

site (and would like to see specific recognition of the matters below): 

 

1. It is a DOC historic "icon" and recreation "gateway" site (over 30,000 

visitors use the Pilgrams Way Track and many more drive and bike to the 

top of the headland) so the site needs to be managed to achieve both of 

these goals. 

2. Some of the fabric (gun emplacements) require significant work post-

earthquake and it is likely that some of the historic fabric will not be able to 

be restored (e.g. rather than restore three gun emplacements we may only 

restore one) 

3. The site is generally in very good condition and the Department will be 

looking at opportunities to bring its history to life and at adaptive reuse 

options (this could include camping, education activities or even 

commercial activities in some of the buildings).  

4. We need the ability to manage the site  e.g. install signage and 

interpretation to direct people, protect fabric, manage visitor safety and 

provide education and appreciation of the area.   

 

14.6 The correspondence from DOC noted that section 4 of the RMA allows DOC 

to undertake work or activities within the boundaries of any area of land held or 

managed under the Conservation Act 1987 that (a) is consistent with a 

conservation management strategy, conservation management plan, or 

management plan established under the Conservation Act 1987 or any other 

Act specified in Schedule 1 of that Act; and (b) does not have a significant 

adverse effect beyond the boundary of the area of land. Therefore DOC 

consider they will not need to obtain resource consents.   
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  Email correspondence from Andy Thompson, Operations Manager Mahaanui (acting), 26 November 2015.  
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Rik Tindall on behalf of Cashmere Resident's Association (#3601) 

 

14.7 Rik Tindall seeks to schedule every other heritage place that can reasonably 

be included.  I do not consider this to be a reasonable request as significant 

research and assessment is required to schedule items, particularly on a 

District wide scale.   

 

14.8 The submitter also seeks to include the following as scheduled historic 

heritage places: 

  

(a) Coronation Hall, Domain Terrace - original wooden community centre 

at Spreydon Domain 

(b) Spreydon Borough memorial gates - entrance to Barrington Park, 

Barrington Street. 

(c) Waltham Park memorial gates, Fifield Terrace - a Great War 

memorial. 

 

14.9 The submitter provided additional information at Council's request, however 

this was insufficient to complete the statement of significance to a level of 

detail whereby the assessment of heritage significance could be determined.  

Based on the information available to me, I consider these items are of local 

significance to this part of Christchurch, rather than of District wide significance 

- the threshold for listing as a Significant Heritage Item.  I also note that the 

places submitted for listing are all maintained through Council ownership.  

Therefore I disagree with the submission.  I note the Heritage Team at the 

Council has a work programme to undertake identification, research and 

assessment of 30-40 buildings or places per annum.  The research will be 

based around the thematic development of the city, as outlined in thematic 

studies prepared for the Council for Christchurch and Banks Peninsula. This 

future work programme will include research on memorials, war memorials 

and community halls to identify suitable places for identification and protection.   

 

Peterborough Village Incorporated Society # 3233 

 

14.10 Peterborough Village Incorporated Society (#3233) seek and support itemised 

protection of historic heritage items and their context within and associated 

with the lands and waters of the village, including:  
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(a) The manor houses along Manchester Street;  

(b) Aberdeen Street cottages; 

(c) St Marys Church the Pro-Cathedral (HID154)   

(d) And the recognition of Victoria Square in total as a heritage 

landscape 

 

14.11 No addresses have been provided for the Aberdeen Street cottages or the 

manor houses along Manchester Street.  Nor has additional information 

requested by the Council on the places been provided.  No information has 

been provided on St Mary's Church the Pro-Cathedral.  Because of this an 

assessment has not been able to be undertaken at this time.  As a result I am 

not able to agree with the submission.   

 

14.12 I note Victoria Square is about to undergo a revamp in the near future, 

therefore it would be appropriate to assess its heritage values after that work is 

completed.  Victoria Square's history is well documented, and there is no 

doubt it has historical and cultural values.  The Square was redesigned in 

1989, so little of its original design remains apart from the various features 

within it, many of which are listed items in their own right
38

 and some of which 

are in their original location.  These items have a shared setting which includes 

most of Victoria Square, which offers the Square some protection in terms of 

signage and new buildings.  In conclusion I disagree with the submission to list 

Victoria Square.       

 

14.13 See evidence above at paragraph 14.9 regarding the future work programme 

which is the appropriate place to address the potential heritage significance of 

these places.   

 

Former Canterbury Building Society Building, 159 Manchester Street 

 

14.14 Ian & Lynne Lochhead (#3633) seek the heritage listing of the former 

Canterbury Building Society Building (CTBS).  Reasons stated include that it is 

the first office building by noted architect Peter Beaven and an important 

example of post war architecture in Christchurch, when so many buildings of 

this era have been lost in the central city.  Further information was provided by 

the submitter in terms of the Council's heritage assessment criteria.  I visited 

the site on 24 November 2015.  A late further submission was lodged by the 
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  Bowker Fountain, Horse watering ramp, Captain Cook statue, Queen Victoria Statue, Floral Clock and the Telephone 
cabinet, Christchurch Town Hall.  
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owner Boltbox Limited who oppose the submission because they do not 

accept the building has significant heritage values to justify a heritage listing, 

and consider that Mr Beaven's involvement in the design is far from certain.    

 

14.15 The building has been assessed and a statement of significance is Appendix 

AG, and the extent of the item and setting have been mapped in Appendix 

AH.  This determines the building has a level of significance that meets the 

threshold for listing as a Significant Heritage Item (Group 2).  This Statement 

of significance was peer reviewed by Ms Jennifer May, who agreed with the 

assessment.   In summary, the statement of significance states: the building is 

of significance to the Christchurch District because it has a historical 

association with the Canterbury Building Society and the development of the 

region’s financial infrastructure and cultural significance as evidence of the 

increasing role building societies played in home financing in the mid-20
th
 

century.  

 

14.16 The former CTBS building has high architectural significance as a now rare 

surviving commercial work by noted Christchurch architects BJ Ager and Peter 

Beaven.  The design of the building was commenced by B.J. Ager, who was 

unable to continue on account of ill health.  Ager had a long career and his 

oeuvre includes St Elmo Courts on the corner of Montreal and Hereford 

Streets (1929, demolished) and the 1928 Road Service Bus Station in Victoria 

Street, which was demolished to make way for the Christchurch Casino. The 

plans lodged with the Council for consent at the time of construction, and 

which are held in the heritage architectural plan collection, include both 

architects names who are noted as "architects in Association".    

 

14.17 The connection with Peter Beaven is of note because he was one of 

Canterbury’s most important 20
th
 century architects.  Peter Beaven took over 

the design and supervision processes from Ager and gave the building its final 

form. Beaven (1925-2012) was, along with Sir Miles Warren, one of 

Christchurch’s most significant architects of the second half of the 20th 

century. He was the designer of some of the city’s most important buildings 

including the Manchester Unity building (now demolished) and the Lyttelton 

Tunnel Administration Building (also demolished). The east, north and south 

elevations of the former CTBS building conform to the conventional grid 

composition of the International Style of commercial design and largely follow 

Ager’s 1957 elevation drawings. In contrast, the building’s west elevation and, 
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in particular, the penthouse level, exhibit the sculptural freedom of composition 

that was to become a hallmark of Beaven’s later buildings. The glazed stair 

tower on the west elevation and the cantilevered roofs of the two-storey 

penthouse level are indicative of this.
39

 

 

14.18 The former CTBS building has technological and craftsmanship significance 

for its resilient reinforced concrete frame construction and use of materials 

such as bronze for its architectural detailing. The former CTBS building and its 

setting has contextual significance as a central city landmark which has 

become more prominent since the 2011 Canterbury earthquake. The former 

CTBS building and its setting has archaeological value in view of its location in 

a part of the city that has been built up since the 19
th
 century.  

  

14.19 Based on this and other information available to Council, including original 

architectural drawings, and the statement of significance I agree with the 

submission to list the building at 159 Manchester Street.   

 
Wahi Tapu 

 
14.20 Heritage NZ Pouhere Taonga (#3674) seek that "any currently available 

information for these sites should be scheduled in the Plan." 

  

(a) PuariPa urupa (7607)  

(b) Tautahi pa (7715)  

(c) Tautahi Rua Koiwi (7716)  

(d) Te Urupao Kati Mamoe ki Onuku (9554)  

(e) Tuhiraki (7776)   

(f) Oruaka (7671)  

(g) Takapuneke (7521)  

(h) Omaru puna Wai (7601)  

(i) Onawe pa (7643)  

(j) Oteauheke (9507) 

  
14.21 Registration reports on these HNZPT listed Wahi Tapu have been requested 

and obtained from HNZPT.  The present situation is that the Council accept 

the Ngāi Tahu submission in part and include proposed objectives for a new 

section in chapter 9 (9.5), as well as policies with amendments.  At present the 

Council are not accepting the proposed rules and schedule due to lack of 

section 32 analysis, but support the work being done in the future.  These sites 
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  Statement of Significance, 159 Manchester Street 
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would come under this work programme and would need to be agreed with the 

Runanga therefore I consider it is inappropriate to schedule these sites at 

present, and cannot agree to the submission. 

 

15. OTHER SUBMISSIONS 

 

Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675) 

 

15.1 Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675) seeks and Christchurch Civic Trust 

(#3700) note to include Heritage Item 609 Former Chief Post Office as a 

Category 1 Heritage New Zealand listed building in the Schedule of Historic 

Heritage, to also put the HNZPT listing against the buildings of the Arts Centre 

and cross check all buildings against the HNZ list to ensure that the listing is 

recorded against the item.  I agree with this submission, and note that these 

changes were inserted in the Revised Proposal filed on 4 November 2015.  

 

Te Wharau Investments Ltd (#3290) 

 

15.2 Te Wharau Investments Ltd (#3290) seek to amend the accompanying 

heritage assessments to acknowledge the work of the Cotter family in securing 

the future of the buildings located at 204 and 210 St Asaph Street (Heritage 

Item nos 503 and 502).  While it is not our usual approach to mention owners 

in statements of significance as the statement of significance is publicly 

available, at the owner’s request, and considering the relevance of the 

information to the significance of the item, this submission is accepted, and the 

statement will be amended to provide for this.  This was agreed in informal 

mediation.   

 

The Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of Chch and Alpine Presbytery, 

Church Property Trustees (#3670)  

 

15.3 The Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of Chch and Alpine Presbytery, 

Church Property Trustees (#3670) seek a single heritage aerial map for 

heritage settings.  I disagree with this approach as a separate map for each 

heritage item is required in order to show each item with the maximum clarity 

possible.  Combining items together on maps also creates practical difficulties 

for automated map production.   
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Council submissions 

 

15.4 The Council submission (#3723 points on historic heritage technical issues 

seek to amend heritage planning and aerial maps, historic heritage schedules 

and statements of significance to improve clarity, accuracy and internal 

consistency which will aid interpretation of historic heritage provisions.  The 

nature of these amendments can be summarised as follows: 

 

(a) reduce or increase the extent of the heritage item or setting in 

planning and aerial maps and make corresponding amendments to 

schedule addresses to align settings with property boundaries or limit 

settings to parts of land parcels.  These were to correct mapping 

errors and/or reflect revised assessments of contextual heritage 

values, and generally reduce restrictions on heritage and adjoining 

landowners. 

(b) add dimensions on aerial maps for settings which relate to parts of 

land parcels to help identify the extent of settings 

(c) clarify or update location of items on planning maps and aerial maps 

where item is underground or has been relocated 

(d) correct duplicate setting ID in planning maps, aerial maps and 

schedule 

(e) update statements of significance and schedules to reflect post-

earthquake condition of items (amend description or replace 

photographs), and to correct errors in grammar, facts, names and 

addresses, Group. 

 

15.5 There are no additional substantive changes requested in the Council's 

submission requiring further elaboration in this report.   

 

15.6 I accept this submission apart from item 76 in the Council's submission table, 

which is related to matters of clarity of the provisions rather than heritage 

aspects and is addressed in the evidence of Ms Caroline Rachlin.  
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Amanda Emma Ohs  

2 December 2015   

 


